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CONSERVATION CASEWORK LOG NOTES JANUARY 2016 
The GHS/TGT conservation team received 145 new cases in England and 3 new cases in Wales during December 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, 6 ‘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


	Alderley Park
	Cheshire
	E15/1275
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION Full planning permission for the demolition of a number of specified buildings; and outline planning permission with all matters reserved for a mixed-use development comprising the following:• Up to 38,000 sqm of laboratory, offices and light manufacturing floorspace (Use Class B1):• Up to 1,500 sqm of retail, café, restaurant, public house and / or crèche floorspace (Use Classes A1, A3, A4 and D1); • Up to 275 residential dwellinghouses, where up to 60 units could be for retirement / care (Use Classes C2 and C3); • Up to a 100 bed hotel (Use Class C1); • Sport and recreational facilities including an indoor sports centre of up to a 2,000 sqm (Use Class D2); • Up to 14,000 sqm of multi-storey car parking providing up to 534 spaces (sui generis); • A waste transfer station of up to 900 sqm of (sui generis); • Public realm and landscaping; • Other associated infrastructure. ALDERLEY PARK, CONGLETON ROAD, NETHER ALDERLEY, MACCLESFIELD, CHESHIRE SK10 4TF. MAJOR HYBRID
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 07.01.2016 
Cheshire Gardens Trust submitted comments on the Alderley Park Development Framework (ADPF), attended the public consultation on proposals held on 21st October (where contact was made with Ed Lister of Planit) and submitted comments to the parties concerned on 23rd October. Our draft research and recording report was made available to Dr Chris Docherty of Manchester Science Partnerships for comment and Planit for information on 8th November 2015. The draft report was also send to Cheshire East officers Nick Turpin and Emma Fairhurst on 19th November prior to their meeting with consultants. At Ed Lister’s request and Nick Turpin’s behest we attended a meeting with Planit on 25th November. A final version of our report was issued to all parties on 9th December 2015 . 
We do not feel that consultation two days prior to submission of a planning application is appropriate and meaningful as required by NPPF. 
Response 
We support maintenance of a world class Life Science facility at Alderley Park (AP) and appreciate the economic need for mixed use development to support this objective. However we are concerned that the Masterplan proposals have been developed in the absence of “a full assessment of the designed landscape” , enabling a proper understanding of the historic landscape and its significance as required by NPPF 128. The Heritage Statement is by a conservation architect and relies heavily on the Character Study which has not had input by a landscape conservation specialist. While consultants have made use of information in Cheshire Gardens Trust report, the material has largely been used to try to justify and post rationalise earlier design decisions. It is our view that the approach taken has resulted in lower values of significance being accorded to the designed landscape than are merited (throughout the documentation) and as a consequence the stated impacts on landscape heritage assets are lower than can be reasonably justified. 
It should be noted that “as compared to other asset types, historic parks and gardens are not well-recorded at present, and the Register (Historic England’s Register of Parks and Gardens of historic interest) is thought to include only two thirds of the sites potentially deserving inclusion” . The Manchester Metropolitan University Historic Cheshire Landscapes Study of 1995, undertaken for Cheshire County Council and English Heritage, shortlisted sites for further investigation, placing them in three categories of importance. Alderley Park headed the first category of seventeen sites, four of which are now included on the Register. This indicates that despite a lack of research at that time Alderley Park was recognised as having the potential to be included on the Register and therefore of being a site of national importance. That it is not currently included does not diminish its considerable significance as a heritage asset. 
Demolition 
We have no comment on proposals for demolition within Mereside or Heatherley Woods but do have concerns relating to Alderley House and the Water Garden which are dealt with below. There is a discrepancy between the demolition plan and the Character Study, the demolition plan showing no.120 office accommodation in the Water Garden, actually the Loggia, to be demolished, and the Character Study and Heritage Statement indicating that the building is to be retained. We support the retention of this building. 
Outline Planning 
Mereside 
“The existing surface car park at Mereside West (d) should be reverted to farmland as it was only allowed on a temporary basis, unless a robust case is submitted via a planning application for its retention or alternative use. Any such application will be considered against normal Green Belt planning policy.” The application shows the retention of this car park without a robust case for retention. The car park lies close to the Nether Alderley Conservation Area and is visually and environmentally detrimental to the proposed link between Alderley Park and the Old Hall as indicated in the Character Study, Vision p21. 
While proposed maximum building heights, indicated in the Appendix 8.1 Figures views and montages, suggest limited visual impact from viewpoints outside the site, the impact of high buildings on the historic parkland, where paths are to be opened to the public, could be considerable. This site is within the Green Belt, an Area of Special County Value and a locally listed park and garden, so any new buildings must respect their setting and not set out to dominate it. 
Parkland 
We are concerned, as stated in our response to consultation in October, that the proposals show development creep outside previously developed areas, an important principle that guided the adopted APDF. Should development of the Southern Cricket Sports Hub be permitted it must be conditioned so that these areas are safeguarded from any built development, regrading, or permanent fixtures or fencing. No further depletion of the parkland area and erosion of parkland character should be permitted. 
South Campus 
