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CONSERVATION CASEWORK LOG NOTES SEPTEMBER 2016 
The GHS/TGT conservation team received 149 new cases in England 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, 11 ‘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


	Warmley House
	Avon
	E16/082
	
	PLANNING APPLICATION Erection of 4 no. dwellings (Outline) with access, landscaping, scale and layout to be determined. All other matters reserved. Revised plans. Land Behind 114 Tower Road, North Warmley, Bristol, South Gloucestershire BS30 8XN. RESIDENTIAL

OUTCOME: REFUSED
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 09.09.2016 
We are grateful for the opportunity to comment on this proposal which seeks outline planning permission to build four dwellings within the conservation area and adjacent to the boundary of the registered Grade II Park and Garden and within the curtilage of Warmley House, a mid 18th century Grade II* listed building. 
The impact on the significance of the Grade II Park and Garden should be less than substantial if the landscaping of the site is subject to a detailed landscape plan. 
• It is of concern that some of the tree screening recommendations are outside the boundary owned by the applicants. 
• In some of the documentation, not the current site and landscape plan, lighting the footpath is considered. This would adversely affect the historic setting and the wildlife. 
• We consider the quality of design of the proposed buildings is too important an issue to be left to the ‘reserved matters stage’. 
• Finally, an enforceable whole site maintenance plan should be in place, as a priority. 
Summary: Avon Gardens Trust do not support 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 

	Claverton Manor
	Avon
	E16/0832
	N
	GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE Request for site meeting to discuss plans for the garden at Claverton Manor www.americanmuseum.org julian.blades@americanmuseum.org
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 02.10.2016 
Consultation response to the plans for The New American Garden. 
Visited by the Avon Gardens Trust, Tuesday 13th September 2016 
To quote from the Heritage Report and Impact Statement, Appendix 5, page 51: 
“Claverton Manor is listed as a Significant Asset. The description is almost entirely about the significance of the Old Manor, but it is noted that the New Manor is now open to the public as the American Museum in Britain. The museum’s association with the Manor has become extremely significant in its 55 year history” It is the place to learn about American Colonial History through authentic museum exhibits. 
It is therefore important to create a ‘New American Garden’ which reflects in the planting ‘The Founding Fathers’ passion for nature, plants, gardens, horticulture and agriculture. Picket fencing, vegetable growing, the tools and the visible maintenance of the garden and the sense of space that is unmistakably American Colonial, would all be reflected in an American Garden in Britain. 
We understand the reason why there is a need to develop an attraction that will increase visitor numbers in a controlled way, because of the access and restricted parking. We think that it would be an attraction to Gardening and History societies from all counties in England who would visit with enthusiastic members expecting to learn from as well as admire and enjoy seeing native American planting. It should be exciting, informative, fascinating for children as well as adults. It could be demonstrated how 18thC colonial children had to raise plants. It could reflect the well recorded link between America and Britain established in the 18th century by John Bartram, a Quaker farmer in Pennsylvania who began corresponding with Peter Collinson, a fellow Quaker, cloth merchant and plant enthusiast living in London. Boxes containing 100 seeds were sold for 5 guineas. Many plant enthusiasts subscribed to these boxes including the Duke of Richmond, Frederick Prince of Wales and Charles Hamilton. 
Hamilton was a great plantsman and pioneer in using exotics, the new introductions from North East America. He created an 18th Century Park and Garden at Painshill in Surrey. Indeed, the diaries of Thomas Jefferson and John Adams record their visits to Painshill on the 2nd April and 26th June 1786, respectively. 
More recently, The Hon Louis B Susman, United States Ambassador to the Court of St James’ visited Painshill to mark 225 years since the 2nd and 3rd Presidents of the US, John Adams and Thomas Jefferson, visited the 18th century landscape gardens. 
The link with Bath and Charles Hamilton is that in 1772/3 he sold the Painshill estate and moved to Hope House on the Lansdown Road in Bath and continued to advise his friends on their gardens. Hamilton is buried in Bath Abbey. 
Returning to the Heritage Report and the Impact Statement, Appendix 1, page 49: 
Access policy 3. To interpret the gardens more fully. The gardens have the potential to attract new and wider audiences; if interpreted and displayed appropriately they should attract considerable public interest. 
• New interpretation boards would be needed to explain the native American planting and the history as previously described. 
Part 1V Heritage Impact Assessment Table, Page 99, 
1. The Path. Clearly the material used for the path needs to be researched and agreed by specialists. 
2. The Planting. An opportunity to link native American plants of the 18th century with the American Colonial History as previously described. The frequent reference in the proposal to ‘Grasses and Perenials and their low maintenance characteristics’ needs to be balanced against making a unique garden that is most relevantly sited at the American Museum, and which will offer a different and distinct choice to visitors who appreciate the gardens and the history. [The Head Gardener and the Plant Consultant and specialist on American 18th century plants at Painshill have offered to help with advice if required]. 
3. American Rose Collection: 
With regard to the American Rose Collection, we look forward to commenting on this when we see the design and planting plans. 
4. The Amphitheatre: Welcome that there will be an archaeological watching brief. 
5. Greensward: Concerns regarding the excavation into the sloping lawn to provide a flat base for a temporary marquee. 
6. The American Shrub Collection: We look forward to commenting on these when we see the design and planting plans. 
7. Restoration of Vivian’s viewing platform: We welcome the visitor access to the views. Again, an archaeological watching brief would be necessary. 
8. Visitors’ Ticket Kiosk, Pergola and Gazebo: We agree that the approach to the Museum will be greatly enhanced. The adjacent ‘kiosk’ could house the new historic garden information and the first interpretation board. 
9. The Contemporary Garden Exhibit: This may be at odds with the Access policy 3, however we look forward to commenting on this when we see the design and the setting. 
10. The route from the visitors car park: Option ‘B’ is preferred as visitors will be in close proximity to the Rock out crop and the Holm Oak, with its roots protected. It will also provide the visitor with the access choice of a sloping chicane or level, wide steps. 
The Avon Gardens Trust would like to acknowledge successfully working with The Surrey Gardens Trust in preparing this Consultation Response for the American Museum. 

