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Application:
Proposal:

2017/1201/FUL
ITEM 1
New dwelling on land close to Gunthorpe Hall to facilitate
enabling development for Martinsthorpe Farmhouse.
Address:
Gunthorpe Hall, Hall Drive, Gunthorpe, Rutland,
LE15 8BE
Applicant:
Parish
Mr Tim Haywood
Gunthorpe
Agent:
Ward
Mr Mark Webber,
Martinsthorpe
Nichols Brown Webber
LLP
Reason for presenting to Committee:
Referred by Ward Member
Date of Committee:
13 February 2018

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This application for a detached single storey dwelling is intended to provide enabling
development to fund the completion of restoration works at Martinsthorpe Farmhouse,
an important heritage asset located on a Scheduled Monument, within the Gunthorpe
Estate.
Enabling development can be approved, contrary to policy, if required to facilitate
conservation of such a heritage asset. However, the current application is recommended
for refusal as the proposed dwelling is in a prominent countryside location where the
variance with normal restraint policies outweighs the benefit of any contribution towards
enabling development. It has also not overcome the reason for refusal of a previous
similar proposal in this location.

RECOMMENDATION
REFUSAL, for the following reason:
1.

The proposed dwelling is located on elevated ground within the open countryside and
not justified as necessary to meet local needs for either agricultural workers’
accommodation or affordable housing. Although the part-subterranean design,
associated re-contouring, green roof and new landscaping are intended to minimise its
impact, the proposed dwelling in such a prominent location would be visible across open
countryside, where the combined impact of its shape, materials and design would be out
of keeping with the character of this part of the rural area. The proposal is therefore
contrary to Policies CS4 and CS19 of the adopted Rutland Core Strategy (2011), to
Policies SP6 and SP15 of the adopted Rutland Site Allocations and Policies
Development Plan Document (2014) and to paragraph 55 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) (2012). Furthermore, the applicant’s justification that an exception be
made to these policies due to this proposal providing enabling development for the
restoration of a heritage asset elsewhere within the same landholding is not in
accordance with paragraph 140 of the NPPF, or with the guidance in “Enabling
Development and Conservation of Significant Places (English Heritage: 2008)”.

Note to Applicant:
1.

In making this decision, due weight was given to submission of the application as
potential enabling development for completion of restoration works at Martinsthorpe
Farmhouse. In considering any future application for such enabling development, the
Local Planning Authority would again balance the enabling benefits against the extent to
which it varies from normal restraint policy. Without prejudice to the outcome, it is also
advised that any future application should endeavour to address the reason for refusal of
this application.

Site & Surroundings
1.

The application site is in a countryside location at the north of Gunthorpe Farm, within
the Gunthorpe Estate. It is on higher ground, overlooking Rutland Water and accessed
via the farm. The site is otherwise surrounded by open farmland and two small areas of
woodland.

Proposal
2.

The proposed new dwelling is single storey, on an oval footprint. The primary external
materials are stone and glass under a green sedum roof. Internally, the property
contains four bedrooms, an open plan kitchen/dining/lounge area, and an integral double
garage. It is set down into the hillside, in an attempt to reduce its bulk and prominence.
However, the proposal also incorporates a flat terrace at the east, facilitating open views
across Rutland Water.

3.

The application has been submitted as “Enabling Development”, whereby the
development value is intended to part-fund the restoration of Martinsthorpe Farmhouse,
an iconic listed building elsewhere within the Gunthorpe Estate.

4.

The proposal is similar to a previous application (2013/1128/FUL) which was refused
planning permission on 3 March 2014. The key changes via the current application are
regarding the specific location, height, levels, roof materials, landform, landscaping and
other external details, rather than the detailed design of the building itself. The applicant
has submitted a brief letter commenting on some of the changes since that previous
application.

5.

The application also includes a Design & Access Statement, Heritage Statement
Appraisal and Ecological Appraisal. An Enabling Development Statement, as submitted
with previous application 2013/1128/FUL, has not been submitted with this application.

Relevant Planning History
6.

