CONSERVATION CASEWORK LOG NOTES SEPTEMBER 2015 
The GHS/TGT conservation team received 156 new cases in England and 5 new cases in Wales during September in addition to ongoing work on previously logged cases. Written responses were submitted by TGT and/or CGTs for the following cases. In addition to the responses below, 10 ‘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


	Widcombe House, Bath
	Avon
	E15/0802
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION Erection of a climbing frame (Retrospective). Widcombe House, Church Street,  Widcombe, Bath. MISCELLANEOUS
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 20.09.2015 

Summary: The Avon Gardens Trust is concerned that suitable conditions should be attached to any planning permission granted on the Application, seeking to minimise or avoid risk of detriment to the character and appearance of the setting and landscape associated with the Listed Building Grade II Widcombe House 
The Avon Gardens Trust (Avon GT) welcomes the opportunity to comment on this application which has some impact on the significance of Widcombe House. 
Avon GT (formed 1987) is a member of the Association of Gardens Trusts. In July 2015 the Association merged with The Garden History Society to form The Gardens Trust (TGT). Avon GT is thus now part of TGT which continues to be the statutory consultee for all sites on the Historic England Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest. Within TGT, one of the roles of Avon GT is to help safeguard the heritage of historic designed landscapes within the former County of Avon by advising local planning authorities on statutory and non-statutory parks, gardens and designed landscapes of importance. 
1 Application Site 
Widcombe House itself is a Listed Building (Grade II) and its grounds contain other Listed structures, namely, an ornamental dove-cote (Grade II*), a garden house (Grade II*), and a grotto (Grade II). The property also falls within several other planning constraints, including The Bath World Heritage Site, The Bath Conservation Area, The Bristol and Bath Green Belt and the Cotswolds Area of Outstanding National Beauty. 
The BANES Historical Environment Record states these details 
Listed Building (II) 444993: MANOR FARMHOUSE 
Conservation Area: Bath HER Number MBN11368 
Apparently built by Philip Bennet of Widcombe House (now Widcombe Manor) who acquired the site in 1728. The buildings constitute a 'ferme oree', which may have been influenced by Ralph Allen (through Alexander Pope) who was involved in these dealings. They appear to be architect- designed and include an ornamental Dove-cote, a Garden House, and a Grotto, possibly designed by Richard Jones, Ralph Allen's clerk-of-works. There is an ornamental garden and the adjoining meadow, 'Dunsmead' also appear to have been landscaped. 
The Historic England Listing includes these extracted details (and the relative map shows House, Garden House, Dove-cote and Grotto): 
CHURCH STREET Widcombe (East side) Manor Farmhouse 05/08/75 Grade: II Date first listed: 05-Aug-1975 Date of most recent amendment: 15-Oct-2010 List entry Number: 1394121 
Stable and services block considerably altered to form house with outbuildings in C20 century. Mid C18 and C19, C20 alterations…….. PLAN: Shallow range of buildings set in part against rising bank to rear lane, central square pyramidal pavilion has lower hipped range to left, with single bay extension, in matching style, of c1970, and to right low stable or carriage block. …….Ground floor late extension ……..Carriage block to right ……Long low stable building with pantile roof lies to right, in nine-bays, including four eaves ventilators and plank stable door. Range as lean-to against outer boundary wall, with coping also acting as capping. ……….. INTERIOR……… dovecote (qv) in garden. HISTORY: Manor Farmhouse gardens were redesigned by Rolfe and Peto in 1929 (drawings in RIBA), and may be responsible for some of alterations to house. ……. 
2 Extracts from the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
In addition to the planning policies referred to and commented upon in sections 4 and 5 of the Planning and Heritage Statement (P&H Statement), the following NPPF provisions are also considered potentially relevant, remembering that “settings” of Listed Buildings are included in Heritage Assets so also merit protection. NPPF terms considered particularly relevant are underlined: 
Principle 10: planning should “conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance so that they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of this and future generations.” 
Paragraph 109: “The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by: &#9675; protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, geological conservation interests and soils ; ….” 
Paragraph 129: “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 131: “ 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…..;” 
Paragraph 132: 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. Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss of a grade II listed building, park or garden should be exceptional. Substantial harm to or loss of designated heritage assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments, protected wreck sites, battlefields, grade I and II* listed buildings, grade I and II* registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be wholly exceptional” 
Paragraph 133: “Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to or total loss of a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss, or… [alternatives not considered relevant]. 
Paragraph 134: “where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use.” 
Paragraph 135: “The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account in determining the application. In weighing applications that affect directly or indirectly non-designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset.” 
3 Specific Comments on Application Case 
A The proposed Climbing Frame Structure 
In paragraphs 3.2 and 3.3. of the P&H Statement the Application states that the development is a “modest timber structure finished with a dark wood stain with a pitched roof and sitting on bark chippings enclosed by a large wooden surround”. However: 
(1) The supplier’s brochure images of the structure indicate that, as supplied, it would feature brightly-coloured awning to form the pitched roof, brightly-coloured pennants, and a brightly-coloured slide and climbing pole. 
(2) It is assumed that the awning and pennants do not feature, as the P&H Statement states at paragraph 3.10 that the structure “avoids the use of large pieces of plastic and garish colours which would appear discordant when viewed from surrounding vantage points and against the backdrop of the natural landscape.” 
(3) We cannot readily discern whether that applies also to the slide and pole shown yellow-coloured in the supplier’s brochure images, so we speculate whether these components have been repainted or otherwise masked in a more muted colour. 
(4) We are likewise unsure whether the structure as depicted in the photographs has two pitched roof/awning features compared to the single awning shown in the supplier’s brochure. However, we note the P&H Statement’s description so assume the partial roof(s) fitted to be timber-fabricated. 
B Location by reference to curtilage 
There seems to be some uncertainty as to the area correctly to be treated as the curtilage of the Widcombe House residence, the location of the climbing frame being variously described in the following paragraphs as: 
3.7 within “an extended area of garden”; 
3.12 outside what the LPA consider to be the residential curtilage; 
3.13 on pastureland outside of the immediate residential curtilage”; 
3.14 on meadow/pastureland used as “the wider residential curtilage”; 
3.17 “outside of the existing residential curtilage”. 
C Flexibility or otherwise of relevant Planning Concepts 
A number of the submissions in the P&H Statement relate to matters of perception, degree, or judgment and are therefore susceptible of being regarded as matters of opinion, examples being given in section 4 below. 
As to P&H Statement paragraphs 4.6/4.7, we recognise the force of an argument (based on NPPF paragraph 187) encouraging the LPA to look for solutions rather than problems, to seek to improve social conditions and sustainable development, and (based on NPPF paragraph 207) setting out that enforcement is discretionary and should be proportionate. However, these considerations have to be balanced with other NPPF provisions mentioned in section 2 above. 
4 Assessment of the proposal 
We submit that the conclusions proffered within section 6.2 of the Application (treating them as if denoted 6.2.1 to 6.2.8) should be considered in the contexts set out below: 
6.2.1 Bath Conservation Area: The requirement is to preserve or enhance character or appearance of the Bath CA (in terms stated) including need to protect existing landscape which contributes to character and appearance of the Conservation Area. Consequently, lack of substantial harm to character and appearance of the Bath CA is arguably not established unless a de minimis argument is justified. On that basis (paragraphs 5.31–5.35) the visual impacts are relatively modest and unobtrusive, so meadow/pastureland and open character remain. 
6.2.2 World Heritage Site: The Policy B4 and Policy CP6 requirement is for development to conserve or enhance landscapes. Again, there is arguably no substantial harm to character and appearance. There is a strong presumption (paragraph 4.10) against development that would result in harm to the Outstanding Universal Value of the WHS or its setting, with assessment to be made of the meaning of “harm” in this context. This is particularly relevant as the C.P.6 Environmental Quality values require that character and quality of landscapes be conserved or enhanced, so might be interpreted to require that they be left unchanged if the proposed development would not positively improve them. Again, visual impacts (paragraphs 5.31-5.35) are relatively modest and unobtrusive, and this applies also to paragraphs 6.2.3 and 6.2.4 below. 
6.2.3 Setting of Listed Buildings: We would accept that the extents of the various settings are debatable. Development of Listed buildings and settings (paragraphs 4.15/5.22) is required not to adversely affect the buildings’ contribution to the local scene (screening/ location). 
6.2.4 Development in Green Belt may require “very special circumstances” and the proposed structure is (however technically, and despite the “see-through” element) somewhat visually detrimental to Green Belt (paragraphs 4.13/5.2/5.3/5.7) by reason of siting, design or materials of development. We accept that efforts have been made to reduce visual impact/detriment (based on our assumptions stated at 3A above about materials and colours). The recreational argument (paragraphs 4.4/5.3) may provide an exception and there seems not to be an express requirement for such facility to be publicly-available. 
6.2.5 Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty The Application site being within an AONB, “Great weight” is to be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty. For this purpose the degree of significance of the development in relation to the site is a matter of informed opinion and judgment. 
6.2.6 The neighbouring residential areas referred to do not seem to be within any registered designed landscape as such, and we do not comment on any suggestion that no adverse harm would be caused to them. 
6.2.7 Conditions: We leave it to the LPA as a matter of principle whether any permission to be granted could or should be limited (as the Application offers to accept) by reference to conditions relating to time and&#8730;or identity of residents of the Application site.
6.2.8 The references to balancing against “other material considerations” and “other on-site constraints”, to conclude that the proposed site is “a sensible location for the climbing frame”, presumably mean all other criteria for grant of the planning permission sought are considered to be satisfied. 
5 Conclusion by The Avon Gardens Trust 
If permission is to be granted as asked, suitable conditions should be attached seeking to ensure that the appearance of the structure remains as stated in paragraph 3.2 of the Application, including but not limited to avoidance of awnings and pennants, and maintenance of dark stain/paint not only for wooden components but also for the slide and climbing pole shown coloured yellow in the brochure images. 
We would be grateful to be advised of your decision, or if further information is submitted. 
Yours sincerely 
Dr. Ros Delany 
Chairman, Avon Gardens Trust 