	Tortworth Court
	Avon
	E16/0725
	
	PLANNING APPLICATION Alterations to existing greenhouse to facilitate change of use to workshop with valeting bays for vehicle preparation (Class B1c) and ancillary offices with trade counter (Class B1) and (Class B8) and construction of associated parking. Glasshouse G5(a), Tortworth Business Park, Charfield Road, Tortworth, South Gloucestershire. LIGHT INDUSTRIAL
	TGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 04.09.2016 
Thank you for consulting The Gardens Trust in its role as Statutory Consultee with regard to proposed development affecting a site included by English Heritage/Historic England on their Register of Parks & Gardens (RPG), as per the above application. I would be grateful if you could please take the following comments into consideration when deciding upon this application. 
I have read the documents on the South Gloucestershire website and visited the site with a colleague from the Avon Gardens Trust. Leaving aside the grey area of whether or not the existing structures/businesses are operating with the correct planning consents, I would agree that the site, which lies within the RPG, is much in need of improvement. Most of the greenhouses are in a very delapidated condition and there is scrubby unchecked growth of buddleias etc between the buildings. The poor condition of the Kitchen Garden walls is noted in the paperwork online (Heritage Impact Assessment : "it is the boundary walls which play a part in forming a significant element within Tortworth Park and in this regard the site contributes to the visual significance of the wider context and setting of other heritage assets”, also : "The application site forms part of the Registered Park and Garden of Tortworth Court. The Park is listed at Grade II* as is Tortworth Court itself, meaning that all structures within and including the walls of the garden itself that pre-date July 1948 would for the purposes of these applications be considered as curtilage listed" and finally : "the walls enclosing the former garden are an important visual feature within the Park". The Design and Access statement (p20) notes that (the owner Mr Parkhill) “seeks to invest heavily in the extensive conservation and restoration including some modest redevelopment which will enable … the potential for the Kitchen Garden to be rejuvenated and the structures renovated to become a viable and vibrant site.” I could not see anything about this relating to the actual walls, and as demonstrated by the previous quotes, it is the walls which have the greatest significance to the RPG as they are visible from the open designed parkland and form an integral part of its setting. The glasshouses are visible from the road to the east above the kitchen garden wall but are partly obscured by over-mature trees within the parkland. When these die the walls will become even more prominent and the buildings within the walled garden more visible no matter what they are clad in. I could see two fairly recently planted replacement trees : an Araucaria (monkey puzzle) and a cedar, and some other naturally occurring scrubby tree growth but very little in the way of planned new tree planting. I believe that the parkland is in separate ownership, and therefore as replacement tree planting is outside the control of Mr Parkhill, the condition of the walls becomes even more important. I would suggest that the extracts quoted above from the applicant’s own reports, lend weight to The Garden Trust’s suggestion that should SGC decide to grant permission for this application a detailed condition report on the existing kitchen garden walls must be undertaken, leading to an enforceable commitment to an historically sensitive restoration of existing wall structures as part of this application. 
Mention is made of another development phase with 6 new residential units. There is nothing to indicate where on the site these might be put, and I would wish to have more detailed proposals to comment upon. Furthermore, if in future planning consent is given for construction of any such additional housing we would suggest that an historically sensitive complete restoration of the walls to the extent shown on the OS 1881 map be an enforceable condition for any such development. 
Whilst it is extremely regrettable that the Kitchen Garden will no longer be used for its original purpose (and a second hand car dealership does not exactly embrace the spirit of the site), if what does remain can be conserved and enhanced that will be of some benefit. 
The Gardens Trust would be grateful if you could please advise us of the outcome of this application when it is decided. 
Yours sincerely, 
Margie Hoffnung 
Conservation Officer 

	Tortworth Court
	Avon
	E16/0893
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION Alterations to existing 3no. greenhouses to facilitate change of use to (Class B1c) and (Class B8) with trade counter, as defined in Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended) and construction of associated parking. Glasshouses G1(C), G2(B) And G4(E), Tortworth Business Park, Charfield Road, Tortworth, South Gloucestershire. LIGHT INDUSTRIAL
	TGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 23.09.2016 
Thank you for consulting The Gardens Trust in its role as Statutory Consultee with regard to proposed development affecting a site included by English Heritage/ Historic England on their Register of Parks & Gardens (RPG), as per the most recent application concerning Tortworth above. I would be grateful if you could please take the following comments into consideration when deciding upon this application. 
Much of the documentation for this second application repeats the information given in PT16/4566/F to which we responded on 2nd September 2016. I would like to reiterate the comments I made then, which also apply in this instance. I was glad to note that the renovation of the existing glasshouses does not include any increase in height, as I would disagree with statement 10.6 in the Design and Access statement that “the buildings are fully screened from outside the site”. This statement is actually contradicted in 2.5 in the applicant’s own Planning and Heritage Statement “the application site, roofs of the redundant buildings and housing … are all visible from the B4509 Tortworth Road.” 
As in the previous application mention is made of seeking to yet again “invest heavily in the extensive conservation and restoration including some modest redevelopment, which will enable, through those works, the potential for the kitchen garden to be rejuvenated and the structures renovated and so become a viable and vibrant site, despite its current condition and in parts, parlous state”. (Planning support statement 7.10). We would like to repeat our request that some of the £2 million which the applicant states he has available towards the redevelopment of the site, be used to undertake a detailed condition report on the existing kitchen garden walls, leading to an enforceable commitment of an historically sensitive restoration of existing wall structures as part of this application should SGC decide to grant permission for this application. 
The Gardens Trust would be grateful if you could please advise us of the outcome of this application when it is decided. 
Yours sincerely, 
Margie Hoffnung 
Conservation Officer 

	Ashton Court
	Avon
	
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION  Proposed change of use of the former Avon & Somerset Police Dog and Horse Training Centre to a touring caravan site consisting of 62 pitches and associated work including the demolition of existing buildings and erection of reception and amenity buildings and warden accommodation. Police Dog And Horse Training Centre, Clanage Road, Bristol BS3 2JY. CAMPING
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 13.10.2016 
Summary: The Avon Gardens Trust objects to this application due to its modest, unjustified harm to the nationally-significant, Grade II* Registered Ashton Court Park and Garden. 
The Avon Gardens Trust, formed in 1987, is part of The Gardens Trust which is the statutory consultee for proposals affecting sites in Historic England’s Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest in England. One of its roles 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. 
Significance of the Ashton Court Park and Garden as a heritage asset 
Ashton Court is ”An C18/C19 park on an earlier deer park, laid out after designs by Humphry Repton, and formal gardens (late C19) around a former country house.” It has national significance as a heritage asset, being on the Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest at Grade II*, Only 28% of registered sites have this high grading, making it “particularly important, of more than special interest” . It also is the setting of the Grade I listed Ashton Court house, which is “of exceptional interest, only 2.5% of listed buildings are Grade I”. (Historic England) 
Assessment 
The Police Training Centre is on the east side of Clanage Road, on the opposite side of which is the Ashton Court estate. The boundary of the estate and the registered park runs along Clanage Road and Rownham Hill. The applicants’ Magic Map and Heritage Information is not correct in this respect and does not show the full extent of the registered park. 
The setting of the Ashton Court park is largely characterised by open, green spaces. However, the unbuilt-on land to the east of Clanage Road is especially significant as it lies between the park and the city of Bristol, and provides open green space as the setting of the park and the foreground of public views of it on rising land behind. The Bower Ashton Conservation Area was designated to protect the setting of the park, and the land to the east of Clanage Road (the southern, unbuilt-on part of the Training Centre, and the sports ground and the allotments to the south) is included in the Conservation Area in order to protect its character and appearance as open green space. 
It is proposed to use the Police Training Centre as a touring caravan site, involving the unbuilt-on southern part of it (currently a field and a ménage) being laid out with all weather caravan pitches and a service road. The site would be used throughout the year, and would be likely to have a high occupancy due to its proximity to the city. 
This proposal would change the southern unbuilt-on part of the Training Centre from open space to an intensive development of caravans (usually white in colour), their associated vehicles and hard surfaces. It would also be lit at night. Notwithstanding the proposed landscaping (which in any event relies on successful implementation), it is considered that this development would be visible in some short and long views of it, including from the slopes of the deer park on the opposite side of Clanage Road. 
Consequently, the Trust asks that the application is refused because the proposal would cause modest harm, not justified by public benefit, to the Grade II* registered Ashton Court Park and Garden, and be contrary to policies in the National Planning Policy Framework, and the Council’s policies BCS22 and DM31 for the protection of historic parks and gardens. 
We would be grateful to be advised of your decision on this application. 
Yours sincerely 
Ros Delany (Dr) 
Chairman, Avon Gardens Trust 

	Tyringham
	Buckingham-shire
	E16/0794
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION Two storey side extension, single storey and part two storey rear extension, internal alterations and construction of open fronted detached garage including store area. Park Farm, Tyringham, Milton Keynes MK16 9ES. BUILDING ALTERATION
	TGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 20.09.2016 
Thank you for consulting The Gardens Trust in its role as Statutory Consultee with regard to proposed development affecting a site included by Historic England on their Register of Parks & Gardens, as per the above application. 
There did not appear to be any kind of Heritage Impact Assessment accompanying this application which was surprising as Park Farm immediately adjoins the Grade II* registered park and garden (RPG) of Tyringham, and indeed the proposed walled garden area actually falls within the boundaries of the RPG. The proposed extensions to the house are very large, over 50% larger than the current building, and in particular the raised clock tower/cupola above the drawing room/master bedroom will be very visible from within the RPG. The comment in the Specification, Paragraph 8 stating that car parking will not be affected is somewhat disingenuous since the new buildings include garage parking for 4 cars in what is currently garden. There is no drawing of the proposed new elevation looking north from the park which represents probably the greatest alteration to the building as it almost doubles its length. There is also nothing to indicate what screening if any there will between the building, swimming pool and the parkland. The continued absence of Lutyen’s 1920s avenue (approx north, north west) further aggravates the situation. The proposed new 1.8m brick wall round the southern end of the new garage court introduces an additional new built element into the original farmland setting, which historically would have been wooded (orchards?). The creation of a walled garden is also only shown on the site plan drawing with no indication of wall heights, construction materials etc, and this too would have a definite impact on the setting of the RPG, as both new walls are part of the NW boundary between Park Farm and the RPG of Tyringham. The proposed new structures introduce an alien element into the setting and though, whilst in themselves not necessarily damaging, do represent a creeping erosion of the boundaries of historic designed landscape, or listed buildings and their contexts. In particular the height of the cupola would seem at odds with its setting and we would suggest that this aspect of the new building is omitted. 
We would be grateful if you could please keep The Gardens Trust informed as to the outcome of this application. 
Yours sincerely, 
Margie Hoffnung 
Conservation Officer 