The table, below, sets out the recent history of Martinsthorpe Farmhouse (the heritage
asset requiring the enabling development) followed by previous applications at
Gunthorpe and Manton, intended to provide that enabling development.

Application

Description

Decision

Martinsthorpe Farmhouse (Works to the Listed Building):
APP/2011/0633

Side extension and restoration works

Approved
18-10-11

APP/2011/0634

Extension, and external & internal
alterations (LBC)

Approved
18-10-11

APP/2012/0154

Extension, and external & internal
alterations (including new staircase &
fire doors) (LBC)

Approved
07-09-12

2013/1132/FUL

Removal of Holiday Let Condition

Approved
15-05-14

2014/0095/LBA

New dormer onto extension

Refused 15-05-14
Appeal Dismissed
30-03-15

Gunthorpe (Previous applications for Enabling Development):
2013/1130/FUL

New dwelling at South Lane

Withdrawn
03-03-14

2013/1128/FUL

New dwelling (part subterranean on
the current application site)

Refused
03-06-14

Manton (Previous application for Enabling Development):
2105/0393

Two houses

Refused
27-09-16

All these applications are considered in greater detail in the sub-sections on “Restoration” and
“Case for Enabling Development”, later in this report.

Planning Guidance and Policy
National Planning Policy Framework
Paragraphs:
55
56 & 64
118
128, 129, 131 & 132
140
215

Housing in the Countryside
Design
Biodiversity
Heritage Assets
Enabling Development
Relationship of the NPPF to existing Development Plans

The Rutland Core Strategy (2011)
Policies:
CS3 Settlement Hierarchy
CS4 Location of Development
CS8 Developer Contributions
CS11 Affordable Housing
CS19 Design
CS21 Natural Environment
CS22 Historic and Cultural Environment
Site Allocations and Policies DPD (2014)
Policies:
SP6 Housing in the Countryside
SP15 Design and Amenity
SP19 Biodiversity and Geodiversity
SP20 The Historic Environment
SP23 Landscape Character in the Countryside
Other Material Considerations
Enabling Development and Conservation of Significant Places (English Heritage: 2008)
Enabling Development
The NPPF and English Heritage guidance (both referenced, above) provide a framework for
considering applications that are contrary to policy, but justified as necessary to provide

funding for the conservation of a heritage asset. The following paragraphs specifically examine
the guidance in greater detail to provide an appropriate background for consideration of the
current application.
Firstly, any negative gap between the final value of the restored heritage asset and the cost of
restoration is known as the “Conservation Gap”, with the additional proposals intended to fund
this gap then known as “Enabling Development”.“
Secondly, it should be noted that enabling development is only applicable in situations where
the cost of conserving the heritage asset cannot be met via developments that accord with
policy. This is relevant to the current case, as the landholding is wholly within the open
countryside where new market housing would be contrary to policy.
The key guidance is set out in paragraph 140 of the NPPF:
“Local Planning Authorities should assess whether the benefits of a proposal for
enabling development, which would otherwise conflict with planning policies but which
would secure the future conservation of a heritage asset, outweigh the disbenefits of
departing from those policies.”
The English Heritage guidance “Enabling Development and Conservation of Significant
Places” then provides detailed advice on how to address this. It commences with an overriding
policy which establishes various criteria to be satisfied:
“Enabling development that would secure the future of a significant place, but
contravene other planning policy objectives, should be unacceptable unless:
a

it will not materially harm the heritage values of the place or its setting

b

it avoids detrimental fragmentation of management of the place

c

it will secure the long-term future of the place and, where applicable, its
continued use for a sympathetic purpose

d

it is necessary to resolve problems arising from the inherent needs of the place,
rather than the circumstances of the present owner, or the purchase price paid

e

sufficient subsidy is not available from any other source

f

it is demonstrated that the amount of enabling development is the minimum
necessary to secure the future of the place, and that its form minimises harm to
other public interests

g

the public benefit of securing the future of the significant place through such
enabling development decisively outweighs the disbenefits of breaching other
public policies.

