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CONSERVATION CASEWORK LOG NOTES APRIL 2016 
The GHS/TGT conservation team received 120 new cases in England and 4 new cases in Wales during April 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, 4 ‘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


	Tyntesfield
	Avon
	E16/0019
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION and Listed Building Consent Erection of an agricultural and forestry workers facilities (with store) and agricultural barn including Estate landscaping. Belmont Estate, Belmont Hill, Wraxall BS48 1NW. AGRICULTURE
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 25.04.2016 
We are grateful for the opportunity to comment on this proposal which seeks to erect an agricultural barn on land previously cleared, without consent, to the North of the grade II Belmont House and within the grade II* registered Park and Garden of Tyntesfield. 
Significance of the Heritage Asset: 
Belmont House was built around 1750 and subsumed into the Tyntesfield Estate around 1870. The Belmont Estate is interesting, historically, for its early creation as an independent main residence for William Turner. Because of this, Belmont House is flanked by ancillary buildings particular to the running of Belmont Estate. Significant to this application are the laundry cottages grade II listed, [now known as the Coach House], which was the subject of a successful planning application 15/P/2435/LB, in 2015. The laundry cottages are located almost right against the grade II walls of the walled garden and the walled garden is very close to the proposed new barn. Finally, as this was once an estate independent of Tyntesfield it has its own tree lined drive passing right in front of all the aforementioned heritage assets. 
Impact on the significance of the assets: 
Historic England has confirmed our and the GHS’s previous view that the excavations to clear the plateau which forms the site of the proposed agricultural barn and forestry workers facilities has caused harm to the registered park and garden. However, referring again to Historic England’s impact assessment; “The impact of a built form could be lessened by the implementation of a planting scheme to screen the proposed new development from the main parkland’. 
Avon Gardens Trust would support and add to this approach by suggesting the following conditions be made 
• Increase planting in the sensitive areas and make some of the key trees subject to TPO orders. 
• The landscaping plan shows only 6 new trees on the land sloping down in front of the buildings, and 6 alongside the pathway below that, [ 2 Turkey Oaks would be felled]. 
But as they are just called ‘new trees’ we would like to see more detailed information, showing named trees and shrubs on the plan with specification of species and size at planting. 
• Reducing the length of the barn, would reduce its visual impact in the landscape. Also, it would have a beneficial effect on the listed walls of the walled garden by widening the gap by 5m. between the garden wall and the end of the barn. 
• We would urge the use of non-reflective building materials for the barn and forestry facilities, particularly roofing materials. 
• We also recommend that wherever possible all the building materials be of a colour that will allow the buildings to merge into the wooded background, like olive, for example. 
• The stone dressed macadam for the road up to the barn should be assessed for reflective undesirability. The forecourt to the barn surface material, should match that of the road up. 
• There should be a time restriction on the use of lighting in the barn, again to reduce the visual impact at certain times of the year. 
As a Trust, one of the aims of the AGT is to protect parks and garden heritage through research and conservation. We would suggest that before any work is started in and around the walled garden, an archaeological survey be carried out. This is a particularly early walled garden and very little has been recorded or photographed. This would be a timely occasion to research and record the existing walls and structures. 
Paragraph 134 NPPF states that ‘where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, the harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including its optimum viable use’ If the aforementioned points regarding screening and protecting, are implemented, then the current excavated site will be hidden and therefore represent an improvement. 
Summary: Providing the suggested conditions are implemented, Avon Gardens Trust, do not object to this proposal. 
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 