	Hall Barn
	Buckingham-shire
	E16/0790
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Erection of three two and a half storey dwellings with attached garages and the formation of an access from Wycombe End. Land To Rear Of Wycombe End House, 10 Wycombe End, Beaconsfield, Buckinghamshire HP9 1NB. RESIDENTIAL�
	TGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 15.09.2016 
Thank you for consulting The Gardens Trust in its role as Statutory Consultee with regard to proposed development affecting a site included by Historic England on their Register of Parks & Gardens, as per the above application. I must apologise for the delay in getting back to you, but the application coincided with holiday absences, which has held things up. I have consulted with my colleagues in the Buckinghamshire Gardens Trust and the BCC HER officer, and would be grateful if you could please take the comments below into account when considering this application. 
I have looked at the information available on line and whilst the site immediately adjoins the boundaries of Hall Barn Registered Park and Garden, it is actually as (more?) relevant to Beaconsfield old town Conservation Area. The area for housing is well shielded from the parkland to the north of the M40 by trees and the motorway cutting, but it does present a precedent for possible future development along Wycombe End to line up with the houses on the other side of the road. It would also provide a further erosion of the relationship between the fields of Hall Barn parkland setting and Beaconsfield Old Town. It also finally destroys the relationship between Hall Place, Wycombe End, HP9 1NB (The Rectory) and the farmed parkland beyond. 
Of additional concern is the proximity of the proposed housing to the garden of Hall Place. This grade II* listed house is in the Conservation area for Beaconsfield Old Town and also on the HER. Its garden was a strong contender for inclusion on the Register according to the 1996 BCC HER review for English Heritage. The remains of the former rectory garden are still there, with upper and lower terraces part of an 1868 scheme, and also some geometric patterns. There is a C16 boundary wall (N, E and SE - listed grade II), and an C18 gateway with overthrow. It is an interesting and unusual urban survival now restored to C19 state. The original footprint has been curtailed to the south. 
I would be most grateful if you would please be kind enough to let us know the outcome of this application. 
Yours sincerely, 
Margie Hoffnung 
Conservation Officer 

	Mentmore Towers
	Buckingham-shire
	E16/0956
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION Demolition of existing single storey former blacksmith's workshop and the construction of two storey dwellinghouse. Mentmore Smithy, Mentmore, Buckinghamshire LU7 0QG. RESIDENTIAL
	TGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 01.10.2016 
Thank you for consulting The Gardens Trust in its role as Statutory Consultee with regard to proposed development affecting a site included by Historic England on their Register of Parks & Gardens, as per the above application. 
I have consulted with my colleagues in the Buckinghamshire Gardens Trust and looked at the documents online regarding the redevelopment of the ‘Old Smithy’, previously the Boiler House for the former glass/green-house range. We feel that it does not materially affect the registered site of Mentmore House and would improve the outlook from the Manor House, its immediate neighbour, assuming that due regard is paid to the existing brick/materials palette as laid out in The Smithy Heritage & Design & Access Statement. It forms part of the main formal approach from Cheddington, an incident on that approach, part of the estate village, and a minor element of that picturesque approach. Although it represents a considerable enlargement, albeit on the original footprint, it does not materially affect that approach except in the most incidental manner, indeed the eye is already running towards the rear of The Stag public house, on the other side of the road. 
Yours sincerely, 
Margie Hoffnung 
Conservation Officer 

	Birkenhead Park
	Cheshire
	E16/0912
	I
	PLANNING APPLICATION Proposed conservation and reinstatement of former Social Club through conversion to 11 no. appartments facilitated through enabling development scheme of 7 no. townhouses and 21 no. appartments with associated landscaping works. Co-op ESWA Club, 54-56 Park Road South, Birkenhead CH43 4UY. BUILDING ALTERATIONRESIDENTIAL  
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 06.10.2016 
We are grateful for the opportunity to comment on this application, which has a material impact on the significance of Birkenhead Park, registered Grade I by Historic England. 
As previously notified to you, the Garden History Society, who is 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 inclusion of this site on the national register is a material consideration. 
Cheshire Gardens Trust (CGT) generally would wish to welcome development which sees an undesignated heritage asset, 54/56 Park Road South, retained and restored. Essentially the application argues that development of the bowling green area to the north of the existing building into housing is enabling development to address the heritage deficit of 54/56 Park Road South. Is the impact of the development on a Grade I Registered park ‘substantial harm’ or ‘less than substantial harm’ as Para 132 NPPF? ‘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.’ 
Heritage Statement section 7.36 acknowledges the rural aesthetic of the park but argues that the area of 54/56 Park Road South is residential and ‘much changed’ (section 8.2, page 67). CGT questions these assertions. We believe the character of the application site is little changed; as a bowling green it remains soft and green, very similar to a garden, in accordance with the original concept of villas set in large gardens around the park that is shown in Paxton’s plan. The proposed development will largely cover the plot in housing and tarmac, thereby permanently changing its character and visual impact on the park. We acknowledge that many of the existing trees are to be retained around the north boundary of the site abutting the park and that the site is also near a well-treed part of the park. Both factors will lessen the visual impact of the development in summer if not winter. However, the above principle still applies. Heritage Statement section 8.8 only considers the impact on views and vistas identified in the Conservation Area not on the majority of the Grade I park. CGT disagrees with section 9.36 ‘The proposal maintains the existing urban character’. We believe it intensifies the urban character in an area that remains, and was designed to be, suburban in character. We also note that the current unkempt appearance of the site and green is not a justification for development. In conclusion we do not believe that restoration of an undesignated heritage asset justifies the harm to a Grade I Registered Park, a designated heritage asset of outstanding national importance. Nor do we believe the degree of harm to the park has been sufficiently explored. For example, we would have expected to see a comprehensive visual impact assessment of the development on the park, carried out during the winter months. 
Finally, we note that the built form has already greatly increased in neighbouring plots such as The Birkenhead Park School, we believe increasing urbanisation. The setting of Birkenhead Park seems to us to be at risk of encroachment by the further piece-meal development of the many plots which surround it. If this application is granted permission, what about other potential applications? Is it not time for Wirral to review and strengthen its guidance in relation to this in the Birkenhead Park Conservation Area? 
We would be grateful to be advised of your decision, or if further information is submitted. 
Yours faithfully 
Susan Bartlett 
Conservation and Planning Coordinator Cheshire Gardens Trust

