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	Development Description:
	Change of use from public house with living accommodation to one dwelling with business use. Demolition of existing single-storey extensions and construction of new single-storey extension. Construction of new, two-storey, three-car garage with business storage above. Construction of three new two-storey holiday lets.

	Site Address/Location:
	Duke of York Inn Grindleton Brow Grindleton BB7 4QR

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	Grindleton Parish Council have provided the following comments in relation to this application:

· The planning application says that the Buck Inn across the road and The Pavilion operate as public house/ bar facilities for the village. This is factually incorrect. The Buck is closed and has been since November 2018. We have made enquires to whether it will re-open or be sold, but we have had no reply. The Pavilion (village hall) is a well-used, highly rated facility with a private bar for pre-booked/ticketed events, is run by volunteers and, for example, is only booked for 4 events in March. The Pavilion follows a policy not to compete with the village pubs in recognition of their valuable and differing service to the village. 

· The public house is a vital part of rural life and acts as a drop-in centre for a catch up and chat with friends etc. RVBC are aware that when facilities like this disappear we then have more social problems in terms of loneliness and depression. Village pubs are recognised as reducing social isolation. The village has been vibrant, with plenty of social activity. The closure of the Duke of York public house will have a direct impact on the above.

· The marketing information within the application appears to show that no-one wished to purchase the Duke of York. We as a Parish Council question the validity and accuracy of the marketing information contained within the application, as it was previously advertised as a well- known thriving business with lots of potential. Subsequent advertising showed that wet sales fell by over 75%. 

· The Parish Council carried out its 5-year plan consultation in Q3/4 of 2018 and we had overwhelming consensus from the villagers that a public house was vital to keeping the village alive. We felt so strongly about the village pub situation in the village that we have placed the Buck Inn on the community asset register to try to salvage something for the village in this dire situation we find ourselves, but this does not guarantee we will be successful.

· The Duke of York pub as you will be aware is a grade 2 listed building in a conservation area. Whilst we appreciate that the applicant wants to remove the 1970s glass extension from the side of the building, and whilst this will atheistically improve the look of the building, we realise that this area is the pub’s dining room, and once demolished, the building would never return to being a gastro pub.

Holiday lets

· As this is the entrance to the village, this construction has the potential to alter the ‘character’ of the village. It is felt that the materials used to construct the holiday cottages would need to be sympathetic / in keeping with its surroundings, so as not to adversely impact the area.  

· We do not agree the holiday let will bring financial benefits to the village as described in the application. We have nowhere for people to eat out or have a drink in the village. The application refers to the availability of a bus service, but as this does not run in the evenings and any time on Sundays it cannot be offered as transport to/return from establishments in other areas for evening meals. This will impact on increased vehicle usage in both Grindleton and other local villages.
Builder’s store

· In the application it states the building will be a workshop and a store and a depot. If it is a workshop more noise than the application indicates will be generated. If it is a depot this implies it will be used for storage of building materials, sand, stone etc. this would be totally unacceptable due to noise and increase in HGV traffic within the conservation area.     

· Whilst we agree that a public house created noise that was mainly at given times of the day. With a builder’s store this could be from early morning through to late at night.
· In the application the information says the 1st floor will be used for storage of equipment that they don’t want to leave on site. As the store will be used to store high value items we have concerns as to how they intend to apply their security. We would want a restriction on unsociable noise at unsociable times and 24/7 flood lighting. 

· We feel the lowering of the beer garden is not presented as part of thoughtful landscaping of the site, but as an appeasing move of the benefit of 1 or 2 adjacent residential properties. 

· The builder’s store is planned to be built alongside millennium woods, which has been developed over the years to attract wildlife and grow native plants. This is an area that is well used by the villagers. It is felt that the woods would be adversely affected by excessive use of floodlighting and noise nuisance from within the depot.

Parking and traffic
· Grindleton is a village that suffers from lack of parking and in this part of the village it is no different. Previously people living on Pendle View have used the pub car park on which to park their private cars at night and at weekends, but since the change of ownership of The Duke of York, residents now park on the road and pavement just below the development. This causes problems to both pedestrians and road users.

· The application states the pub attic will be converted into an office for 8 people. The holiday lets have 3 parking places and can accommodate up to 4 people, with the potential therefore of more than 3 cars in attendance. The depot/store has multiple employees and then there will be family vehicles. The result of this would be more vehicles parking on the road.

· We have had strong representation from people who walk past this site with young children and who walk to the local primary school. Clearly their concern is the amount of traffic this development will have. The entrance/exit of the site would have a restricted view of pedestrians and traffic due to the kerbside position of the holiday lets. The village is busy twice a day with buses negotiating country roads transporting pupils to the High school, the Duke of York being a pick up drop off point for pupils of Bowland High.

