
Ribble Valley Borough Council

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT – REFUSAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2012/0788/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed alteration of existing highway boundary and formation of 6 off-street car parking spaces for three properties.  Including demolition of existing bus shelter, replacing with modern bus-shelter frame at 1, 2 & 3 Greendale View, Main Street, Grindleton, Lancashire.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Grindleton Parish Council – The PC OBJECT to the application for the following reasons,

1. The PC do not wish to lose their bus shelter, and

2. The occupant of no. 4 has a right of access but has not been consulted.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	County Surveyor – Recommends refusal of this application on highway safety grounds, as he does not consider that the application secures a safe means of access to the development for motorists and pedestrians.  The present proposal would be detrimental to highway safety.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	One letter of objection has been received from a neighbouring resident with the following points of concern raised,

1. The right of access through the gardens 1, 2 & 3 must be retained, and must be suitable for the elderly, disabled and for the delivery of large bulky deliveries,

2. I do not see the proposed new bus shelter providing the same protection or being as visually acceptable on Main Street,

3. Visual impact on the Conservation Area,

4. Whilst no objection in principle to off-street parking, I must object to the impact on my right of access, and

5. No objection if a stone bus shelter is proposed (or the existing is simply moved.

Conservation Officer – Verbally confirmed that the comments he has made in relation to various other applications remain unchanged and should be used in conjunction with the determination of this application.  He also stressed the importance of the Planning Inspectors decision to dismiss the most recent appeal at the site, and the reasons for doing so.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	National Planning Policy Framework.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy G4 – Settlement Strategy.

Policy ENV16 – Development within Conservation Areas.

Policy ENV17 – Details required with proposals in Conservation Areas.

Policy ENV19 – Listed Buildings.

Policy H10 – Residential Extensions.

SPG – “Extensions and Alterations to Dwellings”.

Grindleton Conservation Area Appraisal.

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Contrary to Local Plan Policies, the NPPF and the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  Approval of this proposal would have an adverse visual impact on the character, setting and appearance of the street scene, adjacent Listed Buildings and the CA that neither preserves or enhances this location.

Refusal on highway safety grounds.


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

	The application relates to the development of land to the front of Greendale View, a terrace of four properties, within Grindleton Conservation Area.  Greendale View is set back but elevated above Main Street, and is separated from Main Street by a 1.1m high stonewall and a Hawthorn hedgerow.  The boundary wall has been broken in the past by the creation of a hard standing serving Rose Cottage, as well as two parking bays serving no. 1 Greendale View.  The wall has also been breached by the construction of a recessed bus shelter constructed some 20 years ago.

Previously permission has been sought by no. 4 Greendale View for the proposed change of use of part of the existing garden to provide off road parking for one vehicle, steps to join existing garden path and house and to provide storage area for 3no. wheelie bins and housing for water and electricity meters.  Both applications (3/2009/0256/P and 3/2009/0730/P) were refused with the latter scheme also being dismissed on appeal.

This scheme proposes to create a single access point for both pedestrians and vehicles through the existing wall, roughly in the location of the existing stone bus shelter, with the existing parking area for no. 1 being turned through 90 degrees and the stone wall being extended in front of it.  The land behind the existing hedgerow and stonewall will be landscaped to create space for six vehicles to park with a turning head in front of no. 3 Greendale, with the hedgerow fronting the highway being retained.  The scheme also proposes the erection of a new, modern bus shelter to the right (south) of the existing stone and slate built shelter.

As with previous applications, the main issues in the consideration of this application are primarily the schemes visual impact upon the streetscene, the Conservation Area and upon the adjacent Listed Building, as the proposal will have minimal neighbouring impact.

At this present time when assessing proposals for housing development the overriding consideration is that of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  Paragraph 14 of the NPPF notes ‘At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development.’  For decision-taking this means approving development proposals that accord with the development plan without delay and where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out of date, granting permission unless:

· any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or
· specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted.

Despite the principle of the development being acceptable, the impact of the development on this location within the Grindleton Conservation Area and the AONB must be considered.  The site also lies adjacent to two Grade II Listed Buildings, Cromwell Cottage (Listed as Swindlehurst Farmhouse) and Townley House, and the effect of the development on their setting must also be considered.

As noted earlier, the enclosure of Greendale View has, in the past, been broken by the creation of a parking bay to No. 1 Greendale View (3/1995/0649), with subsequent applications for similar schemes being refused and then dismissed on appeal.  Both schemes involved the partial removal of the boundary wall and both were refused due to the subsequent loss of character to the conservation area.  Whilst it is acknowledged that this row of properties on Greendale View offer little visual quality or interest, the linearity of the street and the boundary wall that fronts the properties is a positive feature within Grindleton Conservation Area which I consider should be preserved.

As this scheme proposes elements that are similar to those schemes that have been previously refused, the Council’s Conservation Officer has verbally confirmed that his comments remain the same as per the previous applications.  For reference, he noted Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, that imposes the general duty on LPAs for ‘special attention to be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area’, and makes reference to the guidance contained within the Grindleton Conservation Area Appraisal (The Conservation Studio, 2005) in relation to the impact on the wall, where it states under ‘Local Details’ Boundary Walls: built from the abundant local gritstone, these are a distinctive feature of the Conservation Area, lining both sides of Main Street and contributing to the linear character of the street.  Reference is made also to The Grindleton Conservation Area Management Guidance (The Conservation Studio, 2005), which he states ‘has examples of inappropriate boundary treatments which appears to further suggest that getting boundary treatments right within the Conservation Area is important’.  The Conservation Officer also makes specific reference to the general character and form of Grindleton Conservation Area, as the CA Appraisal states under ‘Summary of Special Interest, ‘the survival of the mediaeval (possibly Saxon) street plan, with tenement plots running at right angles to the main street, linked by side alleys to a back road’, and under ‘General Character and Form’ states that ‘Grindleton is a typical linear village’. He advises that ‘a distinct feature of the historic character and appearance of Grindleton Conservation Area is its linearity which is reinforced by the north-south walling of Main Street’.  He also advises that the impact of the proposal upon the setting of the adjacent Grade II Listed building Cromwell Cottage at Swindlehurst Farm remains of concern.