	Chatsworth
	Derby-shire
	E16/0859
	I
	PLANNING APPLICATION Temporary use of land for a horticultural show, including the erection of temporary structures, on a yearly basis, with associated operational development, river crossings and other features and the creation of temporary show gardens. Chatsworth House, Chatsworth. EVENT/FUNCTION
	TGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 19.09.2016 
Thank you for consulting The Gardens Trust in its role as Statutory Consultee with regard to proposed development affecting a site included by Historic England on their Register of Parks & Gardens, as per the above application. 
I have read the documentation online and feel that despite the size and duration of the set up and take down of the RHS show, it will be a positive new event for the estate. I was glad to see in the letter from the Chatsworth Trust that the income generated by the event will benefit various heritage assets within the Park that might otherwise not receive any conservation funding. The main marquee, based on Paxton's Great Conservatory and the focal point of the show, will be a very obvious and easily understood introduction to the work of Paxton, and help visitors gain some understanding of his place within horticultural history and his groundbreaking work with glasshouse construction. The purposes of the show also fit with the Chatsworth Parkland Management Plan and their Heritage Management Plan (see Section 9, Site Specific Context, para. 2.15). Chatsworth already holds two other huge events : The Game Fair and also International Horse Trials plus numerous other smaller, though well attended events, during the year. This, combined with the RHS’s proven successful track record of holding similar events within Historic Designed Landscapes : Hampton Court, Royal Hospital Chelsea and Tatton Park, to no long term detriment, is another factor which satisfies The Gardens Trust that this application will not cause lasting harm to the setting or significance of Chatsworth. The Gardens Trust therefore has no objection to this application. 
Yours sincerely, 
Margie Hoffnung 
Conservation Officer 

	Heathfield Park
	East Sussex
	E16/0724
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION THE PROPOSED RETENTION OF THE EXISTING ACCOMMODATION FOR THE ESSENTIAL REQUIREMENTS OF A RURAL WORKER TO LIVE PERMANENTLY AT, OR NEAR, THEIR PLACE OF WORK IN THE COUNTRYSIDE. BOILER HOUSE, HEATHFIELD PARK, SCHOOL HILL, OLDHEATHFIELD TN21 8RL. RESIDENTIAL

	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 01.09.2016 
The Gardens Trust (TGT) - formerly the Garden History Society (GHS) - is a statutory consultee on matters concerning registered parks and gardens, and is now working closely with County Garden Trusts, such as Sussex Gardens Trust (SGT), with regard to commenting on planning 
applications. 
Heathfield Park is listed on the Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest maintained by Historic England. As such it is recognised as being of national significance and the Grade II designation indicates the site is of special interest. The registration means the site is a “designated heritage asset” and hence a “material consideration” in the planning process, with the same weight in policy terms under the National Policy Planning Framework (NPPF) as scheduled monuments and listed buildings. 
Paragraph 128 of the NPPF places an obligation on the applicant to describe the significance of any affected park or garden and to produce an assessment of the impact of the proposals on 
that significance. Helpfully this application does include a description of the significance of Heathfield Park which is summarised on pages 38 and 39 of the Heathfield Parkland Plan included with the application (and reproduced on the Appendix to this letter for ease of 
reference). 
However the application does not make any assessment of the impact of the application on these significances, as is required under the NPPF. 
The NPPF advises on the consideration to be taken into account by Local Planning Authorities in making a decision, with ‘great weight’ to be given to conservation of designated heritage assets, such as Heathfield Park. By considering the significance of a park or garden, and the impact of a proposal upon it, the LPA must determine whether the proposal will result in ‘substantial harm to or loss of’ a heritage asset, or ‘less than substantial harm’. It should be noted that ‘substantial harm to or loss of a Grade II ... park or garden should be exceptional. 
As will be seen from the individual significances reproduces at the Appendix, there are several regional and local significances which appear to be close to this development and likely to be harmed by the proposals. The new development included in this application will further extend development within the registered park which will be detrimental to its character and cause harm to its significance. For this reason Sussex Gardens Trust objects to the application. 
Yours faithfully 
Jim Stockwell. 
On behalf of the Sussex Garden Trust

	Westonbirt
	Gloucester-shire
	E16/0868
	I
	PLANNING APPLICATION Full Application for Alterations and extension to former garage building to provide accommodation, plant room, chimney and air source heat pump (Revision to permission Ref: No 14/03333/FUL). Aldacre House, Easton Grey Road, Shipton Moyne, Tetbury, Gloucestershire. BUILDING ALTERATION  
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 17.09.2016 
I am responding to this Application as Gloucestershire Gardens and Landscape Trust (GGLT) has been consulted by The Garden Trust, acting as the Statutory Consultee on development having an impact on Registered or Listed Gardens and Landscape. 
I recall that the Trust made no adverse comment on the original proposals at Aldacre House (Application No.14/03333/FUL. However, the issues raised by the current rather retrospective Application regarding these "existing" outbuildings must be a matter for your Council to resolve in the most sensible manner. 
From GGLT's standpoint the design quality of this "proposal" is generally in keeping with the completed work from the 2014 Application; particularly now that the painted finishes for the timber infill panels are now dark grey green, and a planting scheme should soften the building. The flat roof detailing and the rather incongruous chimney are details that are best left to your judgement. 
Yours sincerely, 
David Ball 

	Victoria Embankment Gardens
	Greater London
	E16/0743
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION  Use of part of Victoria Embankment Gardens as a temporary theatre event space for three temporary periods from 13 Feb 2017 - 29 Oct 2017, 12 Feb 2018 - 28 Oct 2018 and  11 Feb 2019 - 27 Oct 2019, and installation of enclosed temporary theatrical production structure (with approximately 650  audience seats). Victoria Embankment Gardens, Villiers Street, London WC2N 6ND. ENTERTAINMENT/PERFORMANCE
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 14.09.2016  
We write as Co-Chairs of the Planning & Conservation Working Group of the London Parks & Gardens Trust (LPGT). The LPGT is affiliated to The Gardens Trust (TGT, formerly the Garden History Society and the Association of Gardens Trusts), which is a statutory consultee in respect of planning proposals affecting sites included in the Historic England (English Heritage) Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest. Inclusion of a site in the HE Register is a material consideration in determining a planning application. The LPGT is the gardens trust for Greater London and makes observations on behalf of TGT in respect of registered sites, and may also comment on planning matters affecting other parks, gardens and green open spaces, especially when included in the London Inventory (see www.londongardensonline.org.uk) and/or when included in the Greater London Historic Assets Register (HAR). The application proposes to use an important part of Victoria Embankment Gardens as the location for a new ‘pop-up’ theatre which will prevent public use of that part of the gardens for 9+ months each year for 3 consecutive years. The timescale proposed (Jan-Nov) coincides with the period during which the park is most used and appreciated by local residents, workers and visitors for the green space and quiet respite it offers within a densely developed and busy part of the City of Westminster. The application states that it would occupy only a small part of the gardens, but this is probably the most accessible, and the most used, being closest to the tube, shops and existing entertainment offer. It removes an important component of the gardens: the bandstand & lunchtime concerts. LPGT therefore objects to the application and takes issue with the applicant's claims, as follows: The applicant’s proposal (Item 4.2.) states that they will “seek to minimise disruption…”: LPGT response: there is likely to be conflict between park users & theatregoers (650 seats is a huge number of people coming all at once); there is no mention of how this will be managed. How will they 'seek to minimise disruption' - insufficient supporting information. 
The applicant’s proposal (Item 6.1.) states that “the proposed installation will support the West End experience in London and will attract visitors and shoppers to the area”: LPGT response: Villiers Street Gardens is one of three gardens which comprise the Victoria Embankment Gardens – a Grade II* registered park and garden – and lies within the Savoy Conservation Area. Importantly, the gardens serve as a valuable green open space for local residents, workers and visitors alike, and offer a respite to the busy Strand with its shops, theatres, other tourist destinations and traffic. As such, the gardens already support the West End experience The applicant’s proposal (Item 6.1.) states that “the proposed development is of a temporary nature and the application site and surrounds will be returned to their former state at the end of the period”: LPGT response: The proposed temporary structures will occupy a significant open area in the centre of the gardens. We recognise the proposed structures and supporting infrastructure will not be permanent, but also point out that use from January 27th to November 6th (for 3 years) means that a substantial part of the gardens will be inaccessible to free public use for over 9 months of the year. Therefore, enjoyment of this highly significant Grade II* registered park and garden and associated heritage assets will be prevented for the period including the busiest months of the year for 3 consecutive years. We would suggest this does not really constitute ‘temporary’ use, or constitute wider ‘public benefit’ as described by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The applicant has not provided information as to the remediation of impacts of 9+ months of compaction on the gardens and its trees, nor have they provided information of what level of financial compensation may be provided to rectify damage to the landscape. We would suggest that this length of time does indeed constitute ‘harm’ as defined by the NPPF, to which no remediation has been offered. National Policy: Applicant’s Item 6.2 & London Plan: Applicant’s Item 6.3, 6.4 and 6.5: LPGT response: Parks and gardens also fall into the definition of cultural and social benefits, and this proposal appears to cause harm to the cultural, social and environmental benefits that the gardens offer, as a counterpoint to the already busy theatre and shopping districts in this vicinity. We would therefore suggest that this proposal does not contribute to making London an ‘attractive place to visit, live, work and invest’, as the applicant proposes, given that there is already a significant and successful theatre offer in the vicinity but very little alternative green open space freely accessible to the public. There is inadequate assessment of impact of proposal on the garden's infrastructure; setting of Conservation Area; listed buildings & structures to which harm is definitely caused, as defined by NPPF (ref. paragraphs 132 & 133). Land Use: Applicant’s Item 6.9 and 6.10, 6.11: LPGT response: Given the similar nature of other ‘pop up’ facilities directly opposite the gardens on the South Bank, the applicant cannot really be said to be providing a ‘unique experience’ as stated in their supporting information. The gardens, however, are a unique public and heritage asset in this part of Westminster. The proposed temporary development would undoubtedly reduce and impact the use and enjoyment of the gardens. 
Townscape and Design: Applicant’s Item 6.12 - 6.15: LPGT response: Again, no mention of any details of remediation, and ground compaction therefore long term impact on trees may not be reversible. The proposed temporary structures will compromise the character and experience of the Grade II* registered park and garden and Savoy Conservation Area, as well as the settings of the surrounding listed buildings and structures – such as the Grade I York Water Gate, Grade II Imperial Camel Corps Memorial and Grade II statue of Wilfred Lawson. Summary: ‘Heritage’ also falls under the NPPF’s principles of ‘Sustainability’ and public access and enjoyment of public parks and gardens as part of London’s cultural offer constitutes a principle of ‘Sustainability’. The length of the proposed development, the size and massing of its structures will result in obscuring the view of and appreciation of listed monuments and heritage assets. LPGT considers that the application therefore constitutes harm to this garden and heritage asset, with little or no public benefit, as set out in the NPPF (ref. paragraphs 132 & 133). For these reasons, The London Parks and Gardens Trust object to the application. Yours Sincerely, 
Chris Laine CMLI & Sally Prothero CMLI MIFA 
For and on behalf of the Planning & Conservation Working Group 
London Parks & Gardens Trust 
Duck Island Cottage 

