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Appeal Decision 
Hearing Held on 16 October 2018 
Site visit made on 16 October 2018 

by G J Fort  BA PGDip LLM MCD MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 

Decision date: 04 December 2018 
 
Appeal Ref: APP/W4325/W/18/3201869 
Storeton Hall Farm, Lever Causeway, Storeton CH63 6HT 
 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 
 The appeal is made by Mr Richard Dingle (P.J. Livesey Homes Limited and Mr Peter 

Bowling) against the decision of Wirral Metropolitan Borough Council. 
 The application Ref APP/17/00410, dated 3 April 2017, was refused by notice dated 

14 December 2017. 
 The development proposed is the refurbishment and re-use of Storeton Hall and other 

historic buildings, new-build residential development, the relocation of the existing 
equestrian business, associated car parking and landscape works. 

 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for the refurbishment 
and re-use of Storeton Hall and other historic buildings, new-build residential 
development, the relocation of the existing equestrian business, associated car 
parking and landscape works at Storeton Hall Farm, Lever Causeway, Storeton 
CH63 6HT in accordance with the terms of the application, Ref APP/17/00410, 
dated 3 April 2017 subject to the conditions in the schedule to this decision 
below. 

Procedural Matters 

2. A new version of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) was 
published on 24 July 2018, which supplants the version relevant at the date of 
the decision on the application that led to this appeal.  The Framework makes 
clear1 that it is a material consideration in planning decisions from the date of 
its publication.  Accordingly, the parties’ views on the new Framework were 
sought and its contents were discussed at the hearing.  I will take these 
comments and the Framework into account in my assessment of the planning 
merits of the case.  

3. In the week prior to the hearing the appellants submitted copies of 
correspondence relating to one of the site accesses2.  This material was 
relevant to the portion of the discussion at the hearing that dealt with highway 
and access matters.  As this material was familiar to the relevant parties, and 
was discussed at the hearing, I consider that no prejudice would occur as a 
result of me accepting it.  Additional material was produced at the hearing by 

                                       
1 At paragraphs 2 and 212 
2 In an e-mail from Richard Wilshaw to the Planning Inspectorate dated 12 October 2018 
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an interested party in relation to this matter, which directly addressed some of 
the items in the correspondence.  I allowed time at the hearing for the parties 
to consider this material and its contents were discussed.  Consequently, I 
consider that no prejudice would occur as a result of me taking this material 
into account, taken together with the extracts of relevant Court judgements 
discussed at the hearing and submitted, by agreement, after its closure.  

4. At the hearing a representative of Conservation Areas Wirral submitted 
material relating to the appeal including copies of representations previously 
submitted as part of the appeal and application consultations, and material 
relating to a proposed conservation area at Storeton.  I allowed some time, 
during an afternoon adjournment, for the appellants to consider this material 
and its contents were discussed at the hearing.  I consider therefore that no 
prejudice would occur as a result of me taking it into account in my 
consideration of the merits of the case.   

Background and Main Issue 

5. The appeal site is within the Green Belt, and it is common ground that the 
appeal scheme would constitute inappropriate development.  Consequently, the 
main issue is whether the harm by reason of inappropriateness and any other 
harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations, including reference to the 
appeal scheme’s effects to the significance and special interest of Storeton Hall, 
a Grade II* Listed Building and Scheduled Monument.   

Reasons 

Site, Surroundings and Proposed Development 

6. Set within the Green Belt, the appeal site comprises the Grade II* Listed 
Storeton Hall, which is also a Scheduled Monument, related historical buildings, 
and larger more modern structures, of a functional agricultural character, 
although predominantly in equestrian use, set amidst an expansive area of 
hard-standing.   

7. The appeal scheme seeks a mixed use redevelopment of the appeal site, with 
equestrian uses rationalised and re-provided to the eastern part of the site, 
adjacent to existing buildings and related land, including a large block, a 
separate structure accommodating a menage, barn and muck store, and 
related exercise and parking areas.  Residential development comprising 27 
houses in a mix of short terraces, detached and semi-detached buildings would 
be developed on the rest of the site, predominantly within the areas currently 
occupied by hard-standing and structures, but with some dwellings to the north 
and south of the site located in parts of it that are currently relatively free from 
development.  Residential re-use of Storeton Hall and the related traditional 
barn is proposed, which would result in the creation of four dwellings.  
Scheduled Monument Consents in relation to the works to Storeton Hall 
required to facilitate its residential conversion have been granted by the 
Secretary of State for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport3.  

 

 

                                       
3 Reference no S0017426 Granted 31 August 2017; Reference no S00180119 Granted 23 January 2018 
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Green Belt 

8. The Framework establishes4 that the Government attaches great importance to 
Green Belts, and that the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent 
urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open.  With limited exceptions, the 
construction of new buildings is inappropriate in the Green Belt5.  Although 
individual elements of the appeal such as the residential conversion of the 
historic buildings, and the re-provision of the equestrian uses could fall under 
exceptions given to the Framework’s general restriction on the construction of 
new buildings, it is common ground, expressed at the hearing, that the 
proposed development, taken as a whole would nevertheless constitute 
inappropriate development.  The Framework establishes6 that inappropriate 
development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be 
approved except in very special circumstances.  