These are robust criteria, to ensure that any permission granted for such enabling development
can be accepted as a justifiable departure from normal policy. The final
criterion is the most critical as it deals with the potential extent of departure from normal
policy.
The Policy is then expanded into further guidance:
“If it is decided that a scheme of enabling development meets all these criteria, English
Heritage believes that planning permission should only be granted if:
a

the impact of the development is precisely defined at the outset, normally
through the granting of full, rather than outline, planning permission

b

the achievement of the heritage objective is securely and enforceably linked
to it, bearing in mind the guidance in ODPM Circular 05/05, Planning
Obligations NOTE: this element of the guidance remains in place, albeit that
circular 05/05 has been deleted

c

the place concerned is repaired to an agreed standard, or the funds to do so
are made available, as early as possible in the course of the enabling
development, ideally at the outset and certainly before completion or
occupation.

d.

the planning authority closely monitors implementation, if necessary acting
promptly to ensure that obligations are fulfilled.”

This is intended to ensure that anything granted permission as an exception to normal policy
can be justified as providing a net gain as “enabling development” and then be implemented as
such. For this reason, it is also implicit that the planning application(s) for enabling development
be submitted at the same time as those for the heritage asset.
The current application is assessed against the English Heritage guidance later in this report.

Consultations
7.

Gunthorpe Parish Meeting:
Support for the application, subject to the Martinsthorpe renovation being completed
prior to commencement of development on this proposal.

8.

Highway Authority:
No objections

9.

Archaeology Consultant:
No objections, subject to a condition on any approval requiring a programme of
archaeological investigation.

10.

Ecology Consultant:
New surveys should be undertaken for badgers and great crested newts to update the
previously submitted ecological appraisal.

Neighbour Representations
11.

Six letters of support have been received from addresses in Gunthorpe and Manton
(including from trustees of the Gunthorpe Estate), all in support of the proposal. Key
points raised are:
 Martinsthorpe Farmhouse is a very important historic building that has remained
empty for too long
 The current proposal is “imaginative and “sensitive”.
 The current proposal is a “remarkable design” and blends into the surrounding
countryside
 The current proposal has a minimal impact on the countryside
 The current proposal has responded to key objections about the impact on Manton
of the earlier proposal for two dwellings on the edge of the village.

Planning Assessment
12.

The key issues are:
 The principle of New Housing in the Open Countryside as a means of providing
“Enabling Development” for Martinsthorpe Farmhouse



Location and Design

Other considerations are then addressed briefly at the end of the report.
Principle of new Housing in the Countryside as a means of providing “Enabling
Development” for Martinsthorpe Farmhouse
(i) Housing in the Countryside
13.

This proposal is for a new dwelling in the open countryside, not justified as
required for an agricultural worker or to satisfy local affordable housing needs. It
is therefore contrary to the Development Plan and national planning policy. The issue
then to consider is whether the enabling development as a material consideration
outweighs the Development Plan policies.

(ii) Martinsthorpe
14.

The applicant has indicated that this proposal is intended to provide “enabling
development” for completion of restoration works at Martinsthorpe Farmhouse.

15.

This is a late 17th Century listed building (Grade II) in an isolated position at the
south of the Gunthorpe Estate, 1 km to the west of Manton Top and 1km south of
Gunthorpe Hall. It is located on higher ground (on a ridge line) and is visible for some
distance across open countryside, providing a very distinctive and characterful feature.
Its key materials are stone walls with a stone tiled roof.

16.

It was initially constructed as a service wing to the former Martinsthorpe House, which
was itself built on the site of the “Martinsthorpe deserted medieval village”. When the
House was demolished in the 18th century, the service wing was converted into a
separate farmhouse with livestock accommodation. It is surrounded by (but not included
within) the earthworks of the deserted medieval village, now designated as a Scheduled
Monument.

17.

The only vehicular access is by a concrete track from Gunthorpe Hall. To the south of
the building is a bridleway and footpath following the line of the ridge. This forms part of
the Macmillan Way long distance footpath.

18.