	Battersea Park
	Greater London
	E16/0763
	
	PLANNING APPLICATION Installation of new natural play space area which include swinging, rocking, balancing, climbing and sliding equipments.  Battersea Park Carriage Drive, East Queenstown Road SW11 4NJ. PLAY AREA
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 17.09.2016 
Dear Mr Nash, 

We write as Co-Chairs of the Planning & Conservation Working Group of the London Parks & Gardens Trust (LPGT). The LPGT is affiliated to The Gardens Trust (TGT, formerly the Garden History Society and the Association of Gardens Trusts), which is a statutory consultee in respect of planning proposals affecting sites included in the Historic England (English Heritage) Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest. Inclusion of a site in the HE Register is a material consideration in determining a planning application. The LPGT is the gardens trust for Greater London and makes observations on behalf of TGT in respect of registered sites, and may also comment on planning matters affecting other parks, gardens and green open spaces, especially when included in the LPGT’s Inventory of Historic Spaces (see www.londongardensonline.org.uk) and/or when included in the Greater London Historic Assets Register (HAR). Battersea Park (OS Grid ref TQ280772) is an early municipal park created by an Act of Parliament in 1846. It was laid out in a Victorian Gardenesque style to designs with designs by MBW Parks Superintendent John Gibson, and opened to the public in 1854. It also contains layout and structures associated with the 1951 Festival of Britain. The park is included at Grade II* in HE Register, is included in the LPGT Inventory, is the focus of the Battersea Park Conservation Area and contains several listed structures, including: Rosary Gate, North-East Entrance Gates, West Gate, the Pump House and Henry Moore’s ‘Three Standing Figures’ statue (all Grade II). The proposed play area would involve erecting a number of permanent structures within existing lawns and treescape, and carrying out associated landscaping. The Design and Access Statement states that the proposed play areas “has been designed to be sympathetic to the surrounding Grade 2 park landscape whilst providing accessible and inclusive play for children…”. The Heritage Statement states that the location for the proposed play area is set amongst large mature trees and “has been designed to complement the natural surroundings of Battersea Park”. The application contains only limited information about the overall significance of the Grade II* park and what impact these designs may have on that significance. It does not include information about how (if at all) the chosen elements relate to or enhance the significance of Battersea Park’s unique heritage. It also does not say why the location was chosen, or what other locations were considered and rejected. It does not say if the area is to be fenced, or is specifically designed to be unfenced, which is an important consideration in a historic landscape. The planning application does not include evidence that either the location or design of the proposed play area has been informed by Conservation Management Plan or Masterplan. The proposed play area is located in the north-east of the park, in an area laid out by Gibson as the ‘American Ground’ containing shrubberies of predominantly North American plants bordering the carriage drive. This part of the park has already been impacted by the Millennium Arena and associated development, and the proposed play area with its raised timber edges would further reduce the character and legibility of the park’s original Victorian Gardenesque design. In addition, the Design and Access Statement states that the proposed play area will provide accessible and inclusive play for children. The designs submitted in drawings and as part of the Landscape Report show level changes and materials which do not make clear the level of accessibility for the proposed play elements. The level change and materials chosen, (shown in visualisations) do not look to provide access in accordance with the Disability Act. While we would welcome appropriately designed high quality of play for all, in a public park, we have concerns over these items in a play area that has not been specifically designed to be accessible for all, and in sufficient detail to respect the significance of the historic environment. We support Historic England’s comments (Alasdair Young’s letter dated 06 September 2016), and are of the opinion that the proposed development would cause some harm to the significance of Battersea Park as it is currently shown in the proposals. This harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, in accordance with the NPPF (paragraph 134). Therefore, the LPGT objects to this application, on the basis of the lack of supporting information and the quality of the design and apparent inaccessibility, in this sensitive historic landscape. 
Yours Sincerely, 
Chris Laine CMLI & Sally Prothero CMLI MIFA 
For and on behalf of the Planning & Conservation Working Group 
London Parks & Gardens Trust 
Duck Island Cottage 
St James's Park 
London SW1A 2BJ 
planning@londongardenstrust.org