9. For the purposes of Green Belt policy the concept of openness encompasses 
both visual and spatial aspects, and means that, on the whole, land so 
designated should remain free from development.  The appeal site contains a 
number of existing large structures, set amidst an extensive area of hard-
standing.  The appeal scheme would introduce significant amounts of 
landscaping which would substantially soften its visual impact on openness.  
Nevertheless the proposed development would result in an intensification of 
built development, which in terms of its spatial implications would permanently 
reduce the openness of the site.  Visually this would be particularly marked at 
its northern and southern extents where several dwellings would be located on 
portions of the site which are currently relatively free from development.  This 
aspect of the appeal scheme would add to its overall Green Belt harm.  

Other Considerations 

Special Interest and Significance of Storeton Hall 

10. The appeal scheme would result in the residential conversion of Storeton Hall, 
a high status medieval house, of 14th century origin, which was subsequently 
incorporated into related farm buildings in the 17th Century.  Of two-storeys 
with a solar wing, and constructed in local stone which the listing description 
describes as “well-chosen”, the Hall’s exceptional degrees of significance and 
special interest derive not only from its historic associations with the Stanley 
family, subsequently the Earls of Derby, but also from its comparative rarity 
value, the evidence it yields about the changing social status of the site and 
area, and the considerable quantity of remaining medieval fabric.  These 
aspects and others are recognised by its inclusion on the statutory list at Grade 
II* and its status as a Scheduled Monument.   

Effect of the Proposed Development 

11. I am mindful, however, of Historic England’s response7 to the consultation on 
the application that led to this appeal regarding the disuse and structural 
condition of the Hall, and that the building has been on the Heritage at Risk 
Register for some years.  Although I acknowledge the representations of 
interested parties regarding the respective duties of the landowner and the 

                                       
4 At paragraph 133 
5 Per paragraph 145 of the Framework 
6 At paragraph 143 
7 Dated 2 May 2017 
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Council for maintenance of the Hall, I have no substantive evidence before me 
to suggest that its current condition results from deliberate neglect of, or 
damage to, the building.  

12. The proposed residential conversion of the Hall would be done in such a way 
which would remove more modern features of less significance and result in an 
internal arrangement which would allow its plan form to be read, and would 
reinstate earlier structural openings including the hall doorway and solar 
window, and retain and repair the bulk of the building’s historic fabric.  
Moreover, in removing the hardstanding around it and the large, modern 
structures to its east and west sides in favour of landscaping, the proposed 
development would give the Hall considerably more breathing space, and a 
softer, less intensive setting, which taken together with the sensitive 
redevelopment of the historic barn within its curtilage, would better reveal the 
Hall’s significance.   

13. Although the proposed development would not entail public access to the Hall, 
a matter drawn to my attention in written responses and in discussion at the 
hearing, its positive effects in these regards would nevertheless constitute 
public benefits.  Indeed the Government’s Planning Practice Guidance8 (PPG), 
states that benefits do not always have to be visible or accessible to the public 
in order to be genuine public benefits and may include heritage benefits, such 
as sustaining or enhancing the significance of a heritage asset or the 
contribution of its setting.  This is clearly the case in this instance.  

14. For these reasons, taken together with the potential of the appeal scheme to 
secure the maintenance of the Hall, retaining it in an active use consistent with 
its conservation, I consider that the proposed development would meet the 
requirements of the Framework9 insofar as it states that heritage assets are an 
irreplaceable resource, which should be conserved in a manner appropriate to 
their significance, so that they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the 
quality of life of existing and future generations.  Consequently, mindful of the 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, it is clear the 
proposed development would preserve the special interest and significance of 
the Listed Building, and in arriving at this view I am mindful of the Schedule 
Monument Consents in place in relation to the works necessary to facilitate the 
conversion. 

Viability 

15. The appellants submitted a Financial Viability Report10, (the Viability Report) 
which was independently assessed by both Historic England and the Council at 
the application stage, and I note that neither of those assessments challenged 
the assumptions which underpin it- a matter confirmed in discussion with the 
Council’s representatives at the hearing.   

16. The Viability Report11 found that conversion of the Hall would lead to a deficit of 
£291,372. Moreover, rather than a positive return, conversion of the historic 
barn within the curtilage of the Hall would also result in a deficit of £31,760.  
These figures demonstrate that the positive benefits that would accrue from 

                                       
8 At Paragraph 020 Reference ID: 18a-020-20140306 Revision date: 06 03 2014 
9 In paragraph 184 
10Prepared by Keppie Massie Dated September 2016 
11 At paragraph 7.2 
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the proposed development in relation to the Hall’s conservation would not be 
financially viable.   

