
 
 
 

BRECON BEACONS NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY  
PLANNING, ACCESS & RIGHTS OF WAY COMMITTEE 

SUMMARY OF APPEALS 

APPEAL LODGED (DEVELOPMENT CONTROL)  

Ref Date Appellant Dev/Location Description of 
    Development 

None 

Appeal Decision (Development Control)  

Ref Date Appella 
nt 

Dev/Location Description of 
Development 

20/18681/FUL 23.12.2020 Mr Alwyn 
Thomas 

The 
Moorings, 
Ty'r Odyn 
Blaenavon 
Road 

Govilon 

NP7 9NY 

Conversion and extension of existing oil 
store/ shed to kitchen/ lounge  

Appeal Dismissed – Appendix 1 

19/17509/FUL 23.12.2020 Glaslyn 
Court 
Retiremen
t Homes 
Ltd 

Glaslyn Court 
Nursing Home 

Crickhowell Road 

Gilwern 

Monmouthshire 

NP7 0EH 

Side Extension 2 Storey with 

dormers to front roof. 
Appeal Dismissed – Appendix 2 
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Penderfyniad ar yr Apêl Appeal Decision 
Ymweliad â safle a wnaed ar 01/12/2020 Site visit made on 01/12/2020 

gan Melissa Hall, BA (Hons), BTP, MSc, 
MRTPI 

Arolygydd a benodir gan Weinidogion Cymru 

by Melissa Hall, BA (Hons), BTP, 
MSc, MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Welsh Ministers  
Dyddiad: 23rd December 2020 Date: 23rd December 2020 

Appeal Ref: APP/P9502/A/20/3258589 

Site address: The Moorings, Ty’r Odyn, Blaenavon Road, Govilon, NP7 9NY 

The Welsh Ministers have transferred the authority to decide this appeal to me 
as the appointed Inspector. 

 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 Alwyn Thomas against the decision of Brecon Beacons 
National Park Authority. 

 The application Ref: 20/18681/FUL dated 27 May 2020, was refused by notice dated 18 
August 2020. 

 The development proposed is the conversion and extension of existing oil 
store/shed to kitchen/lounge. 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Procedural Matters 

2. The planning application form shows the site address as ‘The Moorings, Ty’r Odyn’ 
whereas the appeal form shows ‘Ty’r Odyn, The Moorings’ and includes reference to 

‘Abergavenny’. I am satisfied that both refer to the appeal site, albeit I have used 

that shown on the planning application form for the purposes of my decision. 

Main Issue 

3. The main issue is the extent to which potential below ground archaeological remains 

might justify prior investigative works. 

Reasons 

4. The dwelling known as Ty’r Odyn is located within the UNESCO Blaenavon Industrial 

Landscape World Heritage site. It lies above a bank of three Grade II Listed early 19th
 

Century limekilns to the north with the Brecknock and Abergavenny Canal bounding the 
site to the south. 

5. The Authority has not provided me with a copy of the listing description. Nevertheless, I 

observed that the limekilns are situated within the rear garden of the neighbouring 

dwelling known as Kiln Lodge, with the stone revetment wall and arched 
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Appeal Decision APP/P9502/A/20/3258589 

openings visible from within the garden of this neighbouring property and over the 

boundary fence along the steeply ascending driveway of the appeal site. 

6. The appellant states that the listing description identifies and describes the kiln wall 

and draw-arch access tunnels as well as its historic relationship with the canal. He 
considers that the wall itself is in the order of 6 metres high and the partially filled-

in draw-arch access tunnels are approximately 4-6 metres deep extending to the 

draw holes at the base of the filled-in kilns. The three buried filled-in kiln pots are 
located under the garden of Ty’r Odyn and are no longer visible. 

7. As I understand it, the proposal to extend and convert the existing store would involve 

some degree of excavation to set out the foundations and install underground 
drainage and services. It is this element with which the Authority takes issue insofar 

as it is concerned that below ground archaeological remains may be present within the 

development site. 

8. Other than making reference to the regional Historic Environment Record and 

resources held by the Authority as the basis for concluding that this area is deemed to 
be archaeologically sensitive, the Authority has provided little explanation of the 

significance of the heritage assets and the reasons it concludes that there is a 

likelihood of archaeological remains being present within the appeal site. 

9. That being said, and based on the evidence before me, I cannot be confident that 

buried archaeological remains are improbable within the appeal site. This matter 

should not be dismissed lightly. In taking a precautionary approach, given the likely 
association of the limekilns with the adjacent canal and the position of the appeal site 

on the intervening area of land, together with the significance of the Listed limekilns 

within a World Heritage Site, I am of the opinion that archaeological remains are likely 
to exist in the immediate area. 