	Croome Court
	Hereford and Worcester
	E16/0849
	I
	PLANNING APPLICATION Creation of a 4 mile, 1.5m-3m wide multi use trail including erection of bridge. Croome Park, Croome D'Abitot, Severn Stoke, Worcestershire WR8 9DW. FOOTPATH/CYCLEWAY
	TGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 27.09.2016 
Thank you for consulting The Gardens Trust in its role as Statutory Consultee with regard to proposed development affecting a site included by Historic England on their Register of Parks & Gardens, as per the above application. 
Over the past 20 years the landscape at Croome Court has been carefully restored to recreate the vision of Lancelot ‘Capability’ Brown, recognised internationally as probably England’s most original and influential landscape designer of the 18th century, whose tercentenary is being widely celebrated this year. Croome was Brown’s first major independent commission. The site was of prime importance in establishing his style and his reputation. Many years of research have been devoted to defining the precise details of the design including the tree and shrub planting, the land forms, the uses of water, the placing of park ornaments and crucially in this instance, the structure of paths and approaches. It is known that very special attention was given to the views from within the park and from the principle rooms of the Court. In consequence, Croome has been widely publicised as an exemplar not only of Brown’s genius and but also of a successful restoration with the intention of presenting to visitors the appearance, character and atmosphere of an 18th century landscape. 
It is this character we believe will be damaged by the installation of a cycle trail. It is proposed to lay a new track around 4 miles of the park. The first third of the trail follows the route of a carriage drive shown on contemporary maps as passing through the Menagerie Wood, Sweet Briar Close and The Belt. However, the remaining two thirds will be an entirely new construction, not part of Brown’s design and therefore diverging from the declared intention of the restoration. The introduction of a new bridge, new signs, gates, switchbacks and chicanes will further distract from Brown’s vision. This blurring of the design will reduce the heritage status of the landscape affecting the significance and setting of the park, and prejudice its educational value to the visitor by confusing them as to what was original and what was recently imposed. 
The Gardens Trust is also concerned by the intrusion of cyclists into the views within the Park. In areas such as Horse Close, Punch Bowl gates, the Carriage splash, East Ridge and the walk from the Rotunda to the London gates the cyclists will be clearly in view. Of the 30 viewpoints around the park included in the report by Mathew Wigan Associates, 23 show that the Trail will be visible to the bystander. Cyclists moving at varying speeds along the trails cannot but alter the experience and enjoyment of the 18th century landscape, being alien to the C18 aesthetic of Brown and his patron, the 6th Earl of Coventry. The NT is clearly aware of the danger of accidents between cyclists and pedestrians where the cycle trail intersects with public rights of way, hence the profusion of new signage etc. 
The Gardens Trust, opposes this application due to the damage to the original Brown landscape design, diluting and obstructing visitors’ understanding of the original design intent, and finally the incompatibility of cyclists and walkers using the same paths. We would suggest that it is also contrary to section SWDP 21 of the South Worcestershire Development Plan which advises that ‘’All development ... will enhance cultural and heritage assets and their settings’’. 
The Gardens Trust would appreciate it if you would be kind enough to let us know the outcome of this application. 
Yours sincerely, 
Margie Hoffnung 
Conservation Officer 

	Putteridge Bury
	Hertford-shire
	E16/0848
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Erection of 660 dwellings (Class C3), together with associated public open space, landscaping, highways and drainage infrastructure works. Land west of Cockernhoe / Land East Of Copthorne, Cockernhoe. RESIDENTIAL
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 20.09.2016 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust, a member of The Gardens Trust, has considered these plans and is very familiar with the site which is in near proximity to Putteridege Bury, Registered Grade II on the Historic England Register. 
Based on the information supplied with this application we consider that this fails the condition stated in the NPPF para 7 bullet point 3, 'Environmental role' as 'contributing to protecting and enhancing our ... historic environment', and thus does not achieve sustainable development 
It does this by harming the setting of the Registered park. Setting is the 'surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced. Its extent is not fixed ' and the setting is a key component of the significance of a heritage asset. Any diminution of that significance is contrary to para 133 of the NPPF. 
As setting is affected by noise and light pollution, as well as by visual intrusion, the building of this number of dwellings, particularly as a large number of the dwellings will be on higher ground than the parkland which sweeps down a valley , will cause both a visual intrusion and light pollution. 
Policy 19 of NHDC states that 'For Historic Parks and Gardens, the Council will refuse development proposals which destroy or result in any loss of their value'. As 'value' is partly determined by significance and therefore setting, this development is contrary to NHC policy. 
Also contrary to the provisions of NPPF is the loss of Green Belt land this would cause The NPPF para 80 states that the Green Belt serves 5 purposes. This application fails on three counts: in that it encourages the unrestricted sprawl of Luton, that it merges Cockernhoe and Mangrove Green hamlets into greater Luton and it destroys the countryside by encroachment rather than safeguarding it. We would consider the large number of houses here to be inappropriate and thus by definition (para 87) harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances. These very special circumstances have not been proven in this application. Policy 3 of NHDC has 4 conditions where development within the Green Belt would be permitted. This application satisfies none of them. 
This land is a valuable buffer between Luton and the rural communities nearby and a part of the setting of Putteridgebury. 
We strongly urge you to refuse permission for this development on the grounds outlined above 
Kate Harwood

	Panshanger
	Hertford-shire
	E16/0902
	II*
	GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE Proposal to dig out 50 or 60,000 tons of extractable material contained in the strip between the lower Broadwater and the new lagoon to the south. MINERAL EXTRACTION
	TGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 20.09.2016 
The Gardens Trust, the Statutory Consultee with regard to proposed development affecting a site included by Historic England on their Register of Parks & Gardens, has just been alerted to the very alarming news that Tarmac are imminently due to dig out 50 or 60,000 tons of extractable material contained in the strip between the lower Broadwater and the new lagoon to the south of it, at Panshanger. This is contrary to an assurance Kate Harwood of Hertfordshire Gardens Trust was given some months ago. At the moment the Broadwater at Panshanger is still as Repton designed it - a thin sinuous strip snaking southwards after the central island (see Repton’s drawing attached). Recently Tarmac excavated to the south of Repton's Broadwater and flooded much of what had been grassland to make a second large lagoon to the south only separated by a thin band of earth a few feet wide. In October Tarmac are going to dig through this dividing strip and completely destroy the original edge of Repton's lake, ending up with one huge lake which will be about twice as big and leaving no trace of Repton's design. If this happens the site may well have to be delisted (it is currently II*) or at the very least demoted to Grade II. The fish and voles are currently being extracted. When the excavations are finished, the lake will not be put back to the original line but instead left as a one large lagoon. I am also attaching Kate Harwood’s annotated map for clarification. The line she has marked 'threatened strip' is the dividing strip I mentioned which still divides Repton's original Broadwater from the new large lagoon (arrow pointing to 'Dug out' just below the two islands). Apparently the bit Kate has annotated as 'not excavated' is to be left, but I am afraid that I no longer rely on Tarmac’s assurances as evidenced above. 
I am sure you do not need reminding that in Para 132 of the NPPF it states that “substantial harm to or loss of designated heritage assets of the highest significance, notably, … grade II* registered parks and gardens … should be wholly exceptional.” In addition the conservation aims of ICOMOS also echo those of NPPF for the management of sustainable change and seeking positive improvements in the quality of the historic environment (NPPF paragraph 7). 
The scale or severity of an impact / cumulative impact can be ranked without regard to the value of the asset as follows: 
SCALE OF IMPACT Description of impact 
Major change Fundamental change such that the significance of the building, site and/or its setting is totally destroyed, damaged or comprehensively altered; a historic building suffers catastrophic structural failure or demolition 
NPPF and also ICOMOS support our position that this proposed excavation would be totally unacceptable. I would urge your Authority to please intervene immediately to stop this cultural vandalism. 
Humphry Repton (21 April 1752 - 24 March 1818) was the last great English landscape designer of the eighteenth century, often regarded as the successor to Capability Brown, whose tercentenary has been highlighted this year by exhibitions and events all round the country and even stamps. Work is underway to do something similar for Repton in 2018, the bicentenary of his death. If we lose Panshanger, might it all have been for nothing? 
Yours sincerely, 
Margie Hoffnung 
Conservation Officer 