As a Parish Council we cannot see how this application meets the Policy DMG2 of the Core Strategy.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	No objection subject to conditions.

	Lead Local Flood Authority:
	

	No comment.

	Lancashire Archaeology:
	

	Grindleton village is noted in the Domesday Survey and its name is thought to derive from the Old English "Farm on (or by) the gravelly stream". Its plan is a typical medieval one: a main street with plots running off it at right-angles and a back lane. The southeast end of the village is 'book-ended' by the Duke of York Hotel and whilst the extant building appears to be of early 19th century date, the site is likely to be much older.

The applications come with a Heritage Assessment (Garry Miller, January 2019) and a Listed Building Statement (Judith Douglas Town Planning, January 2019), both of which suggest that the impact of the proposed works on the significance of the building and its setting are fairly low and are justified in the interests of bring the building back into use.

Contrariwise, the comments by the Conservation Officer (Adrian Dowd, email of 24th

January 2019) suggest that the scheme would have significant impacts on the special historic and architectural character of the building, as well as impacts on its setting and the character and appearance of the Grindleton Conservation Area.

We would agree that there are significant impacts from the proposals as set out, but on balance would probably not object to the changes to the building itself but would recommend that it be recorded. The new build elements do appear to have more of an impact than suggested in the application on this 'gateway' site and we would defer to Mr Dowd's judgement as to whether the development as a whole is acceptable. We would note, however, that the potential impact of the works on buried archaeological remains has not been considered. Whilst it is unlikely that remains of national importance will be impacted, it is possible that features relating to the earlier occupation of the site (including buried remains of earlier buildings and rubbish pits) will be present.

As such a formal archaeological watching brief would appear to be appropriate during any ground disturbance. We would therefore recommend that (i) the extant historic building is fully recorded prior to the conversion work being undertaken and (ii) a watching brief is held during any ground works associated with the development. 

	Council for British Archaeology:
	

	The CBA has no objection to the adaptive reuse of the Duke of York Inn for residential and business purposes and defers to the Local Planning Authority’s conservation advisors on matters of detail and implementation. However, the CBA objects strongly to the additional proposals for the infill development of three holiday cottages which we find to be harmful to the character and appearance of the Grindleton Conservation Area and the setting of the Listed Grade II Duke of York Inn. We consider that the proposals fail to meet the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework, specifically, section 16. 

Significance 
The Duke of York Inn, one of three designated heritage assets in Grindleton, is a Listed Grade II public house of early 19th century origins with attached later stables evidencing its status as a coaching inn. The Heritage Statement records that little remains of the original internal fixtures, fittings and other features and the building has clearly undergone several unsympathetic extensions and infills to the rear including the 1960s side extension proposed for demolition. The property lies within the Grindleton Conservation Area and makes a substantial contribution to its character and appearance, especially as it fronts onto a prominent gateway location at the junction of Brow Top, Sawley Road and Main Street and is identified in the Conservation Area Appraisal as a Focal Building. 

Comments
We note that the Heritage Statement lacks any consideration of the proposals for the infill development of three holiday cottages and therefore fails to consider the impact of this substantial element of the application on the significance of the Listed Grade II Duke of York Inn and the character and appearance of the Grindleton Conservation Area. The Heritage Statement clearly fails to meet the requirements of the NPPF, Section 16. The NPPF is clear regarding the requirements for applicant’s, “In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance. As a minimum the relevant historic environment record should have been consulted and the heritage assets assessed using appropriate expertise where necessary…” (paragraph 189).

Having examined the plans, elevations and single visualisation for the proposed new builds and associated access, landscaping and garaging, we conclude that the proposed cottages and associated works will result in a substantial change to the setting of both the Listed Grade II Duke of York Inn and the Grindleton Conservation Area. The setting of the Inn will be heavily compromised by the new frontage building and the redesigned site access. The status of the Inn as a Focal Building at a gateway location to the conservation area will be challenged to the extent that from Brow Hill at least the Inn will no longer ‘stand out’. We consider this to be “harm” as defined in the NPPF. Whether this impact on the setting of both designated heritage assets would amount to “substantial harm” or “less than substantial harm” may not be the issue. 