Enabling Development 

17. Whilst the appellants acknowledge that the appeal scheme constitutes 
inappropriate development within the Green Belt, they nevertheless consider 
that the new build residential element would constitute “enabling 
development”.  The Framework sets out12 that decision-takers 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.  Moreover, I have been referred to the Historic England 
document Enabling Development and the Conservation of Significant Places 
(September 2008), (the Historic England Guidance) which whilst pre-dating the 
Framework, is nevertheless a consideration to which I accord considerable 
weight in this instance.  The Historic England Guidance establishes seven 
criteria for a proposal to constitute enabling development.  

18. My conclusions set out above in relation to the proposed development’s effects 
on the special interest and significance of the Hall lead me to the view that it 
would meet criteria (a) to (c) of the Historic England Guidance in that it would 
not materially harm the heritage values of the Hall and its setting; it would 
avoid the detrimental fragmentation of management of the Hall; and it would 
secure the long-term future of the Hall and its continued use for a sympathetic 
purpose.  Moreover, given the age and nature of the structure, I consider that 
the proposal is necessary to resolve problems arising from the inherent needs 
of the Hall, rather than the circumstances of its present owner, or any purchase 
price paid, and thus would meet criterion (d).  

19. Funding has previously been accessed13 in relation to a dendrochronological 
study at the Hall, as a potential precursor to other funding bids.  However, no 
further grant funding has been made available.  I acknowledge also that other 
efforts to access subsidy, for example, from the Heritage Lottery Fund, have 
not been feasible due, amongst other things, to the necessity for match 
funding, the potential end uses that could be secured and the requirement for a 
commercial return to support both the building’s refurbishment and ongoing 
maintenance.  Consequently, I consider that it has been demonstrated that 
sufficient subsidy is not available from any other source, and thus criterion (e) 
of the Historic England guidance would be met.   

20. The Viability Report establishes that the proposed development, taken as a 
whole, could still result in a marginal deficit, and on this basis concludes that 
the quantity of houses anticipated is the “very minimum” required to progress 
the works.  I therefore find that, on balance, the quantity of new housing that 
the appeal scheme would deliver would be the minimum necessary to secure 
the very significant public benefits that would accrue form the Hall’s 
conservation.  In reaching this view, I have taken into account that 
independent assessments by Historic England and the Council found the 
assumptions on which the Viability Report is based to be reasonable.  
Moreover, it is clear that the layout of the proposed development, utilising as it 
does portions of the site that were previously occupied by buildings and 

                                       
12 At paragraph 202 
13 In 2008 
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hardstanding, with only limited amounts of development outside of these 
boundaries is in a form that seeks to minimise its overall harm to the Green 
Belt.  These considerations, taken together, lead me to the view that the 
proposed development would meet criteria (f) of the Historic England Guidance 
in these terms.  

21. As criterion (g) of the Historic England Guidance refers to the overall balance of 
benefits against the disbenefits of breaching other policies, this is a matter that 
I will return to in my overall planning balance.  

Highways and Access 

22. The application that led to this appeal was supported by a Transport 
Statement14 based on industry standard data including the TRICS database, the 
National Transport Model TEMPRO, and Office of National Statistics material on 
travel to work areas in the vicinity of the site.  The Transport Statement 
concluded that the proposed development would not result in a material impact 
on the existing highway network showing that only the Rest Hill Road junction 
would result in an increase of over 30 movements during the PM peak hours, 
with all other AM peak times and junctions well within the 30 movement range- 
some significantly under this figure.  Whilst I note comments that the number 
of cars per dwelling assumed by the Transport Statement could underestimate 
the level of parking for each house, the evidential basis of higher levels of car 
ownership for each household is not before me.   

23. I readily accept that there may be times when Lever Causeway is busier than 
others, particularly around the school opening and closing times; however, on 
balance I consider that the proposed development would not result in a 
material increase in this traffic flow.  I consider that the increase in traffic 
movements that would result from the site would not therefore have material 
effect on walkers, horse-riders cyclists or joggers using the adjacent transport 
network over and above the existing situation including the authorised use of 
the appeal site.   

24. I am mindful of comments of local residents regarding accidents and near-
misses in the surrounding area.  However, the recorded traffic speeds 
presented in the Transport Statement, the visibility that would be available 
from and to the proposed junctions, and the relatively limited amount of 
additional vehicle movements the proposed development would lead to, lead 
me to the view that the proposed development would not give rise to any 
adverse highway safety impacts.   

25. Consequently, on balance I find that the proposed development would not have 
an unacceptable impact on highway safety grounds, or that its residual 
cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe- and that the 
highway aspects of the appeal scheme would therefore not weigh against it in 
the overall planning balance.  In arriving at this view, I am mindful that the 
local highway authority did not object to the scheme at application or appeal 
stage.  

26. An element of the Red Hill Road access to the site is outside the appellants’ 
ownership; however, they claim that a private right of way exists- although I 
acknowledge that this is a rebuttable presumption.  Due to the uncertainty of 

                                       
14 Produced by Ashley Helme Associates dated March 2017 