	Norris Castle
	Isle of Wight
	E16/0827
	II
	HISTORIC ENGLAND CONSULTATION Consideration of whether the entry on the Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest in England should be revised. Norris Castle, New Barn Road, East Cowes, Isle of Wight. 1437965 http://services.historicengland.org.uk/webfiles/GetFiles.aspx?av=C5124C43-06D1-4EB2-8123-67585012F06A&cn=F8B7E61C-DC12-48AC-B06B-F0AE8A3CABFC Sebastian.Fry@HistoricEngland.org.uk
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 13.09.2016 
You have asked me to comment on Historic England’s Consultation Report on Norris Castle in my capacity as Research Officer for the Isle of Wight Gardens Trust. I have attached my comments above. These comments have been discussed with colleagues in the Isle of Wight Gardens Trust who have been copied into this email. Last week I sent a copy of my comments to John Phibbs and he may have further information to add regarding the ownership and boundaries of Norris Castle in the 1790s. I have attached a scan of the Jerome/Seymour map which I refer to in my comments. 
The Isle of Wight Gardens Trust notes that Norris Castle landscaped park and pleasure grounds are being considered for upgrading (from Grade II) on the Register of Historic Parks and Gardens. We would request that the final Historic England report includes a specific recommendation for an upgrade to Grade II* given the degree of survival, close association with Osborne landscape, rarity value (i.e. East Cowes Castle landscape lost) and importance as setting to Grade I LBs of Norris Castle and Norris Castle Farm. 
Please do get in touch if you require any further information. 
I would be grateful for confirmation that you have received these comments. 
Best wishes 
Dr Vicky Basford 

	Moor Park
	Lanca-shire
	E16/0776
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION ERECTION OF 3 M HIGH WELDMESH SECURITY FENCING AND 3 M HIGH CLOSE BOARDED TIMBER FENCING. SIR TOM FINNEY SCHOOL, MOOR PARK, BLACKPOOL ROAD, PRESTON. BOUNDARY
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 16.09.2016 
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 passed to the Trusts. The Lancashire Gardens Trust (LGT) therefore responds in this case. 
This application includes works to trees forming the boundary to Moor Park. The LGT recognises the importance of the heritage assets at Moor Park in being a Registered Park and Garden Grade II* designed by Edward Milner. The significance of Moor Park is enhanced by the group value comprising in total the three Milner sites in Preston where in addition, Avenham and Miller Parks are by the same designer. 
The LGT accepts the need to maintain secure boundaries to the Sir Tom Finney School site which requires the felling of a number of trees, and possible working area impact on several others. The LGT does not wish to impede these works. However Moor Park has been subject to a considerable tree removal programme in recent years, without any replacement planting progressing. We therefore request that mitigation planting is required as a condition of any permission to this application. Mitigation planting should be in conjunction with both the Moor Park Conservation Management Plan, and the Restoration Scheme, but the latter may not yet be sufficiently advance for details to be available. It may be appropriate therefore for the condition to require a cash contribution to be paid to the Council for this mitigation planting towards the cost of their ultimate implementation concurrently with the wider works. We look forward to seeing the detailed plans for tree replacements and other works as these progress. 
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

	Gisburn Park
	Lanca-shire
	E16/0757
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Erection of steel framed agricultural building for livestock. Field at Hellifield Road, Gisburn. AGRICULTURE
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 13.09.2016 
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 Gisburne Park in being a Registered Park and Garden Grade II, and forming the setting for the Grade I listed mansion, and numerous other Grade II* and Grade II listed estate buildings, which were in the ownership of the Lister family (later Lord Ribblesdale) as their principal seat for over 300 years. The Park comprises numerous phases of work by a single family: from the early C18th Park and formal gardens which continued to develop in the late C18th, and later naturalistic landscape elements including the new picturesque valley approach and Park Lodges. The early C18 work is to designs by Lord Petre (of Goodwood). The estate as a whole is highly significant, as eloquently described in the Gisburne Park Historic Landscape Management Plan October 2010: ‘… and creates a landscape of great complexity with important reciprocal views throughout the estate’. 
The current application is for a substantial modern agricultural building of industrial form to be constructed in a very prominent part of the Registered Park close to Hellifield Road. The site is on an elevated location which can be seen from a number of locations within the park and notably from the principal estate road leading from Gisburn Village. 
Whilst the LGT would wish to support the aspirations of achieving viable agricultural activity within the Park, the current proposal gives rise to a number of concerns, primarily the potential adverse visual and landscape effect in the Registered Park and Garden. This building appears very large in relation to the 25acres approximately within the blue edged land. If this building is to serve a wider area are there more appropriate locations, and are there redundant farm buildings which could be brought back into use? There are concerns about accumulation of agricultural clutter appearing over time around the new building, and in addition, possible increase in future requirements for additional buildings, hardstandings or slurry stores. Have all possible alternatives for less problematic locations including splitting of the facilities been explored? Is it possible for this structure to be located within the landholding to the east of Hellifield Road, and therefore outside the Registered Park? Regardless of location we suggest a less obtrusive, and darker colouring for roofing materials. 
For the above reasons the LGT objects to this application. 
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

	The Grove
	Leicester-shire
	E16/0901
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION Residential development (outline). Field No 4564, Burrough Road, Somerby. RESIDENTIAL
	TGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 30.09.2016 
We have been alerted to the above application by the owner of the Grove, the property immediately to the south of the proposed housing. Although the garden of The Grove is not itself included by Historic England on their Register of Parks & Gardens, The Gardens Trust have very recently (30th August 2016) been instrumental in helping to get the very rare survival of its Messenger Greenhouse on the northern boundary wall listed as Grade II. As you can see from the description of the glasshouse taken from the Register, the outbuildings and garden are specifically mentioned : 
Vinery built in 1914 to the design of Messenger and Company Ltd. 
Reasons for Designation 
The early C20 Messenger vinery at The Grove is listed at Grade II for the following principal reasons: * Architectural interest: it is a very good example of an early C20 glasshouse designed and built by Messenger and Company Ltd, one of the most successful and highly regarded glasshouse manufacturers of the C19 and early C20; * Degree of survival: it is exceptionally well-preserved, retaining its ventilation, watering and heating systems, including the Quorn boiler (although no longer in situ) which is one of only two such boilers known to survive; * Rarity: it is a rare survival of a vinery on a small domestic scale, and a rare extant Messenger glasshouse as only about 5% of those erected are thought to survive; * Historic context: it forms part of a small estate, described in White’s 'History, Gazetteer, and Directory of Leicestershire and Rutland' (1846) as ‘a neat mansion with tasteful grounds’. The house, outbuildings and garden, though not designated, form a characterful historical context for the vinery. 
Therefore the statement in para 28 of the Design and Access statement “the dwelling and its outbuildings are not listed “ needs to be amended. The garden has always been characterised by its tree plantings (hence its name) and comparing it to a pre-1912 map, is very largely unchanged. Many of the trees within the Grove’s garden are veteran and covered by TPOs. In particular a veteran Cedar and Pine will have very long roots and I do not see a tree survey taking this into account. The mass of trees is very prominent from every view into the garden and conservation area. The new development would be visible in every one, including the un-walled view across the garden from the avenue, and as such would have a detrimental effect on the setting and significance of the heritage asset. The Gardens Trust is also concerned that the balancing pond shown amongst the documents will receive the run off from all new houses and the road. The pond is at the lowest point in the field, and flooding from this would seep into the subterranean rooms of the listed Vinery and result in substantial harm to the designated heritage asset. 
The Gardens Trust, in its role as Statutory Consultee with regard to proposed development affecting a site included by Historic England on their Register of Parks & Gardens, would be very grateful if you could please let us know the outcome of this application. 
Yours sincerely, 
Margie Hoffnung 
Conservation Officer 