	Sydney Gardens
	Avon
	E15/0771
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Re-surfacing works to  existing car park. Holburne Museum Of Art, Great Pulteney Street, Bathwick, Bath, Bath And North East Somerset BA2 4DB. PARKING
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 30.09.2015 
Summary: The Avon Gardens Trust is concerned that suitable works and materials be applied in the proposed developments seeking to minimise or avoid risk of detriment to the character and appearance of the Listed Building Grade I Holburne Museum and the setting and landscape provided by the Registered Park and Garden Grade II Sydney Gardens 
The Avon Gardens Trust (Avon GT) welcomes the opportunity to comment on these applications which have some potential for impact on the significance of the Holburne Museum of Art and of the adjacent Sydney Gardens. 
Avon GT (formed 1987) is a member of the Association of Gardens Trusts. In July 2015 the Association merged with The Garden History Society to form The Gardens Trust (TGT). Avon GT is thus now part of TGT which continues to be the statutory consultee for all sites on the Historic England Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest. Within TGT, one of the roles of Avon GT is to help safeguard the heritage of historic designed landscapes within the former County of Avon by advising local planning authorities on statutory and non-statutory parks, gardens and designed landscapes of importance. 
1 Applications Site 
The Grade 1 Listed Building 443742 Holburne Museum is well-known. It is sufficient to note in relation to the applications currently being examined that, among the constraints for the proposed developments, are that the Applications sites are also within the World Heritage Site and the Bath Conservation Area, as well as being adjacent to Sydney Gardens a Grade II registered Park/Garden of Historic Interest. 
Consequently, whilst the proposed works entirely seek to support and enhance the use and enjoyment of the Listed Building, it is to be remembered that development of the Museum site has potential for effect upon the Sydney Gardens “settings” for the Museum. 
2 Specific Comments on Application Cases 
15/03305/FUL As to the works proposed for the car park, we note that the ponding is to be addressed by soakaways, so the only issue is as to the nature and appearance of the ground materials. We consider self-binding gravel, as proposed, to be most appropriate. We will look at samples on site and comment further if considered necessary. 
15/03306/FUL As to the scheme and works proposed for the rear of the building: 
(1) The proposed steps will not suffice for visitors using perambulators/ pushchairs, wheelchair users and helpers, and visitors making use of walking frames/sticks. At least on one side of the steps a ramp should be provided in place of the current grassed inclines. 
(2) For the surfacing of the patio area we support the proposed use of York stone, in view of the relative softness of Bath stone. 
We would be grateful to be advised of your decision, or if further information is submitted. 
Yours sincerely 
Dr. Ros Delany 
Chairman, Avon Gardens Trust 

	Sydney Gardens
	Avon
	E15/0772
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Provision of gravel paths, stone paving and steps to rear garden of The Holburne Museum. Holburne Museum Of Art, Great Pulteney Street, Bathwick, Bath, Bath And North East Somerset BA2 4DB. FOOTPATH/CYCLEWAY 
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 30.09.2015 
See joint response to E15/0771

	Old Warden Park
	Bedford-shire
	E15/0727
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION Listed Building: Installation of fall restraint system to internal face of parapet perimeter to Mansion East Wing. The Shuttleworth Mansion, Old Warden Park, Old Warden, Biggleswade SG18 9EA. MISCELLANEOUS
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 13.09.2015 
Bedfordshire Gardens Trust is grateful for the opportunity to comment on this application. We are aware of the history of the site and have visited it 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 consultee for historic parks and gardens. 
Although the consultation period officially ran from 24 July to 28 August, the Heritage Assessment and the Supporting Statement were not available on the website before late August. I hope therefore that you will take this representation into account. 
Summary 
We object to the proposal because it would result in loss of significance of the Grade II* listed Park as a heritage asset, contrary to National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 132 and Central Bedfordshire Policy CS15. As the site is Grade II*, significant harm to it should be wholly exceptional 
Comments 
This response is based on the documents available on the website, including the desk-based archaeological assessment by Albion Archaeology (AA), and the Heritage Assessment, and the Supporting Statement dated August 2015, from Robinson & Hall. 
The eastern driveway past Kings Hill appears to have originated rather earlier than the Heritage Assessment states; it is shown on Jefferys’s 1765 map of Bedfordshire (see Fig 1 below), which of course predates the diversion of the Ickwell road and the formation of the present Park. However, it is evidently a practical means of access and not a landscape feature, and its partial closure would not in itself harm the historic landscape. 
Our concerns are with the proposed U-shaped diversion route. The eastern length would use an existing unsurfaced track. The western “arm”, however, would be entirely new, running along the eastern boundary of the registered site, from College Road southwards to the south-eastern corner of the existing playing field, then turning south-west for a short distance through the registered site before turning south east to skirt the southern end of the grassed runway. A 4.1 metre wide tarmac track with 300mm concrete kerbs, and passing places close to the junction with College Road, and to the south–eastern corner of the playing field, would form a hard “edge” to the parkland and would be an intrusive element in the historic landscape. 
The intrusion in the historic landscape would be increased when the track was in use. The Garden History Society’s Planning Conservation Advice Note 6 on Vehicle Parking and Access states that “Historic landscape experts are ... clear that vehicles visible within significant areas (either parked or en route) will compromise the landscape.” The applicant’s Supporting Statement (page 2) states that the eastern drive is essential for HGVs, coaches and double-decker buses to access the College and Mansion (a wedding venue) from the B658, because the western drive running from the village of Old Warden is not suitable. Trainee tractor drivers would also use the route. The impact of vehicles of that size would be greater than that of the 4x4(?) shown in the photographs illustrating the proposals in the Heritage Assessment. 
The historic views across the parkland from the south front of the Mansion, particularly from the first floor, would be interrupted by the proposed access. The track and the vehicles using it would be clearly visible from the Mansion at times when the deciduous trees are not in leaf, and the traffic would be audible at all times. 
The Grade II listed Queen Anne’s Summerhouse standing above the 200-foot contour line in Warden Warren falls within the registered park (it is not mentioned in the Albion Archaeology dba because it falls just outside the 500m zone their study covers). At the time of registration it was thought to date from 1874, and to stand on the site of an earlier tower shown in Jefferys’s map, already mentioned. 
It is now known that the Summerhouse, with its viewing platform on the roof, and the remnants of radiating avenues or rides around it, dates from the Ongley ownership in the early 18th century, as established by the research done by the Landmark Trust during its restoration. The Summerhouse and the views to and from it are an important element in the historic landscape. While the Summerhouse is now closely surrounded by trees to the east, the proposed access track would be visible looking eastwards from the approach up the slope to the Summerhouse, through surviving and new avenue trees, to the Mansion. 
It is appreciated that the wider estate, including the registered site, has a mix of commercial, educational and other uses which the Shuttleworth Trust wishes to foster, but in the view of the Bedfordshire Gardens Trust, on behalf of The Gardens Trust, the registered park should not be compromised in the process. Heritage assets being irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification and we do not believe that the case has been made. 
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 be grateful to be advised of your decision. 
Yours sincerely 
CAROLINE BOWDLER 
Conservation Officer 
Bedfordshire Gardens Trust 