NPPF paragraph 193 states, “When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its significance” and paragraph 194 considers that, “Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset (from its alteration or destruction, or from development within its setting), should require clear and convincing justification…”. The CBA notes from the applicant’s Listed Building Statement document that there has been pre-application advice from the Local Planning Authority regarding several key issues including the acceptability of the proposed holiday cottages. The CBA also notes that the pre-application advice was heavily caveated as follows, “…The Pre-Application Advice Officer made it clear that the advice was given without direct input from Conservation colleagues and that a separate detailed heritage response would be provided after a site visit from the Conservation Officer…” (paragraph 6.6). The CBA considers this caveat to be correct in view of the site’s heritage interest. Both the setting of the Grade II Listed Building and Conservation Area need to be considered in determining the impact of the application. 

The NPPF is clear that, “Local planning authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and any necessary expertise. They should take this into account when considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise any conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal.”
The absence of an appropriate assessment of significance notwithstanding, the CBA considers the design, scale and massing of the proposed new builds to be out of character. The main new build against Brow Hill is set forward from the Duke of York Inn and is far too large to successfully respect the character and appearance of the Conservation Area and the setting of the Listed Grade II Duke of York Inn. The proposed gable, for instance, introduces a design element that is not reflected in any other buildings within the immediate area. 

The Design Statement accompanying the application purports that, “The introduction of the new cottages seek to enhance the urban grain of the village by infilling the uncharacteristic gap in the street frontage caused by the car park. It seeks to provide an infill development and continue the ad-hoc architectural features of the existing lines progression through the village. The cottages sit on a lower level to the existing and so are not only subservient in their architectural language but are subservient in scale and material whilst responding to the vernacular architectural characteristics of the village.” The CBA takes a different view. The car park does not constitute an uncharacteristic gap, it has historic significance. The village does not have urban grain, it has rural ‘village’ grain. A less obtrusive design set much further back with longer front gardens might be more successful. 

The CBA strongly objects to this application and recommends that it is refused because it harms the setting of the Listed Grade II Duke of York Inn and the character and appearance of the Grindleton Conservation Area as well as the status of the Inn as a “Focal Building” at the southern gateway into the village. Although we have no substantive objections to the adaptive reuse of the Duke of York Inn for residential and business purposes, we recommend that the Local Planning Authority defers to its conservation advisors on matters of detail and implementation for this aspect of the proposal. Any future application or revision of the current application should ensure that there is a more appropriate assessment of significance and impact and that new proposals are clearly informed by it as required by the NPPF. We also consider that a revised heritage statement should also examine the archaeological potential of the site.

	Woodland Trust:
	

	The proposed development would be sited directly adjacent to Woodland Trust-owned site, Greendale Wood. The Woodland Trust objects on the basis that the close proximity of the development could have numerous adverse impacts on the woodland. Issues such as shading, leaf fall, overhanging branches and health and safety concerns can all lead to neighbouring land owners wanting to lop or fell trees.

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	A total of 21 letters of objection have been received and the concerns raised are summarised below.
· The development does not meet Policy DMG2 of the Core Strategy.

· The Duke of York has been a public house for 150 years but has not run well recently due to poor management. There is still the potential for this to be a successful business.

· There are no other pubs in the village – The Buck Inn closed in November 2018.
· Not convinced that the pub has been marketed effectively.

· The pub is in a prominent position within the village and is an iconic grade II listed building in a conservation area and the area of outstanding natural beauty.

· The loss of the pub would have a significant impact on local residents.

· Retention of the pub would have a positive effect on tourism.

· Erection of garages and holiday lets at the site is unacceptable in a conservation area and next to a grade II listed building.
· Volume of traffic would increase significantly and negative impact on pedestrians.
· Not enough parking has been provided within the site and would result in parking on the road.

· The site is next to the Millennium Green, an area developed by villagers to attract wildlife and for people to enjoy walking around.

· The development would lead to extra crime in the village due to high value items kept at the premises.

· Holiday lets next to a builders yard would be an unacceptable relationship.

· Over-intensive development of the site.

· Holiday cottages are set too far forward.

· The store at first floor is impractical for carrying heavy equipment up to.

· Potential for use of the yard and garages as a workshop and building/storage yard.

· No need for garage/office space within the village.
· Loss of employment opportunities.

· Grindleton Pavilion does not compete directly with the village pub(s) but seeks to avoid competition.

· Permanent loss of important historical use.

· Impact on neighbouring residents.
One letter has been submitted in support of the application. It states that:

· The village cannot support two pubs.

· Only people living in the house would work in the office.

· The holiday cottages would be built using sympathetic materials.

· There would be less noise and traffic than when it was a pub.