Though the courtyards, gardens and pleasure grounds with their designated and undesignated heritage assets have undergone change they remain the heart of the historic site; their sequence and content are all of considerable historic interest, significance and importance in the story of Alderley Park. The proposed residential development is set back from the parkland and does not impact on it visually, but is very concentrated. The 4 storey towers, intended as punctuation in the design, risk dominating existing features such as the Gardener’s House, and so diminish rather than enhance historic assets. 
Historic Courtyards 
The opportunity to enhance the current poor links between the historic courtyards and the water garden has not been taken. This is detrimental to the setting of heritage assets and to aiding use, understanding and enjoyment of the historic site. 
Alderley House 
Outline proposals for a building composed of large blocks suggest that this will have a greater impact on the historic parkland than the present Alderley House. 
We appreciate the aspiration to improve connectivity between the proposed formal gardens and arboretum but are concerned that the indicative proposals are considerably less imaginative and interesting than the existing Japanese style garden. Could consideration be given to retaining/recreating this garden in addition to retaining the cedar tree? 
Water garden 
Statements in the Character Study are inaccurate and misleading. The water garden was not “much simpler in the past”, is not “terraced” now (Character Study p64) and did not have a glasshouse on the south wall (p65). As historic images show it was an intensively managed garden with a glasshouse against the north wall. The pool featured a central fountain fed by the Serpentine Lake, two water bodies that are of importance as being the only ones in Alderley Park created for ornament as part of the designed rather than the managed landscape. 
This water garden is significant for its early 19th century design by Lady Stanley with John Webb, a design unique for its period in Cheshire; for its 20th century ‘restoration’ by landscape architect David Baldwin and nurseryman and plantsman Fred Matthews, and, in conjunction with the water garden restaurant, a renowned feature of ICI’s campus. The facade of the water garden restaurant floats elegantly over the lake and the building is respectful of the designed landscape. 
The significance of the water garden is not respected or enhanced by the proposals. To describe the impact on significance as “minor beneficial” is neither justified nor acceptable. 
No proper consideration has been given to the potential to retain and reuse the water garden restaurant in whole or in part, or to its potential significance as the best work by Fairhurst at Alderley Park. The proposed 4 storey building is too high (the present building is 2.5 storeys), too bulky and too long, and if permitted will totally dominate the water garden. Statements suggest uncertainty about whether the water garden will be public or private space. As part of the community offer in the redevelopment, for understanding of heritage, and consistent with historic use as a place of pleasure and entertainment, this must remain public space and not the preserve of a few private individuals. 
Old Walled Garden 
Consultants have used the walled kitchen garden and courtyards as their motif for proposals in the southern campus, even proposing a Kitchen Garden housing development, but the proposals show scant regard for the original walled kitchen garden and include no proper assessment of its significance. We agree that the walls are curtilage listed but the space that they contain is equally important. Though use as a kitchen garden and then a nursery has been replaced by sports facilities, this is reversible. Constructing houses on the garden represents severely detrimental and irreversible change. Simply leaving a border of greenspace adjacent to the wall may help preserve the structure but is otherwise meaningless. To describe the impact on significance as “minor adverse/negligible” is again neither justified nor acceptable. 
It seems perverse to create a “new” communal garden/orchard in ‘the Ride’ immediately south of the old walled garden and a communal garden within the ‘Kitchen Garden’ while destroying an existing walled kitchen garden which has the potential to become part of a sequence of historic spaces for the community to use - for example as a medicinal garden to serve the Life Science hub, a communal garden, allotments, orchard or space for events with marquees. 
The Ride, Kitchen Garden and Vale 
Much of the ground occupied by these proposed housing clusters has undergone considerable change and may be of less historic significance than other areas in the southern campus. We suggest that there is the potential to reconfigure proposals to accommodate many of the units currently proposed for the “Old Walled Garden” within this area, and relocate much of the proposed public garden space to the existing walled kitchen garden. 
Serpentine 
We question the inclusion of the Serpentine as one of the “other less sensitive areas”, Character Study p29. On what is this based? We note the aspiration to accommodate a series of villas by the Serpentine but consider that the westernmost properties and access road lie too close to the feature diminishing its significance and special landscape quality. 
Conclusion 
Cheshire Gardens Trust supports the economic objectives of the proposed development but strongly believes that the form and layout of the current proposals contain serious deficiencies. We therefore object to the granting of outline planning permission for these proposals. 
In order for the deficiencies to be remedied we suggest that the current application be withdrawn and revised proposals prepared which address the issues raised above. 
If the Council is minded to grant outline planning permission we strongly recommend that the following conditions be imposed: 
• That a full assessment of the designed landscape is undertaken by an appropriately qualified landscape consultant, enabling a proper understanding of the historic landscape and its significance as required by NPPF 128; 
• That this information be used to review and revise proposals for the South Campus so that the special significances, particularly of the water garden and walled kitchen garden, are conserved; 
• That any development in the parkland must be conditioned so that the parkland is safeguarded from any future built development, car parking, regrading, or permanent fixtures or fencing. 
We would be grateful to be advised of your Authority’s decision. 
Yours sincerely, 
Susan Bartlett 
Conservation Co-ordinator 