	Devonport Park
	Devon
	E15/0701
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Change of use to a children's theatre, with associated renovation and refurbishment including the creation of an adjacent amphitheatre. DEVONPORT PARK, FORE STREET DEVONPORT PLYMOUTH PL1 4BU. PUBLIC PARK
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 21.09.2015 
Thank you for consulting The Garden History Society on the above application which affects Devonport Park, an historic designed landscape of national 
interest which is included by Heritage England on the Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest at Grade II. 
The Garden History Society merged with the Association of Gardens Trust on 24 July 2015 to form The Gardens Trust and continues to give authoritative specialist advice on planning and conservation matters affecting designed 
landscapes. The Devon Gardens Trust is a member of The Gardens Trust and responds to consultations on planning applications in the County of Devon. 
The Gardens Trust considers that the proposed refurbishment of the existing building and the construction of the amphitheatre will considerably improve the character and appearance of Devonport Park. The Trust wholeheartedly 
supports the proposals. 
Yours faithfully 
John Clark 
Conservation Officer 

	Combe House
	Devon
	E15/0755
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION  Alterations and extensions to hotel and stables to provide additional hotel bedrooms, kitchen and staff facilities. Creation of car parking areas, conversion of pavillion to bar and store room to treatment rooms. Construction of polytunnel and associated works. Combe House Hotel, Gittisham, Honiton EX14 3AD. HOTEL/HOSPITALITY  
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 21.09.2015 
The above application which affects Coombe House, an historic designed landscape of National importance which is included by Heritage England on the Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest at Grade II, has been brought to our attention by Heritage England 
The Garden History Society merged with the Association of Gardens Trust on 24 July 2015 to form The Gardens Trust continues to be give authoritative specialist advice on planning and conservation matters affecting designed landscapes. The Gardens Trust inherits the role of Statutory Consultee on development affecting sites on the Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest. The Devon Gardens Trust is a member of The Gardens Trust and responds to consultations on planning applications in the County of Devon. 
We wholeheartedly concur with the views of Heritage England contained in their letter to your Council of 18 September 2015, regarding the need to revise the layout of the 
proposed car park to reflect the historic paths and to minimise its impact on the 
arboretum; the need for a management plan for the landscape and planting in order to enhance the character of the arboretum; and the repair/reinstatement of the Ha-Ha. We welcome the conservation gains to improve the setting of the house through the removal of the car parking and the extension of the lawn in front of the hotel. 
Yours faithfully 
John Clark 
Conservation Officer 

	Cathedral Green, Exeter
	Devon
	E15/0809
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION Annual Christmas Market to operate for a maximum of 30 days per year in November and December for five years. Re-instatement of Cathedral Green. The Cloisters, Cathedral Close, Exeter EX1 1HS. RETAIL
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 22.09.2015 
Thank you for consulting the Devon Gardens Trust on the above application which 
affects The Close, an historic designed landscape which is included by the Devon 
Gardens Trust on the Devon Gazetteer of Parks and Gardens of Local Historic 
Interest. 
The Garden History Society merged with the Association of Gardens Trust on 24 July 2015 to form The Gardens Trust continues to be give authoritative specialist advice on planning and conservation matters affecting designed landscapes. The Gardens Trust inherits the role of Statutory Consultee on development affecting sites on the Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest. The Devon Gardens Trust is a member of The Gardens Trust and responds to consultations on planning applications in the County of Devon. 
The Devon Gardens Trust has been very concerned about the damage to the grass caused by the siting of the Christmas Market in previous years, because the resulting bare earth has had a negative visual impact on Cathedral Close for the whole of 
January, February and most of March. The Green has looked very unsightly during these months, and is unavoidable if the Christmas Market is allowed, as the laying of new turf and grass seeding cannot take place until the Spring. 
The Devon Gardens Trust advises that the adverse visual impact of the proposed Christmas Market would harm the significance of the Cathedral Green. We 
recommend that your Council should refuse consent for this proposal. 
Yours faithfully 
John Clark 
Conservation Officer 

	19 - 21 Catherine Place, London
	Greater London
	E15/0816
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION Use from (Class B1) offices to five residential flats (Class C3) plus associated external alterations including partial demolition and rebuilding of rear extension at basement and ground floor level. 19 - 21 Catherine Place, London SW1E 6DX. BUILDING ALTERATION.
	TGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 25.09.2015 
The Gardens Trust (formerly The Garden History Society) has recently learnt of the above proposed development. The Trust objects to the proposed development on the grounds of: 
• Its detrimental impact on the garden of 16 Stafford Place, SW1, which is a rare and significant example of a small-scale urban garden designed by Sir Edwin Lutyens (1864-1944), one of Britain’s greatest architects and landscape architects; 
• Its detrimental impact on the designed setting of 16 Stafford Place which is a Grade II Listed building; 
• Conflict with national and local planning policy arising from these detrimental impacts on the historic environment; 
Context of advice 
As you will be aware, Government has confirmed that the The Gardens Trust retains the status of Statutory Consultee relating to all development proposals affecting designed landscapes designated by Historic England on the Register of Parks and Gardens which was first given to The Garden History Society in 1995. This status recognises the Trust’s expertise in the field of historic designed landscapes and their conservation; and through NPPF para 129 and elsewhere, Government enjoins the Trust to make this expertise available to planning authorities to assist them in determining applications which affect such places. 
This application affects a designed landscape which has not been nationally designated by Historic England. However, in our expert opinion we consider this to be a rare and therefore significant example of a small-scale urban garden designed by Lutyens which has survived essentially intact since its creation, and which forms the designed setting for a Grade II Listed building. Therefore, despite this scheme technically falling outside our statutory remit, we take the rare step of making a formal objection to the proposals, and submitting advice to your Authority which we trust will help to inform determination of the application. 
Advice 
Sir Edwin Lutyens (1869-1944) is arguably the nation’s greatest twentieth century architect and landscape designer. The majority of his commissions, both architectural, urban, and landscape, were for large-scale projects; even the gardens designed for some of his early domestic commissions are extensive and encompass a range of areas and design treatments. 
Lutyens’ urban landscape commissions are relatively few. Their compact scale and generally enclosed context called for a very different range of design skills and solutions. Lutyens’ ability to deal with these constraints and challenges is clearly demonstrated in his design for the garden of 16 Stafford Place with its symmetry, framed axial vista and change in level. It is a carefully controlled and considered exercise in landscape design, and is an ingenious solution to the challenge of designing a garden in an urban context. 
We advise that, although not at present designated by Historic England on the Register of Parks and Gardens, the garden of 16 Stafford Place has considerable historic significance as an example of an urban garden design by Lutyens and surviving essentially intact; we consider that it would be appropriate for Historic England to assess the garden for national designation. We would further advise that this significance must be taken into account when your Authority comes to determine application 15/07496/FUL. 
While the greatest historic and aesthetic significance of the garden of 16 Stafford Place attaches to its design by Lutyens, significance is also derived from the ownership of the property by the politician Lord Hore-Belisha (1893-1957), who commissioned Lutyens to design the garden. 
Further consideration must be given to the fact that the Lutyens garden forms the consciously designed setting for the Grade II Listed property (16 Stafford Place): Lutyens responded to the architecture of the house in forming his landscape design, and the significance of each heritage asset is considerably increased by their inter-relationship. 
The present proposal (15/07496/FUL) entails, among other changes, the reduction in height of part of the garden wall forming the boundary of the Lutyens garden at 16 Stafford Place and formation of new windows in the facade overlooking the garden. We have explained above that the symmetry and enclosure of the garden of 16 Stafford Place are both essential components of Lutyens approach to its design. 
We advise that the creation of an a-symmetrical boundary wall terminating the garden will not only be visually jarring, but will also have a significant and negative impact on the integrity of Lutyens’ design. It is clear, therefore, that the present proposals have a significant, adverse impact on the historic environment. 
We note with considerable concern that the documentation submitted by the applicant does not make any reference to either the Lutyens garden design at 16 Stafford Place, or the Listed status of 14-20 Stafford Place, all of which would be affected if this proposal was to be implemented. We must therefore advise that, contrary to NPPF para 128, your Authority has not been provided with sufficient information with regard to the impact of the proposed development to enable you properly to determine the application. 
Summary 
The Gardens Trust, the statutory consultee with regard to nationally designated designed landscapes and the acknowledged expert on historic designed landscapes and their conservation, objects to this proposed development. 
• The development would have a significant detrimental impact on the garden of 16 Stafford Place (which it immediately adjoins), which is a rare and significant example of a small-scale urban garden designed by Sir Edwin Lutyens by reason of the reduction in height of part of the garden boundary wall which would unbalance the Lutyens design, reduce the sense of enclosure and create an a-symmetry which are all alien to his design. We advise that this impact would run counter to Government planning advice contained in NPPF para 135. 
• The development would therefore have a significant detrimental impact on the consciously designed setting of 16 Stafford Place, which is a Grade II Listed building. This runs counter to national planning policy contained in NPPF para 132 . 
• The documentation accompanying the present application is entirely deficient of any assessment of the impact of the proposals on the adjacent historic environment. We strongly advise that your Authority should be provided with an objective assessment of such impacts prior to determining this application, in accordance with the requirements of NPPF para 128. 
We trust that our advice, given in accordance with NPPF para 129, will assist in your consideration of these proposals. If we can provide further advice, please do not hesitate to contact us at the address below. 
Yours faithfully 
Jonathan Lovie 
Principal Conservation Officer 
The Gardens Trust 