	Chalfont Park
	Buckingham-shire
	E16/0102
	N
	GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE Proposed development site, Capability Brown landscape in Colne Valley Park listed as a potential industrial site in Chiltern District Councils Local Plan. Chalfont Park, Chalfont St Peter. Site has some offices but proposed expansion of industrial use is totally inappropriate for what remains of historical landscape and not least because it adjoins a Regional Park.
	TGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 03.05.2016 
Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan: Initial Consultation (Regulation 18) Incorporating Issues and Options – January-March 2016 
The Gardens Trust (formerly The Garden History Society) has been consulted in its role as statutory consultee on the above local plan proposals, which we have considered in collaboration with our colleagues in the Buckinghamshire Gardens Trust. 
We apologise for the delay in forwarding our joint response, which should be accorded the weight of a formal response by a statutory consultee; however, you will appreciate that assessing proposals and issues such as those in your consultation document takes a considerable input of time by highly stretched and largely voluntary bodies. 
Having now assessed the proposals, we are astonished to find that no less than nine nationally designated designed landscapes appear to be adversely affected by proposed plan policies. These include: 
• Direct impacts on Hall Barn (Beaconsfield built area extension and Beaconsfield employment area); 
• Setting issues for Latimer Park (Little Chalfont built area extension), Shardeloes (Amersham built area extension), Hall Barn (Beaconsfield built area extensions), Bulstrode Park (Gerrards Cross built area extensions), Stoke Park (Farmham and Stoke Poges built area extensions), Cliveden (Taplow built area extension), Taplow Court (Taplow built area extension), Berry Hill (Taplow built area extension), and Langley Park (Middle Green built area extension). 
We would emphasise that due to their adverse impact (directly or on settings) of nationally designated designed landscapes, these proposals clearly conflict with national planning policy contained in paras 129 and 132 of the National Planning Policy Framework which clearly require planning authorities both to assess the significance of any heritage asset (or its setting) likely to be affected by proposed development; and to place great weight upon the conservation of nationally designated heritage assets. 
In addition we note significant potential adverse impacts on a number of un-designated designed landscapes. These are nevertheless included on the relevant HERs and subject to appraisal of their significance by Bucks Gardens Trust via their ongoing Research and Recording Project, recognized by Bucks County Council HER). In this regard we are particularly concerned by proposals affecting Chalfont Park [BGT dossier available] and also Thorne Barton Hall (Chesham employment area); Chenies Manor [BGT dossier available] and Beel House (Little Chalfont employment areas); Prestwood Lodge (Prestwood built area extension); Wilton Park (Beaconsfield built area extension); The Stone (Chalfont St Giles built area extension); Woodbank House (Gerrards Cross built area extension); Chalfont (Epilepsy) Centre (Chalfont St Peter built area extension); Chalfont Grove, Chalfont Park and Orchehill House (Chalfont St Peter employment area); The Lea (Denham A40/M40 Junction employment area); Farnham Park (Farnham and Stoke Poges built area extension); Heatherden Hall [BGT dossier available], Warren House, White Lodge and Bangors Park (Iver Heath built area extension); Love Hill (Middle Green built area extension). 
These proposals similarly conflict with national planning policy contained in NPPF para 135. 
We advise that the impact of these proposals should have been assessed by appropriately qualified consultants or staff prior to publication of this consultation, and this impact quantified in the consultation document, as clearly required by NPPF. 
We would further advise that should these proposals be brought forward in the final Plan without full justification for the level of damage to the designed landscapes of both national and local significance, representations will be made by both organisations to the Planning Inspector appointed to examine the Plan. 
We look forward to hearing how this matter will be resolved. 
Yours faithfully 
Jonathan Lovie 
Principal Conservation Officer and Policy Adviser 