	Plympton House
	Devon
	E15/1139
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION and Listed building Consent CONVERSION AND PART DEMOLITION OF EAST WING TO 4NO DWELLINGS AND CONSTRUCTION OF 2NO DWELLINGS.  ST PETERS CONVENT, GEORGE LANE, PLYMOUTH PL7 2LL. BUILDING ALTERATION, RESIDENTIAL
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 07.01.2016 
Thank you for consulting the The Gardens Trust on the above applications which affect Plympton House, an historic designed landscapes of National significance which is included by Historic England on the Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest at Grade II. 
The Gardens Trust, formerly The Garden History Society, is the Statutory Consultee on development affecting all sites on the Historic England Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest. The Devon Gardens Trust is a member of The Gardens Trust and responds to consultations in the County of Devon to ensure that your Council receives authoritative specialist advice on planning applications affecting historic parks and gardens and their setting. 
We visited Plympton House on May 2012 at the invitation of the owners of St Peters Convent, and again in December 2015 in relation to the current applications. We have viewed the Historic England Register map and entry, and the planning application documents on your web site. We would ask you consider the following comments: 
We are concerned that the developer is proposing to subdivide Plympton House into 14 different ownerships. Experience has shown that divided ownership is one of the major threats to safeguarding the future of historic designed landscapes because separate management tends to detrimentally affect their character and appearance. If the proposed development takes place it would no longer be possible to fully appreciate the C18 historic designed landscape of Plympton House with its gardens, pleasure grounds, mount garden and kitchen garden. We would suggest that it is essential that a Management Company is formed with clearly stated objectives to manage the site as a whole in accordance with a Conservation Management Plan. 
We consider that there is insufficient detailed information to fully assess the impact of the proposals. For example, the proposed conservatory in the mount garden would appear to be an acceptable design but further and more detailed drawings are needed in order to be satisfied that this would be the case. 
The Heritage Statement is a very comprehensive and informative document; the extract from Gardner’s map of 1784 is particularly helpful. Mention has been made of reinstating the avenue to the North and the formal garden to the South of Plympton House to its C18 design but actual documentation of these suggestions as firm proposals has not been found on your website. Might we suggest that the conservation gains and mitigation proposals are clearly set out 
in a schedule attached to the planning application. 
The Trust has no objection, in principle, to the conversion of the former chapel and dairy into dwellings and the proposed houses on the car park because development in this ‘service area’ would cause little harm to the significance of the heritage asset. 
Similarly we have no objection to the conversion of the Grade I listed Plympton House into a single dwelling, the demolition of part of the east wing and the conversion of the remainder of the 1980s extension into 4 terrace houses. 
We are informed that pre-application discussions have resulted in the integrity of the mount garden and the kitchen gardens remaining intact as part of the curtilage of the former dairy (unit 2). However, this does not preclude any future planning applications for development within the curtilage of unit 2 and so would suggest that this issue should be addressed within the Section 106 Agreement. 
We do have strong reservations about the proposed two new houses (units 9 & 10) to the North of the 1980s extension and the proposed two detached dwellings (units 5 & 6) with access off George Lane. Not only are we concerned about the design of these dwellings, but also with the precedent which would be might be set for further development which would affect the integrity of the designed landscape of Plympton House and its setting. 
In 2012, the Trust was invited, together with representatives of Plymouth City Development and English Heritage to a site meeting at Plympton House to discuss a proposal by the Convent for residential development on an adjoining field in their ownership. The field is not within the boundary of the Registered site, but is immediately to the east and contributes to the historic open green setting of Plympton House. We informed the Convent that The Garden History Society and the Devon Gardens Trust could not support any application for 
residential development, as it would have an adverse impact on the setting and historic significance of the Grade I listed building and its Grade II Registered landscape. 
At the time we also advised that, if the Convent did not have a Conservation Management Plan, then at the very least, the issue of tree maintenance and possible replanting was an issue that needed to be addressed in the near future. The trees at St Peter’s Convent are a very important feature of the designed landscape and, as they are reaching maturity, it is important to consider how their inevitable demise and replacement is to be managed. We have not seen a Conservation Management Plan amongst the documents on your web site. We would suggest that a Conservation Management Plan 
should form part of the planning application Elements such as hard standings, garages, garden sheds, conservatories, garden enclosures and clothes drying areas can be extremely damaging in the 
historic landscape and we advise that any such subsidiary development should be identified as an integral part of the planning application prior to its determination. We suggest that any further subsidiary development should not be permitted as it would not preserve or enhance the historic designed landscape. We would advise that, in view of the sensitive nature of the site, it would be appropriate to impose a condition on the planning permission to remove all permitted development rights in order to control all subsidiary 
development in the future. 
In conclusion, The Trust has serious concerns about aspects of the two 
planning applications but, if your Authority is minded to approve the 
application, we would ask that the S106 Agreement requires the applicant to implement the conservation gains (which should be clearly set out in a schedule) linked to the stages of development within a specific timetable, that the landscape is maintained in perpetuity in accordance with a previously agreed Conservation Management Plan and good horticultural and arboricultural practice, and that the site is secured against future development in perpetuity, in order to prevent damage to the historic landscape in the future. 
Yours faithfully 
John Clark 
Conservation Officer 
Devon Gardens Trust