	Karuna House
	Hereford and Worcester
	E15/0781
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION Residential development of 6 dwellings with associated car parking and amenity space; and a main vehicular and pedestrian access off the B4211. Karuna House, Tunnel Hill, Upton Upon Severn, Worcestershire, WR8 0QL. RESIDENTIAL
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 21.09.2015 
The Hereford and Worcester Gardens Trust wish to object to the application to build 6 houses on the land near to Karuna House on Tunnel Hill Upton Severn. 
A previous application for housing development (13/ 00136) on the same site was 
opposed by the Trust and its arguments and those of other objectors were upheld by the Inspector at the subsequent appeal. 
It is noted that the current application is for a reduced number of houses and various palliative measures have been proposed to reduce the risk of damage to wild life habitat. 
Of particular interest to the Gardens Trust is the effect of the application on the historic landscape of the old Ham Court estate. The Court was the principal landed estate near to Upton on Severn and the property of a long established Worcestershire family. Although the eighteenth century house has been demolished, a large area of pastoral parkland remains. The application site appears clearly within the park pale in the O S maps of 1887 and 1905. Taken as a whole the park contributes a vital visual amenity to the west of the town and its prevalence to flooding has protected encroachment from earlier development. 
Prominent in the park are a number of veteran oaks illustrating the age of the plantations and allowing the continuance of a specialised habitat for wild life. Many of these are very close to the application site 
We are not convinced that the arguments for the protection of this historic landscape we submitted in the earlier application have been nullified by the present reduced scheme. In our opinion the park should be preserved as a complete entity and not dismembered by partial development. We would further point out that parks of this age and size are not particularly prevalent in this part of Worcestershire and should be regarded as valuable heritage assets bringing positive environmental and social benefits to the community. 
We also remain sceptical that the wild life population will remain undisturbed by the close proximity of human habitation despite the measures proposed 
J Comins 
Hereford and Worcester Gardens Trust

	Hindlip Hall
	Hereford and Worcester
	E15/0754
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION Installation of a replacement emergency standby generator to support the police headquarters campus (Hindlip Park) during power cuts. Hindlip Hall, The Drive, Hindlip, Worcester WR3 8SP. ENERGY/UTILITIES SUPPLY  
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 02.10.2015 
The Hereford and Worcester Gardens Trust would like to comment on this application to install a new emergency generator on the grounds of the Grade 2* listed Hindlip Hall 
1.The remnant of the earlier park land at Hindlip, dating chiefly from the nineteenth century, has been the centre of much building development since the mansion was acquired by West Mercia police as the area headquarters. Inevitably this has prejudiced the appearance and the environs of the listed building although there is evidence that some care has taken to retain and conserve certain historic buildings. 
2.An electrical substation was erected some years ago on the edge of the pleasure grounds which are bounded on the southern front by a ha ha.. This was perhaps unfortunate as establishing a development directly in the main vista from the Hall towards the lake. It is now proposed to position the new generator to the south but close to the sub station. This has the advantage that the ground at this point falls away from the lawn and the site is to some extent screened from view by an existing thicket of small trees. It is also true that the planting in the wider park prevents the site being seen from outside the grounds 
3. We would make two comments; one specific, the other general. 
As regards the generator, an unavoidably unsightly object, a number of alternative sites have been suggested, all of which would be more intrusive than the proposed position. It has to be concluded that the latter has the advantage of being relatively well hidden, at least when the deciduous trees are in leaf. 
It is however strongly recommended that further planting around the site should be carried out with the addition, in particular, of evergreen cover 
4. The general comment is that the environs of the listed building have been developed as and when particular needs arise. A further major expansion of the facilities is planned which will lead to building on a more prominent position very visible in the wider landscape. It would be very beneficial if a master strategic plan with a medium to long term time scale could be formed and put to external comment. This would enable the grounds to be considered in their entirety and future applications placed in their appropriate context 
yours faithfully. 
J F I Comins 
Hereford and Worcester Gardens Trust

	Wyre Forest Local Plan Review
	Hereford and Worcester
	E15/0703
	n/a
	LOCAL PLAN Local Plan review to 2032 “issues and options” document for consultation http://wyreforestdc-consult.limehouse.co.uk planning.policy@wyreforestdc.gov.uk
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 02.10.2015 
The Trust would like to comment on the Issues and Options proposals in preparation for the Wyre Forest Local Plan. 
Under para 40 of Safeguarding Character and Local Distinctiveness we would like to see measures taken under Option B to strengthen the protection of Heritage Assets comprising parks and gardens 
While parks and gardens registered by Historic England are afforded a degree of protection by current legislation and practice, there are, in addition, are a number of other parks and gardens which contribute to the heritage of the district and which are of local importance. Many of these have been identified in the Survey of Historic Parks and Gardens in Worcestershire . R. Lockett. published by the Hereford and Worcester Gardens Trust in 1997. 
It is suggested that all such sites should be incorporated in local lists with the provision in the Local Plan that any development proposals should only be approved where there is no adverse effect on the site’s character, setting and aesthetic and historic value. 
Yours faithfully. 
J F I Comins 
Deputy Chairman 
The Hereford and Worcester Gardens Trust

	Panshanger
	Hertford-shire
	E15/0702
	II*
	GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE Proposals for seasonal osprey pole to be erected on Osprey Island by Tarmac Lefarge discussed with CGT.  Osprey Lake, Panshanger Lane, Hertford, Hertfordshire, SG14 2NL.
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 01.09.2015 
If it is to be something similar (though I would hope of a less 'industrial' design) in the same place, there would be no objections from HGT as it is of a temporary nature - you did indicate that it could be removed out of osprey season. 
Perhaps you could let me have some idea of how the whole Osprey Lake is to be developed in line with the LFT plan which showed a path round the northern side of the lake where it is now fenced off. Is the intention to make this lake more 'natural' looking by removing the ugly fences? 
Kate Harwood 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust

	Lawn House
	Hertford-shire
	E15/0782
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION Conversion and extension of Lawn House and Holly Flats to provide guest accommodation (15 bedrooms) in association with existing wedding/hospitality business at Hatfield Park; internal and external alternations to the buildings and all ancillary works. Lawn House and Holly Flats, Hatfield Park, Great North Road, Hatfield AL9 5NG. HOTEL/HOSPITALITY
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 15.09.2015 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust, on behalf of The Gardens Trust (formerly GHS), statutory consultees, fully support this application. We are familiar with the history and importance of the Grade I landscape and have visited both Hatfield park &gardens and the Lawn House site. We consider that the application will conserve and enhance Lawn House and Holly Flats and the immediate environs, and would cause no harm to the wider historic landscape or its significance. 
Kate Harwood 
Conservation & Planning 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust

	Bayfordbury
	Hertford-shire
	E15/0797
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Proposed 2.5 storey rear extension, new garage to fonrt of dwelling and side  summer room. The Directors House, Bayfordbury, Lower Hatfield Road, Bayford SG13 8RJ. BUILDING ALTERATION
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 29.09.2015 
On behalf of The Gardens Trust and Hertfordshire Gardens Trust we have studied this application in the context of the Grade II Registered Landscape. From the information supplied with this application we have only one comment to make. A condition of any grant of permission should be that adequate planting of era-appropriate species be required on the NE, SE and SW boundaries to preserve the views within and across the parkland. This planting should not be of hedge form, but rather in groups or clumps to preserve the informal nature of the 19th century landscape style. 
Kate Harwood 
Conservation & Planning 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust

	Stoneyhurst College
	Lanca-shire
	E15/0762
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION Demolition of existing single storey modern sawmill and ancillary outbuildings and proposed two storey residential and academic facility for 60 pupils and associated staff including secure outdoor play area. Land off Knowles Brow, Stoneyhurst, Clitheroe BB7 9PT. EDUCATION
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 24.09.2015 
Thank you for your consultation letter inviting The Gardens Trust (TGT) to comment on the above application. As previously notified to you, TGT (established in July 2015 from the merger of the Garden History Society and the Association of Gardens Trusts), who are the statutory consultee on matters concerning registered parks and gardens, is now working closely with County Garden Trusts, and the responsibility for commenting on planning applications in this context has now passed to the Trusts. The Lancashire Gardens Trust (LGT) therefore responds in this case. 
The LGT recognises the importance of the heritage assets at Stonyhurst College in being a Registered Park and Garden Grade II*, and one of Lancashire’s most important 
designed landscapes, and one of a very small number of Grade II* sites in Lancashire. 
The historic designed landscape at Stonyhurst had its origins as the setting for the fine Elizabethan mansion for the Shireburn family where construction commenced in 1592. The main features of the current formal Stuart garden were for Sir Nicholas Shireburn shortly after his inheritance in 1695. It is the work of Henry Wise who brought all the elegant details of the Renaissance garden to this Lancashire seat. Wise was the head gardener to Queen Anne and George I and his work was also supplemented by construction and statuary commissioned from the foremost artists and craftsmen of the 
time. One of the most notable features of the formal garden is the stunning panorama which can be seen from the end of the principal allee and the terrace at the observatory which gives a prospect across the valley towards the distant escarpment of Longridge. This is 
proof that formal gardens were not always inward-looking. 
We note with some disappointment that there appears to be no Heritage Statement provided in the various planning application documents which appear online, as the 
application site immediately abuts the boundary of the Registered Park and Garden. 
The LGT has inspected the site and had an explanation of the proposals and associated matters from the College Estates Department. This has been very constructive in 
understanding the College’s future aspirations for the Stonyhurst estate and the historic designed landscape in particular. We note that the site of the current proposals covered by the planning application lies at relatively low level below the end of the principal allee and terrace and the site is to an extent obscured by trees from the principal viewpoints of the formal garden. This leads us to the conclusion that there should be little impact on 
the principal features and significance of the garden resulting from the removal of the current buildings and their replacement with the new educational facility. However we note with caution that the new buildings are of two storey construction, in place of single storey, and depending on the nature and position of reflective glass, this could result in some glare. For this reason it is not possible to quantify the degree of impact on the 
historic designed landscape until construction is complete. 
It is also noted that it is not intended to introduce any new access points from the new facilities into the RPG, and that the new pedestrian linkages are to use the current route along the east side of the current service yards. This is welcomed so that the historic routes for the use and appreciation of this garden remain as originally conceived. 
On the basis of details seen to date, therefore, the LGT does not object to this application. 
It is also welcomed that the proposals covered within this current application will remove some of the clutter of service buildings and storage areas which immediately adjoin the RPG, and will also improve the legibility and quality of surface treatment of the circulation areas within this very important intersection of service traffic and pedestrians. 
Looking ahead, the LGT suggests that there should be a Landscape Master Plan and Management Plan prepared for the Registered Park and Garden, in order to ensure that 
heritage considerations guide the College’s future development needs in conjunction with this very important site. 
If there are any matters arising from this letter please contact me. 
Yours faithfully 
Stephen Robson 
S E Robson BSc BPhil MA(LM) DipEP CMLI MRTPI 
Chair, Conservation & Planning Group

	Eagle Hall
	North Yorkshire
	E15/0711
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION Erection of 1 dwelling with associated access (Site Area 0.32 ha), formation of lake and installation of package treatment plant, to include treeworks. Eagle Hall Woods To The South Of West Lane, Red Brae Bank, Bewerley, North Yorkshire. RESIDENTIAL, WATER FEATURE 
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 22.09.2015 
I am writing on behalf of The Yorkshire Gardens Trust (YGT), 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. The YGT is a member of The Gardens Trust, a recently formed charity which amalgamated the Garden History Society and the Association of Gardens Trusts. We are also a member of the Historic Environment Forum for Yorkshire and have close links with English Heritage in planning and conservation matters related to historic parks, gardens and designed landscapes. 
We have been consulted on these proposals by the applicant’s agent prior to the application being submitted and we have visited the site. 
Eagle Hall Woods are significant as a relatively unchanged example of a late C19th woodland garden. The applicants have submitted a comprehensive Heritage Statement which details the history of the designed landscape at Eagle Hall Woods. We include an extract below. 
From the 1880’s the woods were laid out as a designed landscape by the Honourable Henry E Butler, 14th Viscount Mountgarret, following his acquisition and rebuilding of Eagle Hall, which occupies an elevated position above the woodland. The watercourse, the Sish Wash, was dammed to form two fishing lakes with associated cascades. An area that had formerly been open ground beneath the hall was planted with specimen trees, and deciduous woodland in the valley was accented with exotic specimen trees. A main drive led through the woods to the main road (adjacent to a newly created Lodge with iron gates and a network of footpaths was established through the woods. 
The Eagle Hall Woods survive today as a degraded but intact 1880’s landscape, with many of the structures and arboricultural specimens still intact, albeit in an overgrown and overcrowded landscape. 
The significance and survival of the site has been eroded by lack of management as a designed landscape, which has resulted in key losses, including the loss of views within the landscape, structural dilapidation of bridges, cascades and other structures, overgrowth and crowding out of specimen trees and planting design and loss of the footpath network. However, the majority of these are recoverable, and proposals for restoration, which are being prepared in conjunction with the designs for a new dwelling in the woodland, include the restoration of key structural elements, restoration of footbridges and footpaths, and the opening out of key views. 
To accommodate a house in the proposed position several trees would need to be removed. This would result in a degree of harm to the historic landscape. However, in our view, this would not be substantial harm in terms of the definition set out in the National Planning Policy Framework and this harm would be outweighed by the public benefits that would arise from the scheme, which would include the long term management and maintenance of the woodland and increased public access and education. 
We are, therefore, satisfied that the proposed development could be carried out without harming the significance of the historic designed landscape. It is beyond the scope of our organisation to comment in detail on the design quality of the proposed building but the Yorkshire Gardens Trust supports this application and is happy for your Authority to determine it in accordance with national policy and your own specialist advice. 
If your Authority is minded to approve this application we recommend that a detailed tree survey, down to the level of species, should be prepared for the whole site and that the position of specialist rhododendrons that are not ponticum should be identified in order to inform a woodland conservation management plan, which should ideally run for 25 years and be tied to any approval by a Section 106 agreement. 
Further details are needed of the proposed works to repair and reinstate the historic bridges and the historic ironwork on the site. 
Further details are needed showing how the new lake will be formed – will it be traditional puddled clay or a liner? The margins will need to be carefully detailed to ensure that its naturalistic setting is retained. 
If spoil is to be disposed of onsite there should to be a clear plan identifying areas and finished contours to ensure that the character of the area is retained. 
Further details of the garden areas immediately adjacent to the house are needed. Will there be any demarcation fencing or planting? How will laundry drying and bin storage be addressed? This is to ensure that the wised setting of the woodland landscape is not affected by intrusive domestic elements. 
These items should be covered by conditions attached to any approval and details should be submitted to, and approved by, your Authority before any development commences. 
Yours faithfully, 
Kathryn Gibson 
Trustee and Chair of Conservation Committee, Yorkshire Gardens Trust 