	Doddington Hall
	Cheshire
	E15/1590
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Resubmission of 15/2694N. Proposal to include hedgerow removal and relocation and construction of access for agricultural and domestic vehicle use. DODDINGTON PARK HOUSE, LONDON ROAD, DODDINGTON CW5 7NJ. ACCESS/GATES
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 13.04.2016 
We are grateful for the opportunity to comment on this application, which has a material impact on the significance of Doddington Hall and Delves Castle which are registered Grade I by English Heritage. 
Cheshire Gardens Trust wishes to object to this application for a proposed access road on the following grounds: 
1. It is contrary to Policy NE2 Open Countryside, Crewe and Nantwich Local Plan (2011). The supporting planning statement submitted by the applicant does not provide adequate justification for the proposed access, and provides no evidence that alternative, potentially less harmful options have been explored. 
2. It is contrary to Policy BE9 Listed Buildings and BE14 Development affecting Historic Parks and Gardens, Crewe and Nantwich Local Plan (2011). 
With regard to Policy BE9, under “justification” the policy affirms that “The setting of a listed building may include not just ancillary land; but also land some distance away”. We consider that the setting of Doddington Hall and Delves Castle, both listed Grade I, includes all the Registered Park and land beyond, including woodlands that formed part of the designed landscape. 
With regard to policy BE14: 
DEVELOPMENT AFFECTING HISTORIC PARKS AND GARDENS PROPOSALS FOR DEVELOPMENT WHICH MAY AFFECT ANY HISTORIC PARK OR GARDEN AS SHOWN ON THE PROPOSALS MAP, OR THE SETTING OF SUCH A PARK OR GARDEN WILL BE PERMITTED, PROVIDED THAT: THEY RESPECT THE CHARACTER AND APPEARANCE OF THE PARK OR GARDEN; THEY DO NOT INVOLVE THE SUB-DIVISION OF THE PARK OR GARDEN; AND THEY DO NOT HARM FEATURES OF ARCHITECTURAL AND HISTORICAL INTEREST. 
The access road, if permitted, would create a straight route in an undulating landscape and with its associated fencing would not respect the character and appearance of the park. It would also involve subdivision of the park. 
It would result in degradation of a Registered Park that is a heritage asset in its own right as well as forming the setting for heritage assets, listed buildings, two of which are Grade I, the highest national designation. 
3. It is contrary to NPPF: 
132: “the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness.” This proposed development would not make a positive contribution to the character of the landscape. 
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.” 
There are no obvious public benefits to this proposal but considerable harm to an irreplaceable heritage asset. 
To conclude, the proposal for an access road as submitted would have an adverse impact on the setting of the Grade I listed Hall and Delves Castle and on the significance of the historic landscape, listed Grade II, all of which are heritage assets of considerable significance. The proposal is contrary to the adopted local plan and simply not justified in present circumstances. 
We would be grateful to be advised of your decision or if further information is submitted. 
Yours sincerely 
Susan Bartlett 
Conservation Co-ordinator b
on behalf of Cheshire Gardens Trust

	Wivenhoe Park
	Essex
	E16/0066
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION  // Erection of sports centre extension to include a 3 No. basketball court sports hall (capable of conversion to 1800 spectator seating), facilities for sports therapy and human performances, classrooms, rehabilitation area, social space and bar, post-grad. University Of Essex, Wivenhoe Park, Colchester CO4 3SQ. EDUCATION
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 22.04.2016 
I think the sports hall would be sufficiently detatched from the registered landscape not to affect it. Any screening and tree planting to help soften its impact and compensate for loss of trees would be a benefit, but I note that mitigation strategies of this sort have been incorporated into the proposals. 
David Andrews

	Stouts Hill, Uley
	Gloucester-shire
	E16/0094
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION Erection of a three bedroomed bungalow. Land Adjacent To Lampern Cottage Lampern Hill, Uley, Gloucestershire. RESIDENTIAL, WALLED GARDEN
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 11.05.2016 
The Gloucestershire Garden and Landscape Trust (GGLT) has been notified of the above Application by the Garden Trust in its role as the Statutory Consultee for planning proposals that may impinge on Registered or Listed landscapes or gardens. 
The Trust had not been consulted prior to this current Application, and certainly had not been party to the substantial development that has already impacted on the unlisted walled garden, formerly associated with Stouts Hill. Having looked at the application bundle on your website, The Georgian Group has made a robust submission on the integrity of the Listed curtilage of Stouts Hill regarding the status of this site, which is combined with suite of policy objections germane to the previous refusal. 
From the GGLT's viewpoint, if however, Stroud District Council was persuaded to approve this Application, this development proposal would not seem to have a major aesthetic impact on Stouts Hill itself, being the significant Listed Building within the wider context of this site. 
Yours sincerely, 
David Ball, (on behalf of GGLT)