· Sympathetic restoration would improve the view as you approach the village.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy

Key Statement DS1 – Development Strategy

Key Statement DS2 – Sustainable Development

Key Statement EN2 – Landscape

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets

Key Statement H1 – Housing Provision

Key Statement EC1 – Business and Employment Development

Key Statement EC2 – Development of retail, shops and community facilities and services

Key Statement EC3 – Visitor Economy

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DMG2 – Strategic Considerations

Policy DMG3 – Transport and Mobility

Policy DME3 – Site and Species Protection & Conservation
Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets

Policy DMH3 – Dwellings in the Open Countryside and AONB

Policy DMH4 – The Conversion of Barns and Other Buildings to Dwellings

Policy DMB1 – Supporting Business Growth and the Local Economy

National Planning Policy Framework

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990

	RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY:

3/2009/0289 - Proposed level standing/seating area (Listed Building Consent) (Resubmission). Approved with Conditions.

3/2009/0288 - Proposed level standing/seating area (Resubmission). Approved with Conditions.
3/2008/0447 - Retrospective application for decking to front of building (Listed Building Consent). Refused.

3/2008/0448 - Retrospective application for decking to front of building. Refused.

3/1997/0842 - Extension to rear of premises to form link to toilets and store (Listed Building Consent). Approved with Conditions.

3/1997/0841 - Extension to rear of premises to form link to toilets and store. Approved with Conditions.

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:
This planning application seeks consent for a change of use of the Duke of York from a public house to residential use with ancillary business accommodation, and the erection of three holiday cottages and a building for garaging for the dwelling and storage for the business on the existing car park.

The application site is located within the village boundary of Grindleton, identified as a tier 2 settlement in the adopted Core Strategy, and within Grindleton Conservation Area and the AONB. On entrance to the village from Grindleton Brow, the Duke of York is a prominent building, located on the corner of Grindleton Brow and Main Street at the brow of the hill. To the north, the building adjoins 1-4 Kayley Terrace and the site bounds the garden area of Townley House, a grade II listed building. To the west of the public house is the associated car park and beyond that is Greendale Woods. Townley House and Cromwell Cottage, both farmhouses, are listed buildings within vicinity of the application site.

The grade II listed Duke of York is now closed and has been vacant since at least July 2017. The ground floor comprises public bar areas, dining room, toilets and catering kitchen. There are internal stairs to a cellar which has an external beer drop from the pavement in Main Street. At first floor the proprietors flat contains a lounge, kitchen, bathroom and three bedrooms.
The proposal is to convert the public house into one dwelling.  An existing modern single storey extension on the west side of the building and single storey flat roof extensions to the rear would be demolished. A contemporary single storey rear is proposed to the rear of the public house to provide a dining room and kitchen. The proposal also includes alterations to the plan form in the western bay, relocation of the staircase and the construction of a spiral staircase. Externally the proposals would introduce three roof lights on the rear roof slope to light the attic and the proposed installation of two windows in the west gable. 
The attic space, which is currently unused, would be converted into an office space to be used in conjunction with the applicant’s businesses. The applicant and his brother own and run a construction and property rental business employing one secretary and a full-time labourer/driver as well as on average 10 sub-contracted employees.  A reception area for the holiday cottages would be provided at the ground floor of the Duke of York with its own access off Main Street and would create one full-time position.
On the area which is currently a car park and occupied by the modern side extension, it is proposed to redevelop and erect three holiday cottages arranged in a terraced row. The cottages, to be faced with natural stone, ashlar stone detailing, timber window frames and doors and natural slate roofs, would have a ridge height of 7.6 metres. The principal elevation of the proposed holiday cottages would sit forwards of the public house and a small front garden area would be delineated by a traditional stone wall with side gate entrance. Each holiday cottage would provide two bedrooms. There would be a separation of around 6.4 metres between the gable end of the Duke of York and the proposed holiday cottages and within this gap would be provided vehicular access into the site. Along the site frontage the scheme would provide an extension to the existing public footway. 
To the north of the site it is proposed to erect a two storey building for domestic garaging and storage space above. The storage area would be used for domestic and business storage purposes. The applicant’s current business has storage facilities in Wilpshire and this would be re-located to the application site. It is proposed that the first floor storage area would be used to store high value tools including small electrical tools required for the applicant’s building company. The proposed building would be constructed using similar materials to the proposed holiday cottages at the front of the site, albeit the walls would be finished with white render rather than natural stone.