	Halswell Park
	Somerset
	E15/0612

E15/0695
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Erection of 2m high fence to Northern boundary, alterations to first floor to form 4 bedrooms and bathrooms and installation of dormer windows in North elevation also rooflights and 3 replacement dormer windows in East elevation, replacement of doors and windows in West and East elevations, alterations to ground floor including conversion of stables to swimming pool, gym and additional bedrooms, erection of verander and blocking up existing openings on South elevation, separating the dwelling from Parkhead. The Old Farm House, Halswell Park, Goathurst, Bridgwater TA5 2DH. BOUNDARY, BUILDING ALTERATION, SPORT/LEISURE
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 24.09.2015 
Thank you for consulting the Garden History Society 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. 
The Somerset Gardens Trust has long been concerned for the future of Halswell, as one of the most important 18th century landscape gardens in the county. It has a number of very interesting features of its own, but is also important because of its association with Hestercombe and Stourhead, through the friendship that existed between the makers of the three gardens. It therefore has a place in the history of landscape gardening in England. 
The Old Farmhouse is one of a group of buildings to the south side of the house, and forms part of the complex, which can be viewed from the wider park on all sides. These buildings are built for the most part from local stone and weathered brick, and form a harmonious grouping, complementary to the landscape. 
The frosted glass insert on the west side of the building is totally out of keeping, and the chain link fence enclosing part of the grounds is ugly and intrusive. The 2metre high wooden fence on the north side is also intrusive, and dominates a part of the grounds, which, we understand, is to be restored as a garden. 
The rest of the park, gardens and buildings are currently being restored to a very high standard by the new owner, who has indicated that he will open to the public when the work is complete, a development which is to be much welcomed. (Halswell has not been accessible to the general public for many years, if ever.) 
The SGT is concerned that this development will detrimentally impact on the parkland setting and potentially detract from future visitors’ experience of this important Grade II Listed historic garden. 
With kind regards 
Helen Senior 
Chairman Somerset Gardens Trust Survey Committee 
SGT contact 
Jenny Kent 

	Ashtead Park
	Surrey
	E15/0699
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Erection of estate storage building and hardstanding area. City Of London Freemen's School, Park Lane, Ashtead, Surrey KT21 1ET. MAINTENANCE/STORAGE/OUTBUILDING  
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 13.09.2015 
The Surrey Gardens Trust welcomes the opportunity to comment on this application for the Estate Storage building and separate hardstanding. 
These proposals are located within the Historic England Parks and Gardens Register area but there is no Heritage Statement or assessment of the impact of the proposals. This should have been addressed in a proportionate manner. 
The existing storage area appears from the submitted photographs to include several items not referred to in the application – fuel tank, water tanks, staff facilities etc. Are these still to be found new locations? 
The location of the proposed hardstanding seems acceptable from the historic parks point of view but there may need to be some enhancement of the surrounding tree/shrub boundary planting. 
The location of the proposed storage building within the sports area would be acceptable from the historic parks point of view while its size and materials will help assimilation into the landscape. However, the submitted photographs suggest that the wooded setting is passing maturity and that new plantings of trees and shrubs should be required. 
Don Josey 
Secretary to the Council of Management 
On behalf of the Surrey Gardens Trust

	Warwick Castle
	Warwick-shire
	E15/0622
	I
	PLANNING APPLICATION Erection of 16 permanent semi-detached lodges providing visitor