	Woodchester Mansion
	Gloucester-shire
	E16/0027
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION Erection of timber shed to serve as a masons' lodge for training programmes and temporary adaptation of part of the interior to serve as mason's accommodation. Woodchester Mansion, Woodchester Park, Nympsfield, Stonehouse. MISCELLANEOUS
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 19.04.2016 
Woodchester Park is a picturesque parkland landscape, said to have some possible Brownian and Reptonian influences, but essentially it is the relict part of a very extensive deer park. Woodchester Park Mansion ( Listed Grade 1 ) is sited at the west end of this quite narrow valley, and its unique interest is that it an un-finished "French" gothic masonry structure where construction was summarily abandoned in the 1860's. 
This Application is a minor proposal for the erection of a timber shed finished in green stain to serve as a mason's lodge for working stone, and the temporary adaptation of space in the Mansion itself to form mason's accommodation. All work proposed is reversible, and Gloucestershire Garden and Landscape Trust (GGLT) would not wish to raise any objection to the project. 
However, GGLT has raised the issue of the need to coordinate future contextual changes within the Woodchester Mansion Trust site with the proposals by the National Trust who are managing the surrounding parkland setting; and in particular with the National Trust proposals that are underway to restore the 19th Century garden terraces that lie immediately to the north and east of the Mansion itself. 
Best wishes, 
David 

	Central Parks
	Hampshire
	
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION Redevelopment of the site. Demolition of the existing building and erection of a 12-storey building to provide 141 flats for student occupation (198 bedrooms) with associated parking and other facilities. 14 Cumberland Place Southampton SO15 2BG. RESIDENTIAL, EDUCATION
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 09.04.2016 (SCAPPS) 
Southampton Commons & Parks Protection Society 
SCAPPS objects to the proposed demolition & redevelopment of 14 Cumberland Place with a 12 storey block providing accommodation for approx 200 students. 
Visual impact: Cumberland Place provides the backdrop and setting for Watts Park; the concept when the Central Parks were planned & laid out in the mid-19th century was that the surrounding buildings should be part of an overall ensemble with the Parks and provide a fitting backdrop and setting. That concept has been progressively eroded and challenged by unsympathetic redevelopment over the years but, despite the traffic, Cumberland Place still retains vestiges of that character and appearance. Those last vestiges are fragile, and will be destroyed by this proposal and the unfortunate recent permission for an unsympathetic, over-bulky development at 18-22 Cumberland Place. Both developments, by height and massing, fail to conform to scale and rhythm of street-frontage needed to sustain the character and appearance of Cumberland Place. Visual images provided by the applicant demonstrate that a building of the height and massing proposed would be obtrusive in views from within and across the Park and, contrary to the opinion submitted by the City Council's Conservation Officer, would be over dominant. Tall buildings which fail to articulate the scale and rhythm of present surrounding development do not in anyway contribute to 'articulation' of the edge of the Park but cause undesirable damage. That permission has already been given to add 5 storeys to the present structure should not be accepted as justification for repeating that mistake. The proposed building is too high and unsympathetic in scale and massing for this sensitive location. 
Lack of outdoor amenity space: The proposed development does not provide outdoor amenity space for use of the residents. Section 14 of the Design and Access Statement says 'No communal external amenity space provision for residents of the accommodation is proposed. ...Taking into account the proximity of amenities to residents in this city centre location and in particular Watts Park just across the road, the provision (ie none) is considered to be appropriate'. SCAPPS is dismayed and appalled by this statement. It leaves to the City Council making provision for consequent increased pressure of use, and type of use, resulting from an additional 200 active young persons living next to the Park -- and a Park laid out as ornamental gardens, ill-suited to coping with the informal active recreation. No doubt the developer will try to argue 'This is what CIL funds should pay for'. No, SCAPPS is vehemently opposed to developers being able to pass on to CIL funding making provision to meet demands resulting from use consequent on the proposed development. CIL is there to assist provision for the benefit of the community as a whole, not provision made necessary by the proposed development/use. 
Graham Linecar 
Secretary SCAPPS 

	Putteridge Bury
	Hertfordshire
	E16/0052
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Erection of shed in rear garden. 4 Home Farm Court, Putteridge Park, Luton LU2 8NN. MAINTENANCE/STORAGE/OUTBUILDING
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 21.04.2016 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust, a member of The Gardens Trust, is familiar with this Grade II Registered landscape and its history, and the place that the model Home Farm held within it. The proposed position for the shed does compromise the open nature of the land around the Home Farm complex but is sheltered from the wider historic park by a substantial tree belt. 
Although it would cause harm to the landscape and the setting of the listed buildings, we do not consider this to be substantial harm. 
Kate Harwood 