	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

The main considerations in the determination of this planning application are the principle of development, the impact of the development on the significance of designated heritage assets, its design and visual appearance, its impact of residential amenity, highway safety and effect on trees and ecology.
Principle of Development
Conversion of the Duke of York

The village of Grindleton is identified as a tier 2 settlement in the adopted Core Strategy; as such, it is considered as one of the less sustainable settlements in the borough. Policy DMG2 sets out that within tier 2 villages and outside the defined settlement areas development must meet at least one of the following considerations:
1. The development should be essential to the local economy or social wellbeing of the area.

2. The development is needed for the purposes of forestry or agriculture.

3. The development is for local needs housing which meets an identified need and is secured as such.

4. The development is for small scale tourism or recreational developments appropriate to a rural area.

5. The development is for small-scale uses appropriate to a rural area where a local need or benefit can be demonstrated.

6. The development is compatible with the enterprise zone designation.
In addition, Key Statement DS1 says that development that has recognised regeneration benefits will be considered in all of the borough’s settlements. In determining this application, it is important to consider whether the proposals would result in ‘regeneration’ which implies that a site needs to be regenerated or restored. The viability of the site for public house use will be discussed in more detail below.

In considering the proposal to change the use of the Duke of York to a single dwellinghouse, Policy DMH3 restricts residential development in the open countryside or AONB to, amongst other scenarios, the appropriate conversion of buildings to dwellings provided they are suitably located and their form and general design are in keeping with their surroundings.  In respect of design, this is discussed later in the report, however in terms of “suitably located”, the site falls within the existing and emerging settlement boundary for Grindleton, would not be isolated from the village and thus is considered to be “suitably located” for the purposes of this policy.
Community facilities, such as public houses, are afforded protection through Key Statement EC2, Policies DMB1 and DMR3, and paragraphs 83 and 92 of the Framework. Key Statement EC2 states that proposals that have an adverse impact on existing community facilities will only be permitted as an exception where the proposed development would bring defined and demonstrable benefits and states that the Council will require robust evidence that much needed smaller retail and other facilities in the more rural parts of the area are no longer viable before considering other forms of use. Policy DMR3 requires ground floor commercial premises (including community related commercial premises) within village boundaries to have been offered for sale on the open market for a period of at least 12 months before change of use to residential accommodation.
The village of Grindleton has a limited number of facilities but this is not unexpected for a settlement of its size; nearby villages of West Bradford and Chatburn each have only one public house. There are two public houses located within Grindleton; the Duke of York and the Buck Inn on the opposite site of Sawley Road around 30-40 metres from the application site; both are currently closed. In addition, Grindleton Pavilion is an important community facility providing meeting rooms, a kitchen and bar and there are numerous community groups that operate classes/meetings from this building. Resident objections note that the Buck Inn closed recently in November 2018 and therefore there is no public house open in the village at this time. In terms of the wording of Key Statement EC2, it is not possible to conclude that there would be no adverse impact on community facilities as any loss in the range and choice would cause some harm. 
It is noted that the Buck Inn has been successfully nominated as an asset of community value which provides opportunity for a community interest group a right to bid for the asset in the event that the existing owner seeks to dispose of it. As such, there is some protection afforded to the use of this building as a public house and the building’s lawful use persists as a public house regardless of whether the business is currently operating or not. Whilst the community benefits of a public house in a rural community such as Grindleton are noted, there would remain a public house within the settlement a short distance from the application site and Grindleton Pavilion is also considered an important community facility for the village. Should the owner of the Buck Inn, for example, seek to change the use of the building to an alternative use this would be subject to a separate application for planning consent which would have to be determined on its own merits. 
Taking account of the above it is not considered that the loss of the Duke of York would result in significant detriment to community facilities in the village and the loss of the Duke of York as a public house may indeed help to sustain the Buck Inn.  Whilst it is considered that the loss of the public house would not result in considerable harm to the social and economic wellbeing of Grindleton, the applicant has failed to provide robust evidence that the facility is no longer viable and there are concerns that the Duke of York has only recently been purchased in June 2018. This is very relevant to the weight to be attached to harm to the designated heritage assets (e.g. section 16, 66 and 72) in the ‘planning balance’ and considerations to NPPF paragraph 194, 195 and 196 and to whether the proposals would bring defined and demonstrable benefits including the ‘regeneration’ of the site. The viability of the site for public house use will be discussed in more detail below.
It is noted that the planning agent seeks to present the proposals for change of use as a mixed use scheme, including both a domestic dwelling and commercial offices for the applicant’s business in the attic space. This, it is argued, would in part preserve the employment generating use of the building. However, it is considered that the office space could be thought of as no more than ancillary to the main domestic use of the building. The proposed office could realistically only be used by the occupants of the domestic dwelling or close family relatives given that access is through the main living areas.
Holiday cottages

In terms of the acceptability of the proposal to erect holiday cottages at the site, Key Statement EC3 relates specifically to the visitor economy stating that proposals that contribute to and strengthen the visitor economy of Ribble Valley will be encouraged. The proposed development would contribute to the tourism economy and would provide an additional source of income for the owners of the Duke of York. As such, the holiday cottages would accord with the general intentions of Key Statement EC3.