10. I note the appellant’s contention that the only archaeological remains that may exist 

under the development site, not least due to topography, are those associated with 
the transport system or artefacts which are not of high significance. Nevertheless, 

this is a personal view rather than a robust or informed opinion of a qualified expert. 

11.Para 4.7 of Technical Advice Note 24 ‘The Historic Environment’ (TAN 24) confirms 
that where archaeological remains are known to exist, or considered likely to exist, 

and a study has not already been undertaken by the applicant, the local planning 
authority should ask an applicant to undertake a desk-based archaeological 

assessment. The reports of these investigations will form part of the planning 

application. Applicants should show they have modified their development proposals 
to minimise any negative impact on the identified archaeological remains, and how 

they intend to mitigate any remaining negative impacts. 

12.In other words, an archaeological assessment should take place before a planning 
application is determined in order to predict the presence of remains and assess their 

potential significance. 

13.The appellant has carried out his own assessment of the impact of the proposed 
development on site heritage and has produced a drawing and corresponding notes 
detailing the approximate location, measurements and depth of the western and 

central buried kiln pots which are below the ground level of the appeal site. However, 

in light of the appellant’s acknowledgement that the measurements are approximate 
and that the size of the kiln pots have been assumed to be the same as the Goitre 

Wharf kiln pot, I am not persuaded that they can be relied upon as accurate. 
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14.Notwithstanding this, the appellant concludes that any archaeological remains both 

above and below ground would not be impacted by the proposed development. The 
house sits well above the original working level of the kiln and the base of the new 

foundation (1m depth) would be above the working kiln level of the 19C site. 

Furthermore, he contends that as the potential archaeological remains are not any of 
the key features associated with the listed asset, it is difficult to know what degree of 

special interest they may have even if they are likely to exist. 

15. Be that as it may, the appellant’s assessment is not supported by any specialist or 
expert evidence. Whilst I consider that any desk-based archaeological assessment 

carried out by a suitably qualified person must be proportionate, without it, I cannot 
make an informed judgement as to the extent to which archaeological interest may 

exist and its significance, or the manner in which the proposed development might 

damage buried archaeological remains or undermine their preservation. 

16.I am also not convinced that the appellant’s suggestion of personally recording and 

photographing any remains of historical interest found during construction would meet 

with the requirements of TAN 24 for an archaeological assessment to inform the 

development process so as to minimise or mitigate any negative impact. 

17. Hence, I am of the view that insufficient information has been provided to assess the 
impact of the proposal on archaeology in conflict with the requirements of Planning 

Policy Wales and TAN 24. It would also fail to meet the requirements of Policies 1 and 

SP3 of the adopted Brecon Beacons Local Development Plan 2013, which inter alia 
require new development to be appropriate to its surroundings and maintain the Park’s 

quality and character and to have no unacceptable impact on archaeological features. 

Conclusion 

18.For the reasons I have given, and having regard to all other matters raised, I conclude 
that the appeal should be dismissed. 

19.In reaching my decision, I have taken into account the requirements of sections 3 and 5 
of the Well-Being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015. I consider that this decision 

is in accordance with the Act’s sustainable development principle through its 
contribution towards the Welsh Ministers’ well-being objective of building healthier 

communities and better environments. 

Melissa Hall 

INSPECTOR 
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Penderfyniad ar yr Apêl Appeal Decision 
Ymweliad â safle a wnaed ar 01/12/20 Site visit made on 01/12/20 

gan Melissa Hall, BA (Hons), BTP, 

MSc, MRTPI 

Arolygydd a benodir gan Weinidogion Cymru 

by Melissa Hall, BA (Hons), BTP, 

MSc, MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Welsh Ministers  
Dyddiad: 23rd December 2020 Date: 23rd December 2020 

Appeal Ref: APP/P9502/A/20/3258636 

Site address: Glaslyn Court, Crickhowell Road, Gilwern, Abergavenny, 

Monmouthshire, NP7 0EH 

The Welsh Ministers have transferred the authority to decide this appeal to me 
as the appointed Inspector. 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant lanning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Glaslyn Court Retirement Homes Ltd. against the decision of 
Brecon Beacons National Park Authority. 

 The application Ref: 19/17509/FUL dated 10 April 2019, was refused by notice dated 
28 July 2020. 

 The development proposed is described on the planning application form as ‘Side 
extension 2-storey with dormers to front roof’. 

Decision 

1.  The appeal is dismissed. 
 

Procedural Matters 

2. Amended plans were submitted during the course of the application. It is on the 
basis of the amended plans that the Authority considered the application and upon 
which I must determine the appeal. 

Main Issue 

3. This is the effect of the proposed development on the character and appearance of 
the area. 

Reasons 

4. The proposal relates to Glaslyn Court Nursing Home, which is located outside the 
settlement of Gilwern off the A4077 Crickhowell Road towards Llangattock. The 
Authority states that Glaslyn Court appears to have been originally constructed as a 

country residence, forming a prominent estate of 3.75 hectares on the southern 
banks of the River Usk within a parkland setting. 