	Preston Neighbourhood Plan
	Hertfordshire
	E16/0088
	n/a
	NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN Preston Neighbourhood Area Consultation
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 22.04.2016 
Thank you for consulting Hertfordshire Gardens Trust on this application for the Preston Neighbourhood Area. 
HGT has researched many of the historic landscapes in the area, including the Grade II* Registered Temple Dinsley. There are two further sites, unregistered, which we have not researched but which may be of local historic interest. These surround 2 houses by Lucas, the well known Arts & Crafts architect. Plans for several of his houses include Arts and Crafts gardens. These two sites, Offley Holes and Poynders End both had small areas of parkland: Poynders End park appears on the 1922 Ordnance Survey map and the Offley Holes parkland is noted at 50 acres in 1821 by Hugh prince in his book Parks in Hertfordshire since 1500. 
HGT would be happy to give any assistance required in assessing the heritage values of the historic designed landscape, parks and gardens, required during the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan. 
Regards 
Kate Harwood 

	Pirton Neighbourhood Plan
	Hertfordshire
	E16/0091
	n/a
	NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN Pirton Neighbourhood Development Plan 2011 – 2031 Pre Submission Consultation  
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 22.04.2016 
Thank you for consulting HGT on your Neighbourhood Plan. HGT has commented on several of these and are currently assisting Hertingfordbury Parish with their NP. 
Our remit is historic parks and gardens and you will be aware that Historic England has not added any in your area to the national Register. We are unaware of any unregistered historic gardens, although High Down is shown on the 1766 Dury & Andrews map as a gentry house (owned or occupied by John Ratcliffe) but with no gardens depicted. By the 19th century this is definitely a small gentry estate as shown on the 1884 Ordnance Survey map with woodland gardens. Similarly we do not have any information about the park or gardens at Rectory Farm though the presence of an early 17th century dovecote would indicate a manorial site; we understand that the area around it is has now been built on.. 
If you feel that we could be of any assistance or that a visit would be useful, please do let me know 
Kind Regards 
Kate Harwood 

	Hertingfordbury Neighbourhood Plan
	Hertfordshire
	E16/0092
	n/a
	NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN Hertingfordbury Neighbourhood Plan consultation
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 22.04.2016 
Hertingfordbury parish council have consulted Hertfordshire Gardens Trust as to the historic parks and gardens within the parish boundary. We have informed them of three: Roxford Grotto Wood (SAM), Panshanger Park (Registered II*) and Woolmers Park (of Local Historic Importance). We have offered to help with aspects of the developing plan as they affect these gardens/parks and their settings, as we do for all neighbourhood plans in Hertfordshire which are referred to us. 
We would be grateful if we could be consulted on future developments of the plan as it affects these sites. 
Yours sincerely 
Kate Harwood 
Conservation & Planning 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust

	Lambardes
	Kent
	E16/0017
	N
	GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE Concern from residents re removal of Span designed, exposed aggregate concrete paths within Lambardes in New Ash Green, replacement with block paviours. The GT support sought. Lambardes, New Ash Green
	TGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 26.04.2016 
LAMBARDES NEW ASH GREEN 
Report: 
Further to a visit to the Lambardes area of New Ash Green on Tuesday 12th April, I am writing with comments on the principles of managing the original exposed aggregate concrete footpaths. 
1. New Ash Green is a non-designated Heritage Asset meaning that it is not, at present, recognised through Historic England's Listing on the Register of Parks and Gardens or Buildings although it is acknowledged for its importance as a significant late twentieth century design. 
2. The Span team conceived the settlement as a whole with the built elements integrated within a designed landscape. Vehicles are separated from pedestrians and there is a carefully considered hierarchy of paths: the path widths get narrower as the routes diverge from the widest general access path to the personal paths what lead to each front door. 
3. Other key elements in the path design are: 
1. Sinuous alignment leading "naturally" through the landscape and following shallow rise and fall in levels. 
2. In-situ concrete with no need for edging so it sits within the landscape and flows elegantly. 
3. Junctions with curves rather than sharp angles as part of the overall surface. 
4. Exposed aggregate surface with particular type and size of aggregate. 
4. The public landscape areas are cared for on behalf of residents by the Village Association allowing for consistent presentation of these generous green spaces with flowing paths, micro topography and a palette of plants that complements buildings and landscape. 
5. The Village Association also manage the exterior appearance of the buildings, including the timber cladding that is a strong visual feature that requires periodic replacement. 
6. The exposed aggregate concrete paths are robust but do need attention or repairs following installation of services or to adjust levels, where paving has risen or sunk to create 'trip hazards'. 
7. Some repairs have been undertaken to a good standard using what appears to be close to the original specification. In other cases, repairs have not been to a similar standard. 
8. In some places the exposed aggregate paths have been removed and replaced with small unit concrete block paving with concrete edging. 
This alters the character and introduces straight lines and sharp angled junctions at odds with the curves and flows of the original. 
9. The Lambardes area of New Ash Green is unique and special. It is a place that is valued for the thoughtful design of its creators – Eric Lyons and Span – for Span and residents expect it to be managed with respect for its design qualities. 
The planting was designed by landscape architect, Preben Jacobsen. 
10. Regarding the footpaths, the exposed aggregate concrete is integral to the design thinking and was used to create a particular atmosphere of casual naturalness whilst being practical. 
11. When the need arises to repair or replace paths the following principles should be borne in mind: 
1. Alignment : subtle curves and gentle gradients. 
Line and level 
2. Heirarchy of path widths 
3. Junctions have curves, not angles 
4. The integral exposed aggregate concrete does not require edging. 
5. Specification of the actual mix of cement: aggregate. 
Aggregate - type, size, and colour. 
6. Method of revealing the aggregate. 
If necessary, obtain specialist analysis of the original concrete/aggregate and use the result as the ongoing specification. 
7. For minimal visual impact, repairs work most effectively when full section of path replaced rather than patching. 
Dominic Cole CMLI FIOH OBE 
President, The Gardens Trust 

	Riseholme Hall
	Lincoln-shire
	E15/1620
	II
	PRE-APPLICATION Request for a Scoping Opinion for an education-led, mixed use development.  University of Lincoln, Riseholme Park, Riseholme, Lincoln LN2 2LG. EDUCATION
	TGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 09.04.2016 
Thank you for consulting The Gardens Trust with regard to the above pre-application. Please note for future reference, that after our merger with the Association of Gardens Trusts in July 2015, we are no longer the Garden History Society, but have been renamed The Gardens Trust. We continue to be the statutory consultee for all sites on the Historic England Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest. I would be very grateful if you could please amend this on your list of consultees. 
It is not possible for us to comment on such a large housing application within and around a Registered Park & Garden (RPG) without an Environmental Impact Assessment giving full details of the proposals. In the absence of this an effective Heritage Impact Assessment cannot be produced, and a considered judgement as to the merits or otherwise of this scheme is likewise impossible. We would need much more detailed information about the general areas proposed for housing, numbers of houses and types for each area, access routes, which are the important views/vistas and how these and other heritage assets are to be protected etc. I would like to know which parts of the RPG have been considered and why, and areas less likely to adversely affect the significance of the RPG identified. I am concerned that with such an enormous proposed development of over 700 houses, there is clearly potential for substantial impact on the RPG, other heritage assets and their settings. Even if housing were to be located outside the registered boundary this may well still be the case, for example the avenue of trees to the south of the registered boundary clearly relates to the RPG. 
I look forward to the applicant providing this essential baseline evidence so that we are able comment upon the proposals. 
Yours sincerely, 
Margie Hoffnung 
Assistant Conservation Officer

