
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2010/0002/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed erection of 2no. affordable dwellings in the garden of the existing house, demolition of outbuilding, re-aligning of vehicular access to Cherry Hall and removal of part of wall to site at Cherry Hall, Grindleton, Lancashire.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – The Parish Council object to the proposed development for the following reasons;

1. Vehicular access over the bridleway to the development is unsuitable due to its width and sight lines on the main road,

2. Bridleway is used by children to walk to school and additional vehicles could create future hazards,

3. In order to gain access to the site, the developer proposes to demolish a historic well and wall, with the bridleway becoming part of a turning circle. This would destroy an ancient bridleway, and cause loss to historic features in the Conservation Area,

4. Entrance onto the bridleway is so restricted, any visitors to the site would tend to park on the main highway causing further congestion on the main road.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Traffic and Development Engineer – No objections in principle to this proposal on highway safety grounds.

LCC Planning Officer (Archaeology) – No archaeological comments to make on the application.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	Fourteen letters of objection have been received from nearby residents which can be summarised as follows:

1. Contrary to General Plan Policies within the Local Plan,

2. Visual impact on Grindleton Conservation Area (CA),

3. Visual impact on A.O.N.B.

4. Impact on trees on and off the site,

5. Over-development of the site,

6. Impact on watercourse running through the site contrary to Policy,

7. Loss of historic walls due to development,

8. Access does not meet minimum LCC standards within the Road Design Guide,

9. Car parking spaces are insufficient in size,

10. Insufficient visibility coming onto the Main Road,

11. RVBC have designated the end of this road as a collection point for bins,

12. Does not meet ‘Affordable’ Housing requirements,

13. Does not safeguard or protect the qualities of Grindleton CA,

14. Other sites in Grindleton more suitable for housing,

15. Proposed plans are inaccurate and misleading,

16. Proposed plans will exacerbate the existing traffic and parking issues in the village,

17. Concerns regarding accessibility of site for emergency and refuse vehicles,

18. Scheme is out of character with the rest of the street scene and landscape,

19. Detrimental to vehicular and pedestrian safety, and to users of bridleway, and

20. Loss of privacy due to proposed dominant buildings.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G4 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV1 – Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Policy ENV16 - Development Within Conservation Areas.

Policy H20 – Affordable Housing – Villages and Countryside.

Policy H21 – Affordable Housing – Information Needed.

Grindleton Conservation Area Appraisal (adopted April 2007)

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

PPS5 – Planning for the Historic Environment.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Contrary to Policies G1, ENV1 and ENV16 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan and PPS5 as the proposed new dwellings by virtue of their design, scale, size, massing and location on site would be harmful to the character and appearance of both the Forest of Bowland A.O.N.B. and the Grindleton CA.

Contrary to Policy H20 by virtue of the submitted S106, as the development proposed would not meet a proven local need.

Insufficient information.



	COMMENTS/ENVIRONMENTAL/AONB/HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES/RECOMMENDATION:

	The application relates to land to the rear of Cherry Hall, a larger detached property within the village boundary of Grindleton as defined by the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan, and also within the Grindleton Conservation Area (CA) and the Forest of Bowland Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The land in question is currently within the garden cartilage of the property, and is used as such. Access to the site is off an access road that connects Back Lane to Main Street, Grindleton, and is also a designated bridleway. The land is visible from access road, and partially visible from Main Street itself. Planning permission is sought to erect 2 no. ‘Affordable’ dwellings in the garden of the existing house, demolish an existing outbuilding and re-align the vehicular access to Cherry Hall, and remove part of a wall into site at Cherry Hall. The proposed properties would be orientated with the front elevations facing the access road, but set back approx. 6.4m from it. Each property will contain three bedrooms (one with an en-suite) with a bathroom at first floor, and a kitchen, living/dining room, porch, W.C. and integral garage at ground floor, however one property will have a slightly larger footprint than the other (88.6m sq.m. compared to 73.88 sq.m.). The properties will both have a maximum ridge height of 7.63m.

PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT

With regards to the principle of the development, as the site lies within the settlement boundary of Grindleton, the Council must consider Policy G4 of the Local Plan, which states “planning permission will be granted for proposals falling within the following categories:

a. The use of infill sites not defined as essential open space,

b. Proposals which contribute to the solution of a particular local housing, social, community or employment problem.”

The site is not considered to be an ‘infill’ site; however as the proposal is for 2 ‘Affordable’ units, this is fully in accordance with this particular plan policy. However, in respect of the submitted draft Section 106 agreement provided by the applicant, the proposal does not conform to the provisions indicated within Policy H20, more specifically points a) to f). As such, whilst the development of the site to provide ‘Affordable’ dwellings is accepted in principle, the ‘Affordable’ dwellings proposed are not.

IMPACT ON CONSERVATION AREA AND A.O.N.B.

Aside from the above, the other main considerations with this proposal are the impact on the A.O.N.B. and the Grindleton CA by virtue of the suitability of the design, scale, size, location and massing of the proposed new dwellings. In assessing the above, I will refer in some part to the comments made by the Principal Planning Officer (Design and Conservation), Adrian Dowd.