5. The appellant argues that the Authority’s description of the property would have been 

correct some 100 years ago, but that the grounds do not now resemble this 
description; the area of land on which the extension would be sited was previously a 
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Appeal Decision APP/P9502/A/20/3258636 

hardstanding which was planted to form a grassed area by the current owner. Neither 

the building nor any part of its grounds are open to the public and, accordingly, a new 

set of security gates are to be fitted to restrict access. The original building has been 
subject to extensions and additions, including a four-storey rear extension which was 

granted planning permission by the Authority in the mid 2000’s. 

6. At my site visit, I observed a pleasant, verdant and open setting from the driveway 
leading to the building. The main front elevation of the building faces away from the 

driveway in a south westerly direction which, when considered in the context of the 
vegetation along the site boundaries and its set back within the site, results in only 

passing views and glimpses of it from the A4077. Be that as it may, it can clearly be 

read and understood as the principal elevation from within the site. It retains a degree 
of architectural interest being constructed of natural stone with stone mullion windows, 

a two storey projecting front gable incorporating an arched entrance canopy, an 

imposing stone bay window to the right of the main entrance and an elaborate corner 
oriel window at first floor to the left. Its asymmetry, traditional detailing and use of 

natural materials contribute to its attractive and distinctive appearance. 

7. Whilst I accept that there have been a number of unsympathetic extensions and 
alterations to the building over the years, the front elevation remains largely intact. In 

my view, these previous interventions do not dilute the traditional character and 
appearance or the primacy of the front elevation. That the front elevation could not be 

described as highly visible from public vantage points does not negate the need for 

any new development to have a satisfactory relationship with the existing building in 
terms of its design, scale and massing. 

8. The proposed extension would double the width of the two-storey element of the 

existing front elevation. Its design and form are such that it would read as having 

considerable mass and a monolithic appearance, with no relief or set-back to the front 
elevation. Rather, it would project forward of the closest part of the existing front 

elevation. In this context, the extension would appear dominant, in particular, 

overwhelming the attractive front elevation of the existing building. Detailed design 
elements, such as the rhythmic pattern of its fenestration, the size of the window 

openings, the inclusion of four dormers which do not align with the fenestration below 

and a grand front entrance, would not only exacerbate the dominant effect but would 
jar with the arrangement and composition of the existing front elevation. 

9. I acknowledge that the roofline of the existing building would be amended to align with 
that of the proposed extension. However, I’m not convinced that such a measure 

would, of itself, overcome the concerns I have identified. 

10. Consequently, I am of the view that the proposed extension would represent an 

unsympathetic addition to the host building insofar as its siting and design would 

dominate the existing front elevation, adversely affecting its character and appearance 

and that of its surroundings. It would therefore conflict with Policy 1 of the adopted 
Brecon Beacons Local Development Plan 2013, which inter alia requires the scale, form 

and design of a proposal to be appropriate to its surrounding and enhance the quality 

and character of the Park’s natural and built environment. It would also be at odds 
with the aims of Planning Policy Wales (PPW) and Technical Advice Note 12 ‘Design’ 

(TAN 12) which require new development to be appropriate in its context and to 

enhance the local area. 

11.I acknowledge that the site is not in a Conservation Area nor are any of the building in 

the site listed. However, this does not negate the need for the proposal to meet the 
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objectives of good design which is set out in TAN 12 and is a key aspect of 

placemaking as defined in PPW. 

12. I also accept that the design of the extension was based on the requirements of the 
nursing home and that the site may be of a sufficient size to accommodate the 

proposed extension. However, I am not persuaded that the proposed scheme is the 

only means by which these objectives can be met or that there are not less harmful 
design solutions. 

13. Neither do I dispute the benefits of the proposal in terms of job creation and its 
contribution to the local economy. Nevertheless, this matter does not outweigh the 

harm I have identified to the character and appearance of the area in the balance of 
acceptability. 

Other Matters 

14. I note the appellant’s concerns regarding the Authority’s handling of the pre-

application process and the length of time it took to articulate its objection during 

the course of the planning application. However, these are matters for the Authority 
and not for this appeal. I must determine the appeal based on its individual merits, 

which is what I have done. 

Conclusion 

15. For the reasons I have given, and having regard to all other matters raised, I 
conclude that the appeal should be dismissed. 

16. In reaching my decision, I have taken into account the requirements of sections 3 and 

5 of the Well-Being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015. I consider that this 
decision is in accordance with the Act’s sustainable development principle through its 

contribution towards the Welsh Ministers’ well-being objective of building healthier 

communities and better environments. 

Melissa Hall 

INSPECTOR 
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