The Gardens Trust

	Knowsley Park
	Mersey-side
	E16/0024
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION ERECTION OF A SINGLE WIND TURBINE WITH A MAXIMUM BLADE TIP HEIGHT OF UP TO 77 METRES AND ASSOCIATED INFRASTRUCTURE TO INCLUDE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW SECTION OF ACCESS TRACK, AREAS OF HARD STANDING, CONTROL BUILDINGS AND SUB-STATION. Prescot Water Treatment Works, Prescot Bypass, Prescot, Knowsley L34 1ZZ. WIND
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 27.04.2016 
Thank you for your consultation letter inviting The Gardens Trust (TGT) to comment on the above application. The Gardens Trust is the statutory consultee on matters concerning registered parks and gardens (formed in July 2015 from the merger of the Garden History Society and the Association of Gardens Trusts) now works 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 Knowsley Park in being a Registered Park and Garden Grade II, of considerable historic and cultural significance extending to approximately 950 hectares. This includes the 220 hectares covered by Knowsley Safari Park which lies immediately west of the Prescot Water Treatment Works and the application site. Within the Park, Knowsley Hall is listed Grade II*. It is noted that some of the surviving parkland features owe their origin very probably to the work of Capability Brown, and 2016 is the tercentenary year of his birth. Knowsley is the only Brown site found within Merseyside and (the former county area of) Lancashire. At the invitation of the Estate LGT has organised a visit to Knowsley later this year, and we will see documents from the Derby archive relevant to the understanding of the creation of this phase of this very important landscape. The importance of the Park however is not only related to the Brown influence, but also the complex additions to the design and changes made by each generation over the centuries and the long standing estate stewardship which has allowed the distinctive character of the Park to be established and preserved. 
In view of the significance of the very important historic assets at Knowsley, the LGT objects to this planning application for the single wind turbine at Prescot WTW. 
It is noted that the application is supported by a Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA) upon which we have a number of comments and concerns. In general, the Assessment does not include any winter views, and relies only on summer images showing full leaf cover. There is no reporting of any differences between the two seasons. We agree with the point made in paragraph 5.5.1 that the turbine would result in significant visual effects which are not possible to mitigate through screening, however this statement is not carried through into the subsequent discussion. In Table 3 Summary of Operational Landscape Effects, the impact at View Point 7 is described as ‘moderate’. It cannot then be immediately dismissed as being insignificant. This inconsistency appears again in paragraph 6.4.12. At 6.4.9 we agree with the statement that the sensitivity of Knowsley Park would be high as it is ‘removed from urbanising influences’. At 6.5.30 the Park is noted as private; this is not relevant to the assessment, it is a Registered Park and Garden Grade II. 
We note also that in the Appendix 1.3.1 there is an erroneous reference to the Newark and Sherwood Landscape and Character assessment of 2010. 
The Heritage Statement concludes in 6.2 and 6.3 and restated in the Design and Access Statement that ‘the main potential impact identified is to the Knowsley Hall Registered Park and Garden. This is identified as a minor impact on the significance of the Knowsley Hall Registered Park and Garden which is less than substantial’. At 6.2 the character of the Safari Park is noted as having an ‘inherent lower sensitivity’; this is not relevant, as the areas are all within the boundary of the Grade II Registered Park and Garden. Also in 6.2 there is mention of a ‘clear impact on views’ which later in the paragraph is concluded as being of minor impact on significance of the Heritage Asset.. 
There is a generalised conclusion that there ‘may’ be some ‘partial and limited views‘ of the turbine from upper floor windows of the Hall, which is then qualified by noting that the view is ameliorated by parkland tree canopy. Knowsley Estate has allowed access to the Hall to enable a detailed assessment to be made of views from the Hall, however, this has not been incorporated into the body of the written Assessment, and appears only in Appendix 4. Although there are photographs taken from the ground and upper floor windows, these are all summer views, with no comparative winter views. 
In addition, although there is reference in the Statement to the Peter Tilleman views painted in the 1730s (para 4.9), there are other documented important views showing the line of sight between the Hall and the application site as shown in one of the S&G Nicholson lithographs of 1821. We understand that the Estate is likely to present this image as evidence in their response to this application. 
The Heritage Statement Appendix 4 includes a number of wireline images intended to illustrate the visibility of the turbine from the Hall. These are not photomontages and are not helpful to understanding the appearance of the turbine. In addition, again all the images show summer views whilst winter views are not shown or assessed. 
The site of much of the Prescot Water TW was previously part of the pre 1780 Park, and the current appearance and use of the site does not impinge significantly upon the Registered Park and Garden. However, the current proposals for a 77 metre high turbine 
would represent a major impact on the Park. The LGT objects to a number of the conclusions and the means by which these have been arrived at in the LVA and the Heritage Statement as described above. We consider that the proposed development immediately adjoining a heritage asset of the status and quality of Knowsley Park is not appropriate due to its likely adverse visual impacts on the Registered Park and Garden, and should be refused. 
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


Please note that the dates given may reflect the date the response was added to the Casework Log rather than the date submitted to a Council
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