The application site is located in the Open Countryside. Core Strategy Policy DMG2 requires development within tier 2 villages or outside of defined settlement areas to meet at least one of six considerations one of which is “4) The development is for small scale tourism or recreational developments appropriate to a rural area”. In my opinion the proposal is for a small scale tourism development of a type that is appropriate to this locality. Policy DMB3 relates specifically to recreation and tourism development. Tourism and visitor attractions are generally supported subject to the following criteria being met:

1. The proposal must not conflict with other policies of this plan;

2. The proposal must be physically well related to an existing main settlement or village or to an existing group of buildings, except where the proposed facilities are required in conjunction with a particular countryside attraction and there are no suitable existing buildings or developed sites available;

3. The development should not undermine the character, quality or visual amenities of the plan area by virtue of its scale, siting, materials or design;

4. The proposals should be well related to the existing highway network. It should not generate additional traffic movements of a scale and type likely to cause undue problems or disturbance. Where possible the proposals should be well related to the public transport network;

5. The site should be large enough to accommodate the necessary car parking, service areas and appropriate landscaped areas; and

6. The proposal must take into account any nature conservation impacts using suitable survey information and where possible seek to incorporate any important existing associations within the development. Failing this then adequate mitigation will be sought.

The proposed holiday cottages would be located within a tier 2 village and would be physically well-related to existing built development. Subject to accordance with the above criteria (discussed in more detail below) the holiday cottage proposals are acceptable.
Garage/store building

The provision of a garage/store building to be associated with the proposed dwellinghouse and for use in conjunction with the applicant’s construction business does not raise any concerns in principle but would be subject to consideration against other development management policies.

Impact on heritage assets (including design and visual appearance)
It is acknowledged that the application site lies within the Forest of Bowland AONB and Key Statement EN2 of the Core Strategy is relevant. However, the site is well-related to existing built development and it is considered that there is no harm to landscape character that would arise from the development proposals. Moreover, it is not considered that the proposed development would result in any adverse impact on the setting of listed buildings,  Townley House and Cromwell Cottage.
Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that ‘when considering applications for listed building consent, special regard shall be had to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses’. NPPF18 paragraphs 193-194 state:

“When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its significance. 

Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset (from its alteration or destruction, or from development within its setting), should require clear and convincing justification”.

Core Strategy Key Statement EN5 applies a presumption in favour of the conservation and enhancement of the significance of heritage assets and their settings. Policy DME4 states that ‘alterations or extensions to listed buildings or buildings of local heritage interest, or development proposals on sites within their setting which cause harm to the significance of the heritage asset will not be supported. Any proposals involving the demolition or loss of important historic fabric from listed buildings will be refused unless it can be demonstrated that exceptional circumstances exist.’ In relation to conservation areas it says that ‘proposals within, or affecting views into and out of, or affecting the setting of a conservation area will be required to conserve and where appropriate enhance its character and appearance and those elements which contribute towards its significance.
The Heritage Assessment submitted with the planning application recognises that the Duke of York is of “national importance … occupies a prominent location and is itself a distinctive building of the conservation area” (Section 7.3). It is also recognised that prime significance resides in its “streetscene presence” (Section 7.2). This is reflected in the Grindleton Conservation Area Appraisal identification of the building as a Focal Building (corner site; elevated building at gateway and approach to village from the west; ‘polite’ architecture) whereas “the historic buildings of Grindleton are relatively modest and conservative” (pg12).  The use of the building is also distinct; “Grindleton is primarily a residential village, with little employment within the village except for two pubs” (pg12).

The historic (and communally important) use as a public house is to be lost in its entirety as a result of the proposals. The applicant points out that the building may have originated as a private dwelling in circa 1800 but by the mid-1850s it had become an inn. It has therefore been in continuous use as a public house for over 150 years and this is an essential part of its significance which would inevitably be harmed. Moreover, changing the use to a private dwelling would permanently restrict public access.
In addition to the permanent change of use away from a public house, the application also proposes some physical alterations to exterior of the listed building and the Council’s Conservation Officer comments as follows:

· Doors and windows are frequently key to the significance of a building” and the Heritage Statement provides an example of this in discussion of new windows and changes made to plan form in the early C20 (pg11). The east gable attic window and two-light front elevation windows are also indicative of the interesting historic development of this building. The proposed installation of two windows in the west gable, three rooflights in the roofslope (prominent from Main Street; significance from lack of previous intrusion – “the unbroken line of a roof may be an important contributor to its significance” paragraph 45) and large expanses of glazing in the proposed extension (“the junction between new work and the existing fabric needs particular attention, both for its impact on the significance of the existing asset and the impact on the contribution of its setting” paragraph 43) are harmful.