	Plympton House
	Devon
	E15/1138
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION CHANGE OF USE OF FORMER CONVENT, DAIRY & CHAPEL TO SINGLE RESIDENTIAL. CREATION OF 4NO. NEW DWELLINGS AND CREATION OF ACCESS OFF GEORGE LANE. St Peters Convent, George Lane, Plymouth PL7 2LL. RESIDENTIAL
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 07.01.2016 

Shared response with above.

	Old Alresford House
	Hamp-shire
	E15/1265
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION (Householder) Works to gardens and grounds. (Within the curtilage of a Listed Building). Old Alresford House, Colden Lane, Old Alresford, Hampshire SO24 9DY. MISCELLANEOUS
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 25.01.2016 
Further to my comments posted directly onto the Winchester City Council planning web site, we are grateful for the opportunity to comment on this application, which is for a garden redesign within an important heritage site in Hampshire and a HE GR II house and park. The original design of the pleasure grounds and park is clear from Richard Wood’s plan of 1760. Since 2000, the previous owner carried out much restoration of the original plan including the rebuild of the ha-ha in the position designed by Woods, bringing into focus the parkland/grazing area beyond. The swimming pool area adjacent to the rose garden was also enhanced, whilst the impact of the path close to the house at the upper end of the pleasure grounds was improved. 
The area that is the subject of the new planning application had already been re-shaped in the 20th century, including the sale of the kitchen garden area, and introduction of a rose garden and swimming pool. The present application is for a re-design of the area to the east of the house, as well as a new site for the swimming pool on a different axis and extending southwards into the pleasure grounds. 
The plans submitted do not show how the extended garden area to the south and east (including the new swimming pool and adjacent garden), will impact upon the existing landscaped and paved areas nor how these will bew accommodated in the new proposals. Further, we question the introduction of a Japanese garden into what is still in essence an historic 18th century English house and garden. 
The re-design of these areas has been carefully and thoughtfully executed by Anouska Hempel Design, but we have some concern that there are too many different garden areas within the setting of the GR II* listed Georgian building. We would also wish for the matters noted in the preceding paragraph to be taken into consideration when deciding upon the result of the application. 
Yours faithfully 
Tony Hurrell 
Acting Chair, Conservation and Development, Hampshire Gardens Trust 

	Hatfield House/
Panshanger
	Hertford-shire
	E15/1290
	I/II*
	PRE-APPLICATION Scoping request for a proposed mixed use urban extension. Land at Cole Green and land at Birchall Farm, Welwyn Garden City. RESIDENTIAL
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 12.01.2016 
The Scoping Report Section 10, Cultural Heritage, is incomplete 
There is no mention of the ancient woodland on the Birchall Farm site as designed landscape nor the pollards and woodbanks associated with the medieval landscape. 
No consideration of the setting of Locally Important historic parks and gardens, e.g. Holwell Court, has been included. The double moat at Birchall Farmhouse is an important landscape feature , possibly of medieval origin, although compromised during the construction of the A414. 
Further no consideration has been given to that part of the Capability Brown landscape at Cole Green which was laid out in the 1750s and is now situated west of Panshanger Lane in the area under consideration. This included the menagerie, shrubberies (possibly in the area known as The Shrubbery locally) and the temple. Recent archaeological finds in the trace of the ha-ha west of Panshanger Lane may well be from this. The historic views from here, identified from the 1766 map still exist towards local eyecatchers. None of this is covered by the suggested remit of the report. 
The NPPF places great weight on the significance of a II* landscape and the rest of the Cole Green landscape has been registered as II* by HE together with Panshanger. 
K Harwood 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust 