Grindleton CA is now considered a ‘designated historic asset’ by virtue of the guidance provided within PPS5. In addition, the Grindleton CA Appraisal (The Conservation Studio consultants, 2005) confirms that ‘it is the quality and interest of an area, rather than that of individual buildings, which is the prime consideration in identifying a conservation area’. It also identifies ‘the survival of the medieval (possibly Saxon) street plan, with tenement plots running at right angles to the main street, linked by side alleys to a back road’ and ‘reminders of the agricultural history of the village’ within the Summary of Special Interest. This theme is expanded upon in the text:

‘Grindleton is a typical linear village. It has a North/South Main Street, running parallel to the valley side and to the Grindleton Brook. Linear plots, intersected by side lanes at regular intervals, run back from the Main Street into Back Side/Back Lane, which survives on the eastern side of the Main Street in the form of an unmetalled track or green lane. The lane gives access to fields that were probably farmed communally as open-field strips until they were enclosed. There is no evidence for a back lane on the western side of the Main Street. Here the land falls away steeply to the Grindleton Brook’.

The impact of modern development on this significant feature of the conservation area is also discussed:
‘..there has been a considerable amount of encroachment on the linear tenements, with dwellings built along the ‘ginnels’ or lanes that link the Main Street to Back Side, and along the Back side itself. There has been a certain amount of infill along the Main Street, with perhaps a quarter of the properties dating from the 20th century’.
It is also noted that:

‘The house called Bramble Croft, on the western side of Main Street, sits on the site of a former jam factory, and there are damson trees surviving in a few gardens along Back Lane as a reminder of the orchards that once lined the eastern edge of the conservation area. Most of these have now been built upon’.

The Grindleton CA Management Guidance (The Conservation Studio, 2005) opines that ‘there are few development opportunities within the Grindleton Conservation Area’, and in Key Design Principles it suggests that new development should ‘maintain the historic pattern of development by respecting the historic grain associated with historic plots and the historic morphology of development in the immediate area’. Indeed, two of the four Opportunities in the conservation area SWOT analysis relate to the enhancement of the significance of the medieval Back Lane.

PPS5 confirms at Policy HE7.1 that the above identification and assessment of the particular significance of each element of the historic environment is fundamental to decision making. This is reiterated at Policy HE9.5 with specific reference to conservation areas. PPS5 Policy HE 9.1 states that: “there should be a presumption in favour of the conservation of designated heritage assets and the more significant the designated asset, the greater the presumption in favour of its conservation should be. Once lost, heritage assets cannot be replaced and their loss is a cultural, environmental, economic and social impact. Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. Loss affecting any designated heritage asset should require clear and convincing justification”. Policy HE7.5 requires consideration of the positive contribution of new development to the character and local distinctiveness of the historic environment and emphasises the design considerations of scale, height, massing, alignment, materials and use. Policy HE9.4 states that “Where a proposal has a harmful impact on the significance of a designated heritage asset which is less than substantial harm, in all cases local planning authorities should:

i)
weigh the public benefit of the proposal (for example, that it helps to secure the optimum viable use of the heritage asset in the interests of its long term conservation) against the harm; and

ii) recognise that the greater the harm to the significance of the heritage asset the greater the justification will be needed for any loss”.

As such, in considering the above the proposed development does not preserve, sustain or enhance the character, appearance or significance of Grindleton CA. Set against the public benefit of the proposal, I do not consider there is sufficient justification provided to mitigate for the loss of the portion of the CA. This part of the CA is significant in not having been subject to the modern infilling of its tenement plots, and whilst the survival of this medieval form does not necessarily preclude development, it does require a sensitive approach. The proposed detached dwellings are considered to be of suburban design and layout, dominating the tenement plot and appearing alien to the agricultural history of the village.

In assessing the specific impact on the character and setting of the A.O.N.B., I would echo the above comments. The proposed modern and imposing residential buildings will be viewed from Main Street and given the significant change in land levels and the open views onto this site, it would undoubtedly dominate this part of the Conservation Area/A.O.N.B, creating a potentially overbearing impact on the streetscene. Furthermore, the design of the properties are considered to be ubiquitous and arguably lacking the imagination, quality and enhancement which could be expected within a Conservation Area.

IMPACT ON RESIDENTIAL AMENITY

Given the distance between the front elevation of the proposed dwellings and those properties opposite, and the intervening boundary treatments between the rear elevation of the properties and the garden/domestic areas to the rear of dwellings to the south of the site, I am satisfied that the proposal has no significant detrimental impact on the amenity of the occupiers of the adjacent dwellings.

IMPACT ON TREES

The plans as submitted indicate the more mature trees to be retained on the site, with a few younger trees being removed as part of the development. However, no additional tree survey has been supplied with the application to determine whether or not the trees shown on the plans will be able to be retained on site following completion of the development, despite them being indicated as being retained. As such, it is considered that insufficient information has been provided to fully assess the proposal.

HIGHWAY SAFETY

Whilst the LCC Highways Officer has raised no objection in principle to this application on highway safety grounds, and he notes the following. The access road narrows to less than 4.0m wide for a short distance from its junction with Main Street, Grindleton. However, beyond a point 11m back from this junction the road will be widened to provide access to an improved parking area. The two properties provide garage and driveway provisions suitable for 3-bedroom dwellings.

In conclusion, on the basis of the above, the application as proposed cannot be considered acceptable due to it being at variance with the relevant local and national planning policies and guidance, and the application is recommended accordingly.



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: Various
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