accommodation, a facilities building (including, but not limited to reception, restaurant, kitchen and toilets), a sub-station, boardwalks, re-alignment of the existing perimeter footpath, part widening of the existing internal access road, lighting, boundary treatment, landscaping works and associated infrastructure works (including surface water drainage). Land at Foxes Study, Warwick Castle, Castle Hill, Warwick. HOLIDAY ACCOMMODATION
	TGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 14.09.2015 
Thank you for consulting The Gardens Trust (formerly The Garden History Society) on the above application. The Gardens Trust remains the statutory consultee for all planning applications affecting nationally designated designed landscapes. 
In its role as statutory consultee, The Gardens Trust objects to this application for permanent development within the Grade I registered landscape at Warwick Castle. 
Having reviewed the application and the supporting documents, in particular the Heritage and Landscape Assessment (July 2015), and the Planning Statement, we conclude that permanent development in this location is, in principle, unacceptable due to its impact on the Grade I nationally designated designed landscape. Such detrimental impact clearly and directly conflicts with Government guidance contained in NPPF para 132 which states that harm to heritage assets of the highest significance (Grade I or II*) should be “wholly exceptional”. 
Context of advice 
The application site lies within the designed landscape forming the designed setting of Warwick Castle (a Grade I Listed Building and in part a Scheduled Ancient Monument), which is designated at Grade I on the Register of Parks and Gardens. This should be understood to mean that the designed landscape as a whole is considered by the Government’s principal adviser on the historic environment to be of exceptional significance. Each phase of the designed landscape’s historic and aesthetic development contributes to this overall significance, and damaging change affecting one of these phases of development affects the overall significance of the whole landscape. 
Of the approximately 1,600 sites included on the Historic England Register of Parks and Gardens, only 10% are designated at Grade I, meaning that the designed landscape associated with Warwick Castle is one of a very small number of such sites, all of which merit strenuous efforts to ensure the preservation of their significance and character. As part of this process, any development proposal affecting such a site must be carefully and rigorously assessed to ensure that neither its direct impact, nor its cumulative impact in association with other existing or planned development, has an adverse impact on the significance of the nationally designated designed landscape. 
The applicant argues in relation to the historic designed landscape (a) that the “national heritage significance (of the highest importance) of the Park and Gardens is derived from the designed landscape of the park and pleasure grounds (gardens near to the Castle) set out by Lancelot ‘Capability’ Brown between 1743 and 1764” (Heritage and Landscape Assessment, Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners, July 2015, para 5.16); and (b) that because Foxe’s Study dates in large part from the later eighteenth and early nineteenth century phases of landscape development, it is somehow of lesser significance (Heritage and Landscape Assessment, July 2015, para 5.22). As the former English Heritage Inspector responsible for re-writing the Register description in 2000 and confirming the grade of this designated landscape, the author of this consultation response is uniquely placed to confirm that the significance (and grading) of this designated landscape does not derive from the involvement of Brown, but rather precisely from the palimpsest of phases of development which have created the multi-phased landscape which survives today. 
The Garden History Society set out in its response to planning application W/14/1293 (2nd October 2014, refused by Warwick District Council November 2014) a clear justification for understanding that Foxes Study is a significant and integral element of the overall design of the landscape at Warwick Castle. Its post-Brownian date by no means diminishes its significance; and we have advised very clearly and consistently that the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century picturesque phase of development at Warwick should be considered to be of equal significance with the earlier Brownian phase of development. The arguments once again advanced by the applicant with regard to the significance of the proposed development site (Heritage and Landscape Assessment, Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners, July 2015) are fatally flawed and do not, as alleged, provide any support for the proposed development. If taken to their logical conclusion, the applicant’s arguments would justify permanent development in any post-Brown element of the designed landscape; such an argument is clearly untenable, and should be disregarded by your Authority in determining this application. 
The applicant further suggests that, as the character of Foxes Study has changed through time through the loss of late eighteenth and early nineteenth century walks and replanting at various times, and the formation of the adjacent work compound and car park, the site is appropriate for further development. The National Planning Policy Framework makes clear that damaging change in the past cannot be taken as justification for further damaging development. The applicant’s argument is therefore contrary to national planning policy. 
We note that the loss of historic walks and the inappropriate management of planting within Foxes Study are both easily reversible; and appropriate conservation management of this area of the nationally designated designed landscape would in reality be the most sustainable approach and would have the advantage of actually delivering the enhancement and better revelation of the significance of the heritage asset sought by NPPF para 137, as well as enhancing the setting of the Grade I Listed Castle and Scheduled Ancient Monument. 
We have considered the analysis of views presented by the applicant, and note that the supporting documentation contains no analysis of the degree to which the proposed permanent development would be visible from points such as the Castle Park, the Hunting Lodge and the designed walks in Lodge Wood, and the River Island should the un-historic vegetation on the river bank be properly managed. This is a serious consideration to which your Authority should have regard, especially as much of the vegetation upon which the applicants rely to obtain screening does not lie in their ownership or management. 
Advice 
The Gardens Trust, as Statutory Consultee, advises Warwick District Council that: 
• The applicant’s assessment of the significance of the overall designed landscape, and the significance of Foxes Study (the proposed development site) within the overall designed landscape is inadequate and fatally flawed. The assertion that Foxes Study is somehow of lesser historic significance because it post-dates Brown’s involvement with Warwick is misinformed and should be entirely disregarded by your Authority. Rather, as we and Warwickshire Gardens Trust have previously demonstrated (October 2014 in relation to application W/2014/1293), Foxes Study forms a significant and integral element of the late eighteenth century picturesque phase of landscape development, which itself is integral to the overall historic significance of this nationally designated designed landscape. 
• The historic landscape character of Foxes Study has not been irreversibly lost through past damaging management or development. Properly informed conservation management of this element of the historic designed landscape would far better meet the objectives set out in NPPF 137 of better revealing the significance of the Grade I Listed Castle, Grade II* Listed Conservatory and the Castle Scheduled Ancient Monument as well as the Grade I designed landscape. Development within Foxes Study is not necessary to obtain this objective. 
• The applicant’s assessment of the impact of the proposed development underestimates that impact which, in our view, will be significantly adverse by reason of the impact of lighting (bespoke or otherwise), movement (of people and service vehicles), noise (of residents and service staff) and visible structures at the heart of the historic designed landscape. The alleged “reversibility” of the development does not in any way diminish its impact on the significance and character of the nationally designated landscape or the setting of the other nationally designated heritage assets through the construction of permanent structures within the Grade I registered landscape. 
• The visual impact of the permanent lodges and service building from River Island should be considered to be a significantly detrimental impact on the designed setting of Warwick Castle. The present lack of public access to the vantage point is irrelevant, and to suggest otherwise runs contrary to the advice of English Heritage contained in the recently closed consultation on the setting of heritage assets , which emphasises that public access is not a relevant consideration. Greater weight should therefore have been placed on this acknowledged adverse impact of the proposed development by the applicant, and it is a serious matter which your Authority must consider in determining the application, along with the inability of the applicant to control vegetation and trees on which they rely for screening of the development from other significant vantage points. 
• The applicant argues that Foxes Study has already been compromised by unsympathetic development such as the works unit and car park; and by inappropriate or harmful management of the physical fabric of the plantation. The National Planning Policy Framework makes clear that damaging change in the past cannot be taken as a justification for further damaging development: we advise that the applicant’s argument is flawed and contrary to national planning policy; and that the location of the proposed development significantly closer to the River and to actual or potential vantage points and views (including those highlighted by Warwickshire Gardens Trust in relation to application W/2014/1293 from the Leafield which are only presently obscured by virtue of historically inappropriate tree cover and management) clearly constitutes further harmful development within this sensitive and aesthetically significant area of the historic designed landscape. The applicant’s attempt to justify this development carries no weight and runs counter to national planning policy. It should therefore be disregarded by your Authority. 
• The applicant has not applied the correct test of impact under the NPPF. The correct test is that contained in para 132 which states: 
Substantial harm to or loss of designated heritage assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments, protected wreck sites, battlefields, grade I and II* listed buildings, grade I and II* registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be wholly exceptional. 
• The application conflicts with local plan policies HE1, HE4 and DAP11 regarding development affecting nationally designated designed landscapes. 
It is the view of The Gardens Trust, in its role as Statutory Consultee, that, for the reasons set out above, this development, if implemented, would cause substantial harm to the overall special historic interest of the Grade I designated designed landscape by reason of its impact on Foxes Study, an aesthetically essential element of the historic designed landscape. 
For these reasons we strongly advise your Authority to refuse consent for this proposed development. 
Even if your Authority is persuaded of the applicant’s argument that the detrimental impact of the proposed development is less than substantial, we question the assertion that the alleged public benefits of the scheme outweigh the detriment of further incremental permanent development within the Grade I designated landscape which forms the setting of the Grade I Listed Castle and Scheduled Ancient Monument. We therefore advise that on this count, the proposed development should be refused consent. 
We are surprised and saddened that the applicants have seen fit to bring forward such a damaging proposal on the alleged grounds of providing revenue for investment in the fabric of the Listed and Scheduled heritage asset. We would comment that such an attempt to gain “enabling development” of one heritage asset at the expense of another is deplorable. 
Yours sincerely 
Jonathan Lovie 
Principal Conservation Officer 
The Gardens Trust 