	Moor Park
	Hertford-shire
	E15/1243
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION Single and two storey rear extension, loft conversion including front and rear dormers, internal alterations and alterations to fenestration. Hillside, 32 Pembroke Road, Moor Park. BUILDING ALTERATION   
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 18.01.2016 
The Gardens Trust passed this application to us on 7 January and, as members of TGT, we are responding. 
The property is part of the setting of the Grade II* Registered landscape and backs on to the area planted by Capability Brown in the 18th century. We note that there is some tree screening between the house and the landscape but are concerned that glare caused by reflection from, and light coming through the roof lights, particularly the dormer window, may cause harm to the setting of the Registered Park. 
The Design and Access Statement does not mention the Registered landscape nor attempts to assess the impact these proposals would have on it or its setting. We would have expected such recognition within a proposal for this site. 
Regards 
Kate Harwood 
Conservation & Planning 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust

	Moor Park
	Hertford-shire
	E15/1274
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION  Part demolition of existing building; construction of part single, part two storey rear extensions; two storey side extension; single storey front extension; alterations to roof including addition of dormers; creation of basement level; replacement windows; and alterations to landscaping. 2 Anson Walk, Moor Park, Hertfordshire. BUILDING ALTERATION
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 20.01.2016 
The Gardens Trust has forwarded the notification of the planning application 15/2554/FUL for the partial demolition , reconstruction and enlargement of 2 Anson Road, Northwood. 
HGT are familiar with the site and its landscape history. 
We note that the Design and Access Statement does not mention the II* Registered Moor Park landscape although it acknowledges the constraints of the Conservation Area. As 2 Anson Road is immediately adjacent to the Registered area on two sides (west and north), it is an part of the setting, and therefore the significance of the park and we would expect to have seen a Heritage Impact Statement with regards to this. 
We note that one of the trees screening the front of the property (T5 Cryptomeria) is to be felled.. We would not wish the tree screen to be diminished in any way between the park and the house. If a replacement tree (not necessarily of the same species) is required to maintain the tree screen, then we would urge that this is made a condition of any permission 
We have no comments on the design of the house and assume that the measures outlined in the arboricultural report for Tree root protection are sufficient to protect the trees in the Registered landscape immediately to the west of the boundary. 
HGT is a member of The Gardens Trust, statutory consultee 
Kate Harwood 
Conservation & Planning 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust

	Queenswood School
	Hertford-shire
	E15/1345
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION Various works (schedule attached) to include some Felling, crown reduction and cable bracing on trees including, Oak, Sweet Chestnut, Birch, Pine and Poplar covered by TPO 3 W30. Queenswood School, Shepherds Way, Brookmans Park, Hatfield AL9 6NS. TREES
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 24.01.2015 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust is familiar with the landscape history of Queenswood School and the site itself. 
We support the detailed schedule of maintenance works for the majority of the trees listed in the Tree Work Schedule but are unable to locate all the trees put forward for felling. The Tree Location Plot carries no Key to indicate the meaning of the colours of the hexagons. We note that many of the trees are of limited historic value but the Quercus and Castanea may well be. We would be able to assess the impact of the fleeing of those two species where felling is indicated if we knew their location. 
Kate Harwood 
Conservation & Planning 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust 
CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 31.01.2016 ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 
Thank you for these detailed plans, which I did not find when I looked at the application previously. I have now located the trees which seemed to be of most historic importance. 
It would seem that the Castanea to be felled form part of an very old Sweet Chestnut Grove, probably much depleted over time. Although their loss, and that of the Quercus robur 626, is to be regretted we have no objections to the proposals for required maintenance of the tree assets at Queenswood as detailed in the application 6/2016/0043/TPO. Replacement trees, of appropriate species in appropriate locations, would be desirable. 
Kind Regards 
Kate 

	Briggens
	Hertford-shire
	E15/1386
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION Proposed installation of a temporary marquee to the rear of Briggens House Hotel, between 1st April and 30th November for a 5 year period. Briggens House Hotel, Briggens Park Road, Stanstead Abbotts, Ware, Hertfordshire SG12 8LD. MARQUEE
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 31.01.2016 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust is familiar with both the site and its important garden history. Although the design by Charles Bridgeman in the early 18th century is generally recognised, the very important contribution by Gibbs in the early 20C is only just now coming to light. His palette of planting of rare and (then) unusual exotics and the hard landscaping he installed around the listed house are strongly linked to those put in by his relatives at Aldenham (Grade II) House and Tyntesfield (II*) The Historic England Guidance on Temporary Structures in Historic Places emphasizes that the location of temporary structures should not interfere with historic views and setting of the house (see Chiswick). We consider that the setting on Gibbs' terrace, not only substantially harms the setting of the house viewed from the walled garden and arboretum area but the key views to the west of the house across the former Bridgeman landscape would be substantially harmed by the intrusion of the marquee positioned further west than the house, with the quantity of glass in the walls and the other inappropriate materials. Good design is required by NPPF and the Temporary Structures guidance. We understand the application would be for a temporary period of 5 years, and would be to facilitate restoration of the house. However, we consider the siting of the marquee in this sensitive position to cause substantial harm to landscape and house and their significance. 
Kate Harwood 
Conservation & Planning 
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust 