The farmhouse has been unoccupied since the 1950s, and has fallen into a state of
disrepair, but was never regarded as an “abandoned dwelling”. Although its listed
building status is no higher than Grade II, its appearance, setting and location contribute
significantly to the character of Rutland.

(iii) Restoration
19.

Planning Permission and Listed Building Consent (refs: APP/2011/0633 and
APP/2012/0154) were granted respectively on 18 October 2011 and 7
September 2012, for works necessary to restore Martinsthorpe Farmhouse and
then use it as a holiday let. This included a two storey extension to the western
side elevation to provide a store / boiler room on the ground floor, with new
bedroom above. Works commenced later in 2012.

20.

The developer has indicated that, at the time of applying for the restoration works
on the farmhouse, he was not aware of any impending conservation gap.
However, he subsequently provided a Written Statement indicating that financial
figures were recalculated when the building contractor who commenced the
restoration works ceased trading in February 2013 and works halted on site.

21.

In particular, a post-commencement inspection of the roof structure had

indicated that significantly more restoration work would be required.
Consequently, the post-commencement costs had escalated significantly.
22.

The shell of the building and its extension were made watertight but without the
works being completed.

23.

Further applications were submitted for removal of the restriction on use
solely as a holiday let and for the addition of a rear dormer on the part-constructed
side extension. Albeit not part of any enabling development, the applicant advised that
these further proposals would increase the value of the property and help to make the
restoration viable. The planning application for removal of the holiday let restriction was
approved on 15 May 2014. The application for listed building consent for an additional
dormer was refused under delegated powers on the same day, due to its detrimental
impact on the character and setting of the listed building. A subsequent appeal was then
dismissed.

24.

The building has remained “mothballed” for some time. Much of the restoration work is
now complete and the building is watertight, but further work (particularly internal) is still
outstanding.

(iv) Case for Enabling Development
25.

The developer entered pre-application discussions with your Officers to establish
if it would be possible to submit applications for a package of enabling
developments to fund the completion of these works.

26.

As a first step, your officers sought independent advice (at the applicant’s
expense) from a quantity surveyor specialising in historic buildings, and from a
property valuer. Their final reports indicated that there was a significant
conservation gap between the cost of the restoration works and the final value of
the property. A full copy of the Quantity Surveyor’s advice and summary of key figures,
is set out as Appendices One and Two, in the exempt papers for this report. The quantity
surveyor broadly agreed with the revised costs for each element of the building works.

27.

Given this, it was accepted by your Officers that the extent and cost of restoration
works necessary to secure the future conservation of this heritage asset, do
warrant some enabling development.

28.

The extent of the conservation gap indicated that additional housing would be
required as enabling development to provide the necessary funding. Mindful that
enabling development is not a justification for putting all planning policy to one
side, your officers strongly advised the developer to seek locations close to the
central part of the Estate so that the new development would become part of the
existing complex of buildings (Gunthorpe Farm, Gunthorpe Hall, and its
associated dwellings).

29.

An enabling package was then submitted including an application for a new dwelling on
the site subject to the current proposal, and a second dwelling on South Lane (the main
driveway to Gunthorpe Hall). The applicant accepted that the proposed enabling
development would not bridge the entire conservation gap, but that he would be in a
position to complete the restoration with the development value from these applications.

30.

The South Lane application was withdrawn on 3 March 2014, for estate management
reasons, and the other application was refused on 3 June 2014 for the following reason:
“The proposed new dwelling is located on elevated ground within the open countryside
and not justified as necessary to meet local needs for either agricultural workers
accommodation or affordable housing. Although the part-subterranean design and grey

roof are intended to minimise its impact, the proposed dwelling is in such a prominent
location that it would be visible across open countryside, where the combined impact of
its shape, materials and design would be out of keeping with the character of this “Area
of Particularly Attractive Countryside”. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies CS4
and CS19 of the adopted Rutland Core Strategy (2011), to Policies EN26 and EN28 of
the adopted Rutland Local Plan (2001), to Policies SP6 and Policy SP14 of the Site
Allocations and Policies Development Plan Document: Proposed Submission Document
(2013), and to paragraph 55 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012).
Furthermore, the applicant’s justification that an exception be made to these policies due
to this proposal providing enabling development for the restoration of a heritage asset
elsewhere within the same landholding is not in accordance with paragraph 140 of the
NPPF, or with the guidance in “Enabling Development and Conservation of Significant
Places (English Heritage: 2008)”.
(v) Assessment
31.