Paragraph 17 ‘Core Planning Principles’ of the National Planning Policy Framework notes that planning should ‘conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance, so that they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of this and future generations’, with Paragraph 126 stating that local planning authorities should recognise that 'heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource' which should be conserved in a 'manner appropriate to their significance’.  Local planning authorities should also take into account 'the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets ... the wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits that conservation of the historic environment can bring ... the opportunities to draw on the contribution made by the historic environment to the character of a place'.  These paragraphs highlight the importance of the conservation, preservation and enhancement of the adjacent Conservation Area and Listed Buildings as important considerations when assessing this proposal.
Paragraph 131 provides advice when determining planning applications, noting that local planning authorities should take account of:

· the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and

· the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness.

Paragraph 132 provides more advice when considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, with paragraph 134 noting that where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use.

In summing up his decision to dismiss the recent Appeal for the last scheme at this site the Inspector noted that ‘While it may not be of any great vintage, the boundary wall is an important constituent of the character and the appearance of the Conservation Area.  It starts near the junction with Sawley Road and provides definition to the south-eastern part of Main Street.  The Grindleton Conservation Area Appraisal (GCAA) notes that the boundary walls are distinctive features of the conservation area, lining both sides of Main Street and contributing to the linear character of the street.  From what I saw of the conservation area, that seems to me correct.’  He continues noting that ‘In simple terms, the removal of a relatively significant length of boundary wall, and the significant excavation beyond, would reduce the feeling of enclosure and definition the existing wall provides towards the linear character of the street.  In my view, bearing in mind the importance of the contribution boundary walls make to conservation area, I consider that this loss would significantly harm both the character and the appearance of the conservation area.’  With regards to the impact upon the adjacent Listed Buildings he notes that ‘the existing wall gives a visually pleasing, continuous frontage passing the flank of the adjacent Swindlehurst Farmhouse (as described in the list description), a Grade II listed building.  The removal of part of the wall and the introduction of an excavated area would, in my view, disrupt the continuity of the frontage, and this would harm the setting of the listed building.’

On this basis, whilst it is recognised that as the wall runs to the north-west, it is broken and disrupted by the presence of a bus shelter, the opening for the pedestrian steps alongside and the parking area to the front of No.1 Greenside View, the presence of these features does not undermine the continuity of the existing boundary wall as it runs to the south-east from beyond the bus shelter.  The proposed scheme would, in my view, significantly undermine the continuity of the boundary wall and cause the loss of an important character feature within this area of the streetscene (the bus shelter) to the visual detriment of the character and appearance of Grindleton Conservation Area and the setting of the Grade II Listed Swindlehurst Farmhouse due to the incongruous disruption to the historically important linearity of Main Street and its traditional boundary form.  I recognise that the proposal would bring some benefits.  However, I do not consider that the benefits put forward are sufficient to outweigh the harm that would be caused by the proposal.

With specific regard to the schemes impact on highway safety, the County Surveyor notes the following issues with the scheme proposed.  The driveway access is 4.0m in width and has a tight radius.  As it is to serve three properties it is reasonable to anticipate that there will be opposed movements at regular times throughout the day.  The proposed width will not safely accommodate such movements and could place motorists in a vulnerable position when committing to access the site.  It should also be noted that pedestrian access is also required at this point. 

There is an existing stepped footpath serving the properties at 1-3 Greendale View and this leads from the north side of the stone shelter.  This provision will be lost, as part of the proposal and pedestrians will access their properties via the paved driveway, leading to a short series of steps.  The gradient from the site to the highway is also a concern.  I have looked at the available levels and calculated that there is a greater than 1 in 13 drop to the existing footway, a ratio in excess of the acceptable recommended maximum of 1 in 20 from a site to an adjacent highway.  The extreme limit for a footway is 8% and anything beyond this would have to have to be supported with a pedestrian guardrail. The proposed shared driveway approaches this absolute maximum and there is no pedestrian designated route or additional provision such as a handrail.

On this basis, whilst it is recognised that as the wall runs to the north-west, it is broken and disrupted by the presence of a bus shelter, the opening for the pedestrian steps alongside and the parking area to the front of No.1 Greenside View, the presence of these features does not undermine the continuity of the existing boundary wall as it runs to the south-east from beyond the bus shelter.  The proposed scheme would, in my view, significantly undermine the continuity of the boundary wall as it would be harmful to the character and appearance of Grindleton Conservation Area and the setting of the Grade II Listed Swindlehurst Farmhouse because due to the incongruous disruption to the historically important linearity of Main Street and its traditional boundary form.  I recognise that the proposal seeks to bring some benefits for the applicants (namely off street parking), however the benefits put forward are not considered sufficient to outweigh the visual harm that would be caused by the proposal, and as the County Highways Officer is recommending refusal of this application on highway safety grounds, there are question marks relating to its overall suitability anyway.
Taking these points together, I conclude that the approval of the scheme would be to the detriment of highway safety, and the proposal would fail to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation area and it would harm the setting of the adjacent listed building.  The benefits put forward are insufficient to outweigh this harm, and the proposal therefore is considered contrary to Local Plan Policy and guidance contained within the NPPF, and is recommended accordingly.

RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 20/09/2012