	Cliffe Castle, Keighley
	West Yorkshire
	E15/0827
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION Redevelopment of the cafe terrace with a glasshouse range incorporating a cafe and a replica Palm House in addition to a replacement animal house and aviary also new entrance gates to Holly Lodge, landscaping works and access improvements (amendments to aproved scheme 13/01332/FUL). Cliffe Castle Cafe,Spring Gardens Lane, Keighley, West Yorkshire BD20 6LH. GLASSHOUSE, CATERING, ACCESS/GATES 
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 24.09.2015 
I am writing on behalf of The Yorkshire Gardens Trust (YGT), 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. The YGT is a member of The Gardens Trust, a recently formed charity which amalgamated the Garden History Society and the Association of Gardens Trusts. We are also a member of the Historic Environment Forum for Yorkshire and have close links with English Heritage in planning and conservation matters related to historic parks, gardens and designed landscapes. Though a Conservation Management Plan and a Heritage Statement have been submitted, there appears to be no detailed information concerning the design or specifications of the original glasshouses on the upper terrace, which is the principal focus of this planning application. Historic development - brief résumé This upper terrace was first laid out as a kitchen garden before a new, much larger kitchen garden, extending to two and a quarter acres, was created adjacent to the northern side of Cliffe Lane c. 1878-83. Family letters in the archives at Cliffe Castle show that the firm of Messenger of Loughborough was involved in the construction of the Winter Garden, and the extensive range of Glasshouses on this terrace linking the Mansion to the vineries, and their curved extension over the tunnel adjacent to the Tower Lodge. Old photos of the original glasshouses show they were designed to be decorative and an archival letter of 1878 refers to "Ornamental Cresting". The client list of the Messenger firm included the Duke of Devonshire at Chatsworth, and Sir Prince Prince-Smith of Whinburn, Keighley, and large Messenger Conservatories were once key features in Lister Park and Bradford Moor Park. Range of glasshouses facing NE A 1954 aerial photo (Appendix CC8) shows there was an entrance from the stable block to the lowest and most southerly of the glasshouses on the NE facing wall. This entrance was directly opposite its porched entrance. A 1916 postcard (CC3) shows this porched glasshouse was a lean-to glasshouse with a raised lantern roof. Historic photos, postcards and articles reveal the style and function of the four other glasshouses. Thus the range of glasshouses from the lowest to the highest was: Lean-to Glasshouse with a raised lantern roof and porch Lean-to Stove House I Dome House Lean-to Stove House II ¾ Span Vinery I with porch As the glasshouses were built on rising ground three flights of interior steps, each with 6 steps (all extant) linked the lowest Glasshouse with the adjacent Stove House I Stove House I with the adjacent Dome House Stove House II with the adjacent Vinery I The Dome House had a "high and well-proportioned dome of glass and iron" 1 with its "domed top to match the winter-garden top" 2. The dome of the winter-garden was circular. Thus it would seem extremely probable that the Dome House also had a high circular dome. The Dome House was the central feature of this range of glasshouses. Range of glasshouses facing SE These were the three interlinked Vineries II-IV, together with a curved extension to Vinery IV adjacent to the Tower Lodge over the tunnel. A c. 1940 aerial photo (CC7) shows these vineries were ¾ span, and a c. 1940 photo (CC5) shows they had all been built in the same style and to the same height, but higher than Vinery I. There appears to have been no change in height of the floor levels between Vinery I and Vinery II. Thus the SE facing range of vineries were apparently deliberately built higher than Vinery I, so creating a large impressive range of Victorian glasshouses, accentuated by their double doored central external entrance flanked by two vases, and accessed from the garden below by a flight of 8 steps. It was particularly noted in 1887 2 that these glasshouses were "lofty structures". Glass Corridor This crescent shaped corridor from the Mansion's first floor library together with two linking additional small SE facing glasshouses enabled undercover access from the Mansion to all the glasshouses including the Dome House and the vineries and their curved extension by the Tower Lodge. Due to the rising ground, sections of this corridor were at different levels. The 1954 aerial photo (CC8) shows it had a double pitched glass roof. The central level section had a central porch with roof angle approximately 45 degrees and a double doored garden entrance to this formal terrace flanked by 2 vases on its entrance steps. There was also a second porch directly opposite giving access to a path leading down to the Grotto by the main Mansion entrance. PROPOSALS Range of Glasshouses facing NE and SE Whilst these new proposals are a welcome improvement on the previous proposals unfortunately their implementation would result in the construction of a new range of glasshouses that would fail to recreate the original range of Victorian glasshouses or be in the spirit of their style since for example: 1. Beautiful symmetry of the original design would be lost as: a) the proposed new Dome House would not be central to the range of NE facing glasshouses, since only one glasshouse is proposed below the Dome House. Further, this loss of symmetry will be exacerbated by the proposed significant shortening of this lower replacement glasshouse in comparison with the length of the original. b) the omission of a proposed replacement for the lowest glasshouse in the NE facing range prevents the decorative detail of the mirroring entrance porches of the lowest and highest original glasshouses being reintroduced, leading to a loss of a key original design feature. c) the proposed replacement for Vinery IV is for a glasshouse much shortened in length, resulting in the original central entrance on the SE elevation, accessed by a flight of 8 external steps, being significantly off centre. This asymmetry is accentuated by the proposed pergola covering a much larger area than that the original curved end glasshouse, since it would encroach into space once part of Vinery IV. This also would create a roof section that would be significantly different from the original and not be in the spirit of its original style. 2. The proposed replacement vineries on the SE facing raised terrace would be extremely low in comparison with the impressive lofty originals, as can be seen by comparing the new plans with the evidence of the original structures on the wall of the former Gardeners' House. These proposed low glasshouses would completely fail to recapture the impressive Victorian style of the original "lofty" glasshouses. 3. None of the proposed replacement glasshouses, apart from that for Vinery I has a roof span similar to its original or even in the spirit of the original. However that for Vinery I lacks steepness - its original principal inclination mirrored that of the steep roof of the former Gardeners' House (much greater than 30 degrees - see CC5). 4. The Palm/Dome House. Though we fully support the concept of the reconstruction of the Palm/Dome House, we strongly believe this proposed design will not recreate the original glasshouse nor be in the spirit of the original design, since the proposed dome is not circular and does not replicate the proportions of the winter garden dome, and is lacking in height. 5. The recessed entrance of the proposed replacement glasshouse for the original central vinery (Vinery III) on the café terrace is totally out of character for a Victorian glasshouse. 6. The doors of this proposed new entrance to the former central vinery are fully glazed as are the proposed external doors to the Dome House. This is out of character for a Victorian glasshouse on a walled base as traditionally the lower part of the doors were solid up to the height of these stone walls. Old photos confirm that this was the case at Cliffe Castle. 7. The proposed retention of the current late C20 arrangement of the planting beds is entirely inappropriate for the recreation of Cliffe Castle's Victorian style glasshouses Formal Terrace Levels Plan This shows a flight of 7 external steps giving access to the Dome House, whereas there were 9 steps, still extant, yet no change in level is shown. To add to the confusion the Palm House Plan, Elevations and Section shows a flight of 8 steps. This is just an example of how difficult it is to extract accurate information from all the submitted plans. However it is certainly clear that the flight of internal steps up to the Dome House from the former Stove House I, which are definitely still extant have been omitted from this plan. Is it the intention to remove these historic steps which play such an important role in linking the glasshouses together? If it is, we wish to strongly object to such a decision. Pedestrian access to these proposed glasshouses The Palm House Plan, Elevation and Section indicates no proposed access to the Dome House from former Stove House I. This is bizarre when the flight of interior steps is still extant. Undercover access to the café on a wet day through all the new glasshouses would surely bring in more customers than under the current proposals. Indeed a glass pergola over the new proposed entrance on the site of the original lowest glasshouse would give further protection in adverse weather and could lead to a significant improvement in the overall design. The current proposals will necessitate all visitors to the replacement glasshouse for Stove House I going both up and down the steps very close to the proposed new entrance, which could cause congestion and possibly an accident. We suggest that moving the proposed new entrance from the car park a few yards southwards to the position of the original entrance from the Stable Yard to the glasshouses (directly opposite the original porched glasshouse entrance) would improve the proposed pedestrian routes and restore an original entrance point. Animal house and Aviary Plan We welcome the proposal to return to this historic terrace land once the site of part of the glass corridor and currently under the car park. We also welcome the proposal to reintroduce the central entrance steps (shown as both 3 and 5 steps!) of the former Glass Corridor. However the proposal to introduce a new wall close to these steps, which is totally unrelated to the original design and leads away from the corridor wall would cause harm to this historic terrace, severely detracting from the significance and symmetry of this entrance and the design of the curved corridor. This proposed wall presumably extends to the proposed new entrance from the car park. It would thus cross the footprint of two former glasshouses and again have no historical significance near the proposed new entrance and severely detract from it. Holly Lodge Entrance Gates We fully support the proposal to install new ornamental metal gates at Holly Lodge Entrance. However their original design was far more ornamental than that shown in the proposed plan. A photo of The Lodge at Cliffe Castle (CC1) shows the original gates in the background. As the proposed design appears to have been based on that of the original Skipton Road Gates and not on its original gates. we strongly recommend that this proposal should be revised. Position For the reasons outlined above, it is our view that these current proposals would detract from, and harm the design character of Cliffe Castle. These proposals would thus be contrary to Bradford RUDP Policy BH17 in terms of inappropriate designs based on an apparent lack of a clear understanding of the original design and layout. The Yorkshire Gardens Trust thus objects to this current application and advises that it should be refused. Yours faithfully, Kathryn Gibson Trustee and Chair of Conservation Committee, Yorkshire Gardens Trust References 1. E Healey, (ed) A Series of Picturesque Views of Castles and Country Houses in Yorkshire, 1885 2 The Gardening World, October 8, 1887, pp.88-89 Appendix CC1. Small Lodge near Holly House with Entrance Gates CC2. Upper Terrace. H.I. Butterfield (seated), Dome of Wintergarden (lhs), Dome House (rhs) & Glass Corridor (centre) CC3. Upper Terrace c. 1916. Glass Corridor (centre), Lean-to Glasshouse with a raised lantern roof and porch & Lean-to Stove House I (part) (rhs) CC4. Upper Terrace. Vinery IV with ornamental cresting and Curved Extension, adjacent to Tower Lodge CC5 Upper Terrace c. 1940. Vineries I-IV and curved extension showing the angle of slope of the principal roof of Vinery I (lhs) was much greater than 30 degrees & also the height of the SE facing glasshouses was significantly greater than that of Vinery I CC6 Upper Terrace c. 1950. Lean-to Stove House II & ¾ span Vinery I (lhs) This photo shows the height of the original lofty vineries in relation to the former Gardeners' House attached to Vineries I & II. CC7 Aerial View c. 1940 (part) showing the ¾ span roofs of the SE facing glasshouses CC8 Aerial View 1954, (part) Curved Glass Corridor leading to two small SE facing glasshouses (centre), Entrance to former Lean-to Glasshouse with a raised lantern roof and porch (centre), Lean-to Stove House II & Vinery I with porch (rhs) 
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