	Stoneyhurst College
	Lanca-shire
	E15/1183
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION Hybrid planning application consisting of:

Full planning application for the restoration and conversion of the Old Mill to create a retreat facility together with associated parking and access.

Outline planning application for a new build Christian heritage centre (all matters reserved).

Stonyhurst College, Avenue Road, Hurst Green BB7 9PZ. Grid Ref: 369010 439041. MISCELLANEOUS
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 29.01.2016 
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 Stonyhurst College in being a Registered Park and Garden Grade II*, and one of Lancashire’s most important designed landscapes, and one of a very small number of Grade II* sites in Lancashire. 
The historic designed landscape at Stonyhurst had its origins as the setting for the fine Elizabethan mansion for the Shireburn family where construction commenced in 1592. The main features of the current formal Stuart garden were for Sir Nicholas Shireburn 
shortly after his inheritance in 1695. It is the work of Henry Wise who brought all the elegant details of the Renaissance garden to this Lancashire seat. Wise was the head gardener to Queen Anne and George I and his work was also supplemented by construction and statuary commissioned from the foremost artists and craftsmen of the 
time. 
One of the most notable features of the formal garden is the stunning panorama which can be seen from the end of the principal allee and the terrace at the observatory which gives a prospect across the valley towards the distant escarpment of Longridge. This is proof that formal gardens were not always inward-looking. We note that the present 
application does not interfere with this principal prospect. 
The LGT supports the College’s proposals for bringing the former Mill buildings into productive use in this imaginative solution. We note that in the applicant’s Supporting Statement that heritage impacts are assessed and accept the conclusions which indicate minor impact only on the heritage assets. However, the application site immediately 
abuts the boundary of the Registered Park and Garden, and the outline element actually includes works for access road within the Registered boundary. 
The outline proposals within this hybrid application are for a significant expansion of the mill site by means of new development for the Christian heritage centre into existing natural features, and in addition, indicates loss of trees arising from the construction of a 
new access road which will start from within the Registered Park and Garden. This will require the greatest sensitivity to minimise impact and in its detailing and execution; the final judgement requires sight of the full detailed application for these ‘Phase 4’ proposals. 
On the basis of details seen to date the LGT does not object 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