The restoration of Martinsthorpe offers public benefit, given that it is a “significant
place” with a distinctive character arising from its open and isolated location.

32.

However, consistent with paragraph 140 of the NPPF, an assessment of any
application for enabling development must commence with two key questions:
 can the future conservation of this heritage asset be secured without
enabling development?

if not, does the public benefit of conserving this asset outweigh the
disbenefits of the enabling development departing from normal policy?

33.

Furthermore, for reasons set out in the previous sub-section of this report, it is accepted
that enabling development is justified due to the extent and cost of works necessary to
restore Martinsthorpe Farmhouse. However, as with the two previous applications for
enabling development at Gunthorpe, this application has been submitted after works had
commenced. This raises the question of why enabling development is now necessary
when the landowner was clearly in a position to commence the restoration works without
(at that stage) requiring such assistance. English Heritage guidance is unclear on this
specific point, but a key element of the guidance is that the enabling works be
considered as part of the same overall “package” as the restoration works to the historic
asset. It is therefore reasonable to consider that, unless there are clearly identified
special circumstances, any enabling development at this stage should only be accepted
if necessary to fund the outstanding works, which are primarily (but not entirely) internal.

34.

An assessment is therefore required to establish if there are such special circumstances
that justify enabling development to cover the total cost of restoration. It is clear from the
detailed advice given to your Officers by the independent quantity surveyor, that the total
estimated cost of restoration works anticipated at the time of commencement were too
low. It is also accepted that a significant element of these increased costs (ie: restoring
the roof), only became obvious after commencement of the works.

35.

It is also clear from the reports of the independent quantity surveyor and valuer that if
this had been realised at the outset, it is likely that any application for enabling
development received at the same time as the applications for restoration would,
in principle, have resulted in the same independent advice that enabling
development is justified. Given the total figures involved, any variation in
individual costs since then is unlikely to affect this conclusion.

36.

The figures considered by both the independent quantity surveyor and valuer were
based on the costs and value of restoring the heritage asset, not the circumstances of
the landowner. Also, there are no other subsidies available for the restoration of
Martinsthorpe.

37.

It can therefore be accepted that the need for enabling development is justified,
even though the current application was submitted after commencement of the
restoration works. It should also be noted that work ceased on Martinsthorpe
Farmhouse and has not recommenced.

38.

It is implicit in the key policy at the front of the English Heritage guidance, that
the works being funded by enabling development should be those necessary to
conserve the heritage asset, not any additional works. This is pertinent to the
current application, as the restoration works at Martinsthorpe Farmhouse include
a new extension as well as works to the existing building. However, the
extension is considered necessary for the restoration of the building and for its
future viable use, as it accommodates ancillary equipment such as the heating
system, in a manner that does not impact on the historic fabric. It also provides
storage space and thereby reduces the pressure for detrimental external storage.

39.

Given all this, the current application satisfies the following criteria in the English
Heritage guidance.
c.
d.
e.

40.

The heritage asset has a secure future in a sympathetic use
The enabling development addresses the needs of the place, not the
circumstances of the landowner
No subsidy available from other sources

Therefore, the principle of some development in the open countryside as enabling
development for the restoration of Martinsthorpe Farmhouse can be accepted. Given the
above analysis, particularly the input of the specialist quantity surveyor and specialist
valuer, the absence of a further enabling statement submitted with the current
application does not raise concern

Location and Design
41.

The following paragraphs then consider the location and other details of the current
proposed scheme, to establish if the restoration of Martinsthorpe Farmhouse outweighs
the disbenefits of departing from the normal constraint on new residential development
in the countryside via this current proposal.

42.