	Riseholme Hall
	Lincoln-shire
	E16/0840
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Full Planning Permission for the demolition of a number of specified buildings together with Outline Planning Permission, access, scale and some landscaping to be considered, for a mixed-use development comprising the following: Sport and recreational facilities including a University Sports Pavilion with associated playing fields-Use Class D2; Up to 180 residential dwelling houses-Use Class C3; public realm and landscaping; replacement farm buildings to create the new Lincoln Institute for Agri-Food Technology-Use Class D1; Community Uses-Use Class D1,A1,A3,A4 and B1, other associated infrastructure-with all other matters reserved-at the University of Lincoln, Riseholme Campus. University Of Lincoln, Riseholme Park, Riseholme, Lincoln LN2 2LG. MAJOR HYBRID
	WRITTEN RESPONSE 25.09.2016 
Thank you for consulting The Gardens Trust in its role as Statutory Consultee with regard to proposed development affecting a site included by Historic England on their Register of Parks & Gardens, as per the above application. 
I have spent some considerable time reading the documents available on line and consulted with my colleagues in the Lincolnshire Gardens Trust. The Gardens Trust welcomes the reduction in proposed housing numbers from 750 to 180, although this revised figure is still fairly substantial. The demolition of the post 1957 structures formerly associated with the College offers beneficial opportunities although their agricultural usage is arguably more in keeping with the previous nature of Riseholme as an historic estate than replacement with residential housing. The reinstatement of the north-eastern oblique view from the Hall to the North Park is also a positive development. 
However, we do have several concerns. Firstly, should these proposals be accepted, the principle of residential development within the Historic Park will have been accepted and having set a precedent, there may be a subsequent application(s) to further increase the numbers of housing. In addition, the appearance, landscaping, layout and car parking spaces for the new development are to be Reserved Matters (Planning Strategy 3.6) and whilst removal of the unsympathetic C20 buildings is beneficial, what replaces them must be given very careful consideration to ensure that they are not equally unsympathetic. 
While we welcome the demolition of inappropriate and unattractive buildings, we are concerned particularly about the proposal for dwellings intended quite close to the hall - R3 and R4 in the "village green" - and "waterside" areas. This would entail that the (all be it historical) link with the walled kitchen garden and listed stable block would both be lost. Judging from aerial views on PGUK, the development might also involve considerable tree felling and the loss of sheltered pleasure ground walk flow along the beck to the eastern edge of the landscape park. In addition, inappropriate modern buildings here would encroach on, detract from, and possibly irretrievably damage views north from Riseholme Lane across the lake both to the listed Hall, but also to another significant area, the site of the medieval village. Even if new developments reflect current design and materials there should not be a presumption that that these replacements will not impact on either historic buildings or parkland design and the repeated use of the word 'urban' shows a complete misunderstanding of the nature of the historic park, despite the fact that there is a very good desk-top assessment of the historic development. 
The Gardens Trust appreciates the effort that has been taken in reducing the quantity of housing in this sensitive site, but would welcome further consideration regarding relocating houses away from the "village green" and "waterside" locations and also has reservations regarding the dominating height of some new buildings in the east, in the vicinity of the church. 
Yours sincerely, 
Margie Hoffnung 
Conservation Officer 

	Wallington
	Northumberland
	E16/0943
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Proposal for extension of existing car parking area to provide additional parking space (part hard-core, part grass crete); incorporation of cycle routes from car parks to wider estate; refurbishment of disused farm shop building to create new visitor entrance building (including removal of old visitor entrance hut); improvements to access to the property by creating new (30m) road link within the estate to reduce traffic impacts on the wider road network. Wallington Hall, Wallington, Morpeth, Northumberland NE61 4AR. PARKING, FOOTPATH/CYCLEWAY, VISITOR FACILITIES 
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 04.10.2016 
I am writing to you about the recent planning application for a cycle track at Wallington. I understand that this has been granted. 
I have discussed this with Johnny and we would like to put the following points. 
To begin with, we strongly support the general aims of the proposal (and indeed discussed opening cycle tracks across the estate with the Trust while we were writing our latest Wallington report). And it is very reassuring to see the thoroughness with which the proposal has been considered. 
Our only real concern is the risk of damage to/destruction of the possible field evidence for walks through the woodland strips of the 'ferme ornee', during the construction of the new tracks. We are fairly certain that there would have been walks through the strips, and possibly seats too - I would mention that the attached 1777 plan shows walks, and there is the wonderful survival at Rothley High Lake. We reckon that the walks would have been straight, and would have run up the side of the strip (not up the centre as we suggested in 1999), changing sides occasionally. 
I wonder if you would consider digging a trial trench across a few strips to see if any sand or gravel shows up? Particularly the east - west strip that the 1777 plan shows has a path, and that is marked for a cycle track. The trench could be a very simple affair, only a metre wide, dug with a bucket on a tractor? 
You have the evidence for the construction of the High Lake path and perhaps another trial trench could be dug across the riding that we found by the burn on Gallows Hill. We consider these walks, drives and ridings as very important, providing the connection that tied the various parts of the designed landscape together. They obviously offer a brilliant way of introducing the modern visitor to Wallington's wonderful scenery. 
Finally, if you accept that the strip walks were straight and ran up the strip edges, perhaps the new cycle tracks could follow this precedent? 
If you decide to dig any trial trenches, I would very much like to observe (an excuse to get across to Wallington is always welcome). 
Best wishes 
Nick 

	Rufford Abbey
	Nottingham-shire
	E16/0796
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Demolition of a disused egg packing station and the construction of a steel framed grain store. Stud Farm Cottage, Rufford, Nottinghamshire  NG22 9HB. AGRICULTURE
	TGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 14.09.2016 

Thank you for consulting The Gardens Trust in its role as Statutory Consultee with regard to proposed development affecting a site included by Historic England on their Register of Parks & Gardens, as per the above application. I must apologies for the delay in getting back to you, but the application coincided with holiday absences, which has held things up. I have consulted with my colleagues in the Nottinghamshire Gardens Trust and would be grateful if you could please take our comments below into account when considering this application. 

The information with the proposals does not contain a dedicated heritage impact assessment, but does have a short section in the D&A statement that has this title. This acknowledges that the site is within registered historic parkland but does not mention that it is within the setting of a designated listed building (Park Lodge - grade II). The site of the present disused and derelict chicken sheds is in a prominent location within the historic deer park due to the local topography and tree cover. The site forms the setting of Rufford Park Lodge which is the site of the Medieval and later hunting lodge of the deer park that was deliberately positioned to the south of the park to have views north, which are towards the proposal site. The deer park is now in full agricultural use but retains the long vistas and planted tree belts that reflect the earlier heritage and use of this part of the registered parkland and wider setting of Rufford Abbey Country House. 

The nature of the proposals is for a modern agricultural shed of much larger dimensions (in particular in terms of height) than the present low timber sheds. The metal clad modern 'industrial' appearance of the proposed shed will not contribute positively to the appreciation of the historic parkland. It will be very highly visible from a variety of viewpoints, including from Park Lodge listed building and may also be visible from the busy A614 to the west. 

We agree with the statement that the demolition of the existing sheds would not harm the historic parkland, however we do not agree with the assertion provided by the applicant in the D&A statement that the new building would 'both enhance and preserve the appearance of the historic parkland'. On the contrary, the additional of another new industrial farm shed in this location would contribute to the cumulative damage to the character and significance of the parkland being caused by the recent modern farm developments that can be seen from the site. 

We recommend that this application is refused and that the applicant explore other less sensitive locations to position the new building. We also recommend that any future application affecting the registered parkland of Rufford Abbey be accompanied by a more through and expert assessment of the heritage interest of the registered park and implications of the proposals for that interest.

Yours sincerely, 

Margie Hoffnung 

Conservation Officer 

TGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 21.09.2016 ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Thank you for sending me a copy of the Heritage Impact Assessment relating to the above application. 

There are two points within this document I should like to comment upon. The HIA states (p7) that the impact was "mitigated by the presence of similar buildings in the landscape.” I would disagree with this and feel that to the contrary, it represents a cumulative, creeping development which will lead to the gradual erosion of the setting and significance of the asset. 

Secondly in section 5.3.4 (p 20) it states : "However, it should be noted that the area of the Registered Park around the development site does not have general public access." This is contrary to HE’s statement in "The Setting of Heritage Assets - Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning 3, July 2015", p.4 : "Setting does not depend on public rights or ability to access it; significance is not dependent on numbers of people visiting it." There are some public rights of way – in fact the shed may well be visible from the “Robin Hood Way”. 

The Gardens Trust would like to therefore reiterate its request (14.9.16) that this application be refused and that the applicant explore other less sensitive locations to position the new building. 

Yours sincerely, 

Margie Hoffnung 

Conservation Officer
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