	Middleton Lodge
	North York-shire
	E15/1312
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Listed Building Consent for Conversion of Walled Garden Buildings to Create Three En Suite Bedrooms, an Events Space, Lounge, Kitchen Facilities, Toilets, Store Room, Plant Room and Disabled Car Parking Bays. Middleton Lodge, Kneeton Lane, Middleton Tyas, Richmond, North Yorkshire DL10 6NJ. HOTEL/HOSPITALITY 
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 17.01.2016 
I am writing on behalf of The Yorkshire Gardens Trust (YGT), established in 1996, which works to conserve and foster the region’s heritage of parks, gardens and designed landscapes for the benefit of present and future generations. The YGT is a member of The Gardens Trust, a new charity formed recently which amalgamated the Garden History Society and the Association of Gardens Trusts. The YGT is a member of the Historic Environment Forum for Yorkshire and has close links with Historic England in planning and conservation matters related to historic parks, gardens and designed landscapes. Listed buildings and registered parks and gardens are designated heritage assets and subject to the planning policies within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The grounds of Middleton Lodge are included in Historic England’s Register of Historic Parks and Gardens of Special Interest in England at Grade II, meaning that they are of special interest, warranting every effort to preserve them. The walled garden at Middleton Lodge is listed at grade II. The walled garden is significant as a component part of a good example of a small, but complete, later C18 park landscaped in the English natural style. It has strong Group Value with other listed buildings on the estate and it is contemporary with, and provides part of the setting for, the important Grade II* listed house designed by John Carr, one of the leading C18 architects in Yorkshire. While the architect of the walled garden is unknown, both John Carr and John Foss are possible candidates. As well as being functional, the walled garden formed an integral part of the design of the pleasure grounds as, unusually, it was intended to be seen from the principal west carriage drive and could be glimpsed en route to the house, the front wall deliberately designed to be low to reveal a profusion of produce within. Reference is clearly made in both the list description and the register entry to ‘rubble single-storey lean-to bothy, boiler-house, and potting sheds, etc on the outer side’ of the north-west wall. It also noted that this north-west wall has the significant and more unusual, ‘blocked segmental-arched opening with board door in round-arched ashlar surround with imposts, and to its north 2 round-arched windows, one with Gothick glazing bars.’ These once-fine windows along with the remaining fireplaces and are likely to be original fabric and indicate that the bothy was a designed feature of the walled garden, as well as being of the expected practical use as accommodation for the young unmarried gardeners. The Yorkshire Gardens Trust is supportive of initiatives to find sustainable long term used for the structures on the estate. However we have serious concerns about those elements of the proposed scheme relating to the demolition of to the walled garden buildings along the north/north east elevation on the outer side of the wall. We understand the concerns about the poor condition of the listed garden wall, which is in need of repair. We also understand the need to generate income and we do not object in principle to the proposed new ‘orangery’ structure and the introduction of holiday accommodation, although we are uncertain as to the proposed surface treatment of the wall of the walled garden internally to the buildings and would like to see, wherever possible, that the historic structure is evident. We note that the drawings dated January 2006, which we presume were approved, utilised much of the existing historic fabric of the bothy, boiler-house, and potting sheds. In this new application it is proposed to demolish much of the walls, replacing these with extensions to the north. We consider that these radical changes will entail the unacceptable loss of historic fabric and floor pattern and will result, in essence, in new-build structures. We consider that, if this development is carried out in the proposed form, it will be very difficult to understand and ‘read’ the historic nature and usage of the walled garden’s ancillary buildings. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) clearly states in paragraph 131 that in determining planning applications, local planning authorities should take account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation. And in paragraph 132 it states that when considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation and that where a proposed development would lead to substantial harm it is necessary to demonstrate that this is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits or that the harm or loss is outweighed by bringing the site back into use. In our view the demolition of the lean to building along the outer side of the north-west wall constitutes substantial harm to the significance of the walled garden and the wider estate. And, from the information available to us, it is our view that a case fully justifying this demolition had not been made. As such, the application does not meet the requirements of the NPPF. In conclusion, while YGT support the sensitive re-use of historic buildings and designed landscapes rather than allowing them to be lost, we feel that it is important to sensitively incorporate the historic fabric into any new uses. We advise that the applicants be asked to re-visit those parts of the proposals relating to the lean-to building in an effort to retain these important historic elements and we object to the application as it stands. 
Kathryn Gibson 
Trustee and Chair of Conservation Committee, Yorkshire Gardens Trust

	Cowdray House
	West Sussex
	E15/1381
	II*
	PLANNING APPLICATION Change of Use from C3 (Residential) to D2 (Assembly and Leisure) including minor internal alterations. Cowdray House, Cowdray Park, Easebourne, Midhurst, West Sussex GU29 0AY. CHANGE OF USE
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 26.01.2016  
Thank you for consulting the Sussex Gardens Trust on the above application. 
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 with regard to commenting on planning applications. 
Sussex Gardens Trust (SGT) has considered this application. We have no comments on the proposals affecting the inside of the property but we do have a concern regarding the layout of the parking arrangements within the walled kitchen garden. This is an important feature noted in the Heritage England Register of Parks and Gardens: 
The maintenance of a high standard environment will no doubt be a key selling point for the proposed use. However the crude arrangement for the parking area runs counter to almost all the other proposals and constraints made by the applicant. More like a municipal or supermarket car park than a high standard venue. The quality of the parking area could be greatly enhanced by the introduction of planting of trees and beds to give a feel of its previous use. On the figures shown in the application there is a reasonable ‘overflow reserve’ of parking provision within the scheme, so the loss of a few spaces is not critical to its success. 
SGT advises that any approval granted should include a condition that requires submission of details of the proposed extent of the hard and soft surfacing, and the materials to be specified, within the walled garden so as to ensure the garden character is preserved. 
Yours sincerely 
Jim Stockwell 
On behalf of the Sussex Garden Trust 

	Tilgate Park
	West Sussex
	E15/1356
	N
	PLANNING APPLICATION REMOVAL OF EXISTING FIRST FLOOR STRUCTURE PROVIDING ANCILLARY ACCOMMODATION ABOVE EXISTING GARAGE AND REPLACEMENT WITH NEW MANSARD STYLE STRUCTURE. TITTERMUS COTTAGE, TILGATE DRIVE, TILGATE, CRAWLEY RH10 5PG. BUILDING ALTERATION 
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 27.01.2016 
We are grateful for the opportunity to comment on this application, which lies within Tilgate Park. 
Sussex Gardens Trust has considered this application and does not wish to comment on this occasion. 
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 with regard to commenting on planning applications. 
Yours faithfully 
Jim Stockwell. 
On behalf of the Sussex Garden Trust