Consideration must also be given to the impact of the proposals on the setting of the listed building and the character and appearance of Grindleton Conservation Area as an area of special architectural and historic interest. In addition to the external changes to the building, there would be subtle changes including the removal of signs, ‘A’ boards, fascias etc. The change of use would result in a more domestic appearance and the loss of a clear character reflecting its function as a public house.

Making Changes to Heritage Assets’ (Historic England, 2016, paragraph 41) states, “It would not normally be good practice for new work to dominate the original asset or its setting in either scale, material or as a result of its siting”. The proposed holiday let block projecting forward of the listed building’s façade and garage/store block are prominent, incongruous and intrusive additions. There is an intrinsic and historic relationship between the Duke of York and the land immediately to the building’s west and north. Furthermore, this open area is a fitting apron to one of a small number of architecturally ‘polite’ buildings in Grindleton and ensures that the listed building rightfully retains its intentionally imposing (to capture passing trade) place in the streetscene and at the entrance to the village from the west.

The above corresponds with the views expressed by the Council for British Archaeology (CBA) and Lancashire Archaeology Advice Service (LAAS) insofar as they relate to the impact of the proposed holiday cottages and garage building on designated heritage assets.

Having regard to the above, it is thought that the proposals are of substantial harm to the special architectural and historic interest and setting of the listed building (see section 16 and 66 of the Act; NPPF paragraph 195) and less than substantial harm (but approaching substantial harm) to the character and appearance of Grindleton Conservation Area.  Under such circumstances, paragraph 195 of the Framework advises that consent should be refused unless the proposal would achieve substantial public benefits capable of outweighing any harm, or all of the following apply: 

a) the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site; and 

b) no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term through appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation; and 

c) conservation by grant-funding or some form of not for profit, charitable or public ownership is demonstrably not possible; and 

d) the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back into use.

The planning application includes a marketing report produced by Westlake & Co Chartered Surveyors outlining their involvement in the marketing of the Duke of York from October 2017 to its sale to the applicant in June 2018. According to the marketing report this period of marketing followed a significant drop in takings across the period 2010-2016 with the premises operating under a number of short term tenancy agreements prior to closure. Unfortunately no detailed accounts to cover this period have been provided however the comments of Grindleton Parish Council are noted regarding the previous advertising of the building ‘as a well- known thriving business’ and reference  in August 2015 to a ‘well established gastro-pub in picturesque rural setting with an annual turnover of £467,000”.
At the time of inspection by Westlake & Co in July 2017 the premises was operating at limited hours only with a restricted food offering. Westlake & Co advised their clients at that time that there was no obvious alternative commercial demand for the premises and that there were over 90 licensed premises within a 3 mile radius of the site. It is understood that the previous owners, Punch Taverns, marketed the property for sale from early 2017 but no details have been provided. Sales particulars were prepared by Westlake & Co and ‘for sale’ boards erected in October 2017 with a sale price of £425,000. Particulars were mailed to 602 parties which include a wide range of potential buyers. It is stated within the report that no adverts were placed in this instance as, in the property agency’s experience, this generally received a poor response rate. Six expressions of interest were received, with two accompanied visits undertaken.

The asking price was reduced in January 2018 and particulars recirculated to 624 parties. Due to lack of general reaction the asking price was again reduced in late February 2018 and recirculated. Whilst a number of initial enquires were for some continued operation, any later interest was from alternative use occupiers and the marketing did not produced viable offers that would likely lead to the retention of the public house. The building was bought by the current owner for £250,000 in June 2018 and marketing activity has since ceased. No information has been provided to explain the lack of marketing of the premises since they were purchased in June 2018 and this raises some concern that the premises were purchased with the intention of obtaining a residential use. There was some interest generated by the eight month marketing campaign including six expressions of interest and two accompanied visits and additional enquires for continued operation of the public house. Taking this into account and considering the lack of financial records of the business, there is insufficient evidence to established that use of the premises as a public house is unviable and that the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site given its location on the main road through the village in attractive surroundings in the Forest of Bowland AONB and Grindleton Conservation Area. As such, the application fails on paragraph 195 point b) and Key Statement EC2 and Policy DMR3 of the Core Strategy.
In regard to point c) above, there is no specific evidence of this being likely. However, the applicant has failed to provide details of any approach to charitable foundations, amenity societies or preservation trusts to establish whether they are willing to maintain the historic and communal interest of the building.

