
Ribble Valley Borough Council

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT – REFUSAL

	Ref: GT

	Application No: 
	3/2013/0378/P

	Development Proposed:
	Proposed alteration of existing vehicular access, removal of existing concrete steps and formation of 5 ‘off-street’ car-parking spaces.  Re-submission of application 3/2012/0788/P.  Land at 1, 2 & 3 Greendale View, Grindleton, Lancashire.



	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Grindleton Parish Council – The plan for car parking areas at 1, 2 and 3 Greendale View was discussed.  This plan was deemed to be unacceptable for the following reasons:
1. The turning area out of the car slot is stated to be 4m.  This dimension is unworkable and inadequate; it should be 6.1m.
2. The end parking slot would not allow a car to turn around causing the car to reverse in and out.
3. Implementation would irreparably change the character of the Conservation Area.


	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC County Traffic and Development Engineer – No objection to this application, subject to a specific condition being attached to any consent granted.


	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	RVBC Engineers – A request has been made for a condition relating to contaminated land monitoring of the site during construction.

RVBC Principal Planning Officer (Design and Conservation) – He notes that the comments made in relation to various other applications remain unchanged and should be used in conjunction with the determination of this application.  He also notes that the site boundary is significant as it helps to maintain the linear character of Main Street.  The terraced garden is prominent and helps to maintain the rural quality of this prominent part of the conservation area (a former orchard adjoining the now listed Swindlehurst Barn is shown on the 1850 OS) and helps to soften the intrusion of the generic C20 housing.  The existing parking at No1 is incongruous and detrimental to the above character.  This will be compounded by the proposed car park entrance drive, which further opens up the land at this point, is an urban detail and undermines the linear quality of Main Street.  In his opinion, the proposal is harmful to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area.


	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	National Planning Policy Framework.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV16 – Development within Conservation Areas.

Policy ENV17 – Details required with proposals in Conservation Areas.

Policy ENV19 – Listed Buildings.

Policy DMG1 of the Core Strategy (Regulation 22 Submission Draft).

Policy DME4 of the Core Strategy (Regulation 22 Submission Draft).

Key Statement EN5 of the Core Strategy (Regulation 22 Submission Draft).
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.



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

	This application is a re-submission of a previously refused proposal for the proposed alteration of the existing highway boundary to form 6 off-street car parking spaces for three properties.  This proposal seeks permission for the creation of 5 off-street car spaces for the same three properties, however there are no other alterations proposed to the existing highway boundaries and there is now no requirement to move the existing bus shelter.

The proposal 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.

Aside from the previously refused consent for the creation of a larger parking area to the front of these properties (3/2012/0788/P), permission has previously 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 space in the wall currently used for parking for no. 1 Greendale View.  The existing steps up to the site will be removed and replaced with a planted area, with the stonewall and bus shelter retained in situ.  There will be an access road created up from Main Street turning right onto land behind the existing hedgerow and stonewall where there will be five parking spaces marked out.  The existing boundary hedge will be retained with additional planting proposed either side of the bus 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.  The key consideration in this case is therefore whether or not the scheme now accords with the development plan policies.  More specifically, the impact of the development on this location within the Grindleton Conservation Area and the AONB must be considered, along with the effect of the development on the setting of two adjacent Grade II Listed Buildings, Cromwell Cottage (Listed as Swindlehurst Farmhouse) and Townley House.

Previous schemes were objected to by the County Highways Department, however this revised scheme is now considered acceptable for the following reasons,

1. The driveway access is sufficiently wide (now 4.6m) to allow cars to pass as they drive in and out.
2. There is sufficient space for pedestrian access.
3. The gradient of the access road is now approximately 1:15, which is acceptable.
4. The bus shelter is not altered by this application.
5. The 2012 parking layout was not acceptable because vehicles would not be able to manoeuvre in and out of the parking spaces with a 4m aisle width.  Although the aisle width is still 4m now in 2013, the difference is that the parking bays are 3m wide instead of 2.4m wide in 2012.
The Officer does not consider that the revised proposals indicated in this 2013 application would be to the detriment of highway safety, and he goes so far as to welcome this private initiative to relieve the pressure for on street parking in this vicinity.
The consideration must therefore be whether or not the impact the development will have on this location within the Grindleton Conservation Area and the AONB, and on the setting of two adjacent Grade II Listed Buildings, significantly and demonstrably outweighs the benefits highlighted by the County Highways Officer.

As noted in earlier reports, 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 that should be preserved.

As this scheme proposes elements that are similar to those schemes that have been previously refused, the Council’s Principal Planning Officer (Design and Conservation) has 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 advised that the impact of the proposal upon the setting of the adjacent Grade II Listed buildings remains of concern, a point enforced by Section 66 (1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 that states ‘In considering whether to grant planning permission for development which affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning authority or, as the case may be, the Secretary of State shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.  It is the wording ‘special regard’ that is considered to elevate the importance of the setting of the Listed Buildings over the automatic presumption of development in this case.
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 133 noting that ‘Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to or total loss of significance of a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss.

In summing up the decision to dismiss the recent Appeal for the last scheme at this site the Planning 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.’  He continues noting that amongst other things ‘the significant excavation beyond (the existing stone wall), would reduce the feeling of enclosure and definition the existing wall provides towards the linear character of the street’, and that because of this he considered that this loss would significantly harm both the character and the appearance of the Conservation Area.  With specific regard to the impact upon the adjacent Listed Buildings he noted 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’, and that ‘the introduction of an excavated area would, in his view, harm the setting of the Listed Building.’

The Council maintain this view in relation to the development proposed to the rear of this wall, as the terraced garden is prominent and helps to maintain the rural quality of this prominent part of the Conservation Area (a former orchard adjoining the now listed Swindlehurst Barn is shown on the 1850 OS) as it helps to soften the intrusion of the generic C20 housing.  Whilst the existing parking at No1 is incongruous and detrimental to the above character, the impact remains limited to its present state.  This impact would be further compounded by the proposed car park entrance/drive, which would further open up the land at this point, creating urban detail through the extensive engineering works that would undermine the linear quality of Main Street.

Paragraph 133 of the NPPF advises that ‘Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm of a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss.’  In my opinion, the highway benefits of this proposal are not considered of substantial public benefit to outweigh the harm that would be caused by the proposal, and therefore warrant an approval of the scheme.  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, and for these reasons the proposal therefore is considered contrary to Local Plan Policy, guidance contained within the NPPF and the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, and is recommended accordingly.

RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.
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