	Wantage, Kenilworth
	Warwick-shire
	E15/1343
	N
	HISTORIC ENGLAND CONSULTATION Request for upgrade of existing Grade II Listing (List entry no: 1245693) and assessment of gardens for inclusion on the Register of Parks and Gardens. Wantage, Castle Hill, Kenilworth, Warwickshire. Ref: 1432926
	TGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 22.01.2016 
The Gardens Trust (formerly The Garden History Society) has been notified that Dr Christine Hodgetts has made a request under the above reference number for the existing Grade II Listing of Wantage, Kenilworth to be reviewed, and for the gardens of the house to be assessed for inclusion on the Register of Parks and Gardens. 
We write, in our role as Statutory Consultee, to advise you of our strong support for both proposals. 
While it may be considered unusual for the Statutory Consultee with a remit relating to historic designed landscapes to support a request for a Listing upgrade, we feel entirely justified in doing so on this occasion due to the intimate aesthetic connection between Buckland and Farmer’s design for this important Arts and Crafts house and garden. Each element of this composition clearly contributes to the significance of the other; and we consider that the ensemble of house and garden (so characteristic of design philosophy at this period) to be a remarkably intact example of a style of domestic development which was favoured by wealthy clients in the Birmingham and Warwickshire area at the beginning of the twentieth century. 
We therefore consider that Dr Hodgetts’ exposition of the significance of this building is compelling, and that the present Grade II Listing does not adequately reflect this historic and aesthetic significance. 
With regard to the garden at Wantage, it may be relevant to state that we have first-hand knowledge of this site, and its wider context; the author of this letter was responsible for both the Register Review and Register Upgrade in Warwickshire some sixteen years ago. Wantage was recommended in the Register Review for further assessment; and had English Heritage policy on spot-registration been different at the time of the Register Upgrade, I can state that I would have recommended the garden for national designation as part of that Programme, being satisfied that it met in full the necessary criteria for national designation; we consider that it still meets the tests set out in the relevant Historic England’s Selection Guides. 
We consider that the garden is a remarkably intact example of an architect-designed Arts and Crafts landscape, forming a carefully designed setting for the house with a deliberate, balanced relationship being established between the design of both areas. In this sense we consider that the garden has an almost equal aesthetic significance with the house. It is also a very rare survival of this type of early twentieth century domestic landscape, with most comparable examples of such landscapes in Edgbaston, Sutton Coldfield and elsewhere in the Birmingham and Warwickshire area having been compromised to a greater or lesser extent by sub-division and development. In the immediate local context it is perhaps relevant to highlight that the contemporary and analogous Grade II designated gardens at Mallory Court, Bishops Tachbrook (designed by Percy Morley Horder) have to some extent been compromised by development associated with the use of the house as an hotel. 
We note with great concern that Wantage and its garden is now under threat from unsympathetic proposals for sub-division. We consider that such proposals would be highly detrimental to the aesthetic and historic significance of this ensemble of house and garden, and feel very strongly that an upgrade of the present Listing for the house, and inclusion of the garden on the Register of Parks and Gardens would both be appropriate in view of their respective (and linked) special historic interest, and would help to guide the long-term conservation and development of this nationally significant site. 
We look forward to being advised of your response in due course.  I your response in due course. 
Yours faithfully 
Jonathan Lovie 
Principal Conservation Officer & Policy Adviser 
The Gardens Trust 

	Conock Manor
	Wiltshire
	E15/1260
	II
	PLANNING APPLICATION Infill existing swimming pool. Proposed swimming pool, restoration of ha ha, demolition of glasshouse, proposed glasshouse and garden wall and gate piers. Conock Manor, Conock, Devizes, Wiltshire SN10 3QQ. SPORT/LEISURE, GLASSHOUSE, BOUNDARY
	CGT WRITTEN RESPONSE 31.01.2016 
The Wiltshire Gardens Trust has been consulted on the above Planning Application at Conock Manor through the Gardens Trust, previously the Garden History Society. 
We are grateful for the opportunity to make comments on this application particularly following the previous application for this historic Grade II landscape which is included on the Historic England Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest. 
We welcome the proposed reinstatement of the section of Ha-Ha made possible by the removal and repositioning of the swimming pool. The new pool would have similarities to a garden canal feature thus, in our view, justifying its situation in this location. The proposed slate lining and York Stone paving will greatly assist in achieving this. The proposed yew hedging should be maintained at a height of no more than 1.2m. 
The proposed green house is a simpler lean-to design than the previous one. The lean-to design is considered more appropriate historically than the existing free-standing one for the kitchen garden. 
It is considered that the proposed changes will greatly improve the appearance of the grounds when viewed from the various lanes and footpaths in the area. 
This application is a big improvement on the previous one and I confirm that we have no objections to the new proposals. 
Yours sincerely, 
Bryan Gale Dip TP, MRTPI


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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