Given that the enabling development is proposed at the opposite end of the Gunthorpe
Estate, it would not have any impact on the setting of Martinsthorpe, thereby satisfying
other criteria within the English Heritage Guidance:
a.
b.

No harm to the heritage asset or its setting
No detrimental fragmentation of the place

43.

Criteria “f” and “g” of the Guidance must now be given closer consideration. These
are concerned with the extent to which the enabling development conflicts with
normal restraint policies, and then require that the benefit of the enabling
development should decisively outweigh the disbenefits of breaching these policies.

44.

Given that the impact of the previous proposal (2013/1128/FUL) was considered too
great to be overcome by the benefits of restoring Martinsthorpe, the following analysis
focusses on the changes to layout and design via the current application, before
assessing whether the scheme has overcome those earlier concerns and can now be
accepted as a reasonable balance against the benefits of restoring Martinsthorpe
Farmhouse.

45.

As with the previous application, the proposed enabling development is in a very
prominent location on higher ground with views available for some distance across
Rutland Water. This prominence, and resultant impact on the character of the open

countryside, is a potential reason for refusal. Such a harmful impact on the wider
countryside at the north of Gunthorpe would outweigh the benefits of enabling the
retention of Martinsthorpe and its positive impact on the wider countryside at the south.
The previous scheme for a similar enabling proposal in this location was therefore
refused permission on 3 June 2014 for the reasons set out in paragraph 30, above.
46.

The current application has endeavoured to address this via the following amendments,
all explained in more detail in the applicant’s Design & Access Statement and additional
letter.
 The building is relocated 7 metres to the east, thereby on a lower part of the hillside
 A greater extent of excavation has set the building down a further 1.5 metres below
its previously proposed ground level
 The roof has been lowered by 0.5 metres
 The roof material is also changed, to a green sedum
 A new tree belt has been added to the north and east of the proposed dwelling.

47.

The Design and Access Statement then emphasises that the gentle curves of the
building will blend into the existing landform, and that the lowering of the building will
enable it to be seen in the context of existing trees and hedgerows at the south and
west. The applicant considers that, in addition to the proposed new planting at the north
and east, this will also help the building to blend in more easily.

48.

If approved and implemented, this amended proposal could address some of the
concerns about visual prominence and adverse impact on the countryside that had
resulted in the previous reason for refusal. In particular, the proposed dwelling is now set
further into the landform rather than “skylining” above it.

49.

Furthermore, the green sedum roof is a natural product intended to change colour and
character with the seasons. This addresses the concern with the previously proposed
grey zinc roof that its colour would contrast with the adjacent fields at different times of
the year, dependant on whether the fields are grazed, ploughed or cultivated.

50.

However, the total impact of the new dwelling and associated works would still be a
noticeable and potentially alien feature when viewed from off site. In particular, the flat
terrace at the eastern side of the dwelling would allow clearer views of the eastern
elevation.

51.

Also, the east elevation of the dwelling still contains a significant extent of glazing, facing
towards Rutland Water. In response to the concerns of your Officers regarding skyglow
from these glazed areas, the applicant has suggested that there would be no external
lighting on that side of the building and that the glazing could be fitted with black out
blinds that are automatically set to close when it becomes dark outside. This suggestion
is noted, but it would be difficult to address this via condition on any approval and to
subsequently monitor compliance.

52.

It should be emphasised that the proposed design could be very appropriate and
characterful in certain other locations, but it is too much of a contrast with the character
of the Rutland countryside to be considered acceptable in this prominent rural hillside
location.

53.

An assessment of the applicant’s supporting statements does not suggest that the
benefits of restoring Martinsthorpe Farmhouse outweigh the harm caused by
constructing a new dwelling within such a prominent location in the open countryside.

54.

Consistent with paragraph 140 of the NPPF and the detailed English Heritage guidance,
and notwithstanding the adjustments made from the previous application on this site, the
current application is therefore recommended for refusal.

Other considerations
55.

Given the recommendation of refusal, no further consideration is given to the
archaeological and ecological advice. There are no concerns regarding highways
and access.
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