In relation to the final point d), whilst the Duke of York is currently vacant there is no risk to the building's special interest in the short term as the building is not in a deteriorated state and its potential use as a public house would remain, even when closed. In the longer term, whilst the proposal would secure the future conservation of the building, this does not amount to a substantial public benefit at the current time and the current proposal would not be the only means of achieving this. As such there are no overall public benefits sufficient to outweigh the harm to designated heritage assets as a result of the proposals.
Highway Safety

The alterations to the existing building would result in the provision of a four bedroom dwelling. The proposed three holiday lets will each consist of 2 bedrooms and the proposed new two storey garage would house three parking spaces along with a storage area on the first floor. All of the above would be sited within the curtilage of the development site.

Objections from the Parish Council and neighbours have raised highway safety concerns and object on the basis that the proposed parking provision is insufficient. However, the County Surveyor considers the parking provision for the development and the parking arrangements as proposed to be acceptable subject to appropriate planning conditions. This would include the requirement that the wall as illustrated to the end of the three parking spaces associated with the holiday lets, along with the boundary wall fronting the holiday lets to the rear of the newly proposed footway should be no greater than 1.05m in height so that they do not impede on drivers visibility.

The proposal will result in a new access point being constructed as well as a new footway and alterations to the existing footway as a result of the development. Therefore, the formation of the new vehicle access from Grindleton Brow in to the development site would need to be carried out under a legal agreement (Section 278) with Lancashire County Council as the highway authority. Works should include, but not be exclusive to, the construction of the access to an appropriate standard, including the formation and alterations to the pedestrian footway along with radius kerbs.
Effect on neighbour amenity

The Duke of York adjoins 1 Kayley Terrace to the north. The rear gardens/yards of 1-4 Kayley Terrace bound the site to the east. The first floor windows in the proposed new dwelling would not result in any undue harm to the amenity of neighbouring residents through loss of privacy or overlooking. The existing situation within the garden to the rear of the Duke of York does result in a notable lack of privacy for the occupants of 1 Kayley Terrace due to a difference in ground levels. It is proposed to excavate the garden area bringing it down to similar levels at either side and this would improve the existing relationship between the garden associated with the public house and Kayley Terrace although not details have been provided relating to any works to the boundary wall.
There would be sufficient distance between the rear elevations of Kayley Terrace and the proposed new build development to avoid any adverse impact. Concerns have been raised in relation to the proposed use of the garage/storage building and the potential for this to give rise to unacceptable noise and/or disturbance. It is made clear within the supporting documents that the intention is to use the building for storage purposes only. As such, there would be limited noise generated by the use of this building aside from deliveries to and from the site which are more likely to occur in the morning and evenings. Should consent be granted, planning conditions should be imposed to restrict delivery times. Furthermore, conditions could restrict the storage of materials outdoors (visual amenity) and prevent the imposition of external lighting (which may affect residential amenity) without prior agreement of the Local Planning Authority. It is also noted that it would not be in the applicant’s best interests to operate something akin to a ‘builder’s yard’ at the site as this would undermine the attraction of the holiday let development to potential occupiers.
Ecology and Trees

A protected species survey has been submitted which found no evidence of bats using the property during the time of the survey and concludes that the proposed works are unlikely to cause disturbance to bats, result in the loss of a bat roost or cause injury or death to bats. It notes that the overall foraging potential for bats is considered moderate to high and, given the requirement to secure a net enhancement of biodiversity, there would be a conditional requirement to provide details of bat roosting features to be delivered at the site in accordance with Key Statement EN4.
In addition, the proposed development would be sited directly adjacent to Woodland Trust-owned site, Greendale Wood. The Woodland Trust objects on the basis that the close proximity of the development could have numerous adverse impacts on the woodland. Issues such as shading, leaf fall, overhanging branches and health and safety concerns can all lead to neighbouring land owners wanting to lop or fell trees. The Council’s Countryside Officer has recommended that a tree impact assessment is required to assess the impact of the development on trees to ensure compliance with Core Strategy Policy DME1.

Other Considerations

Whilst permitted development rights previously allowed the change of use from drinking establishments (Class A4) to shops (Class A1), financial and professional services (Class A2) or restaurants and cafes (Class A3) permission without the need for a developer to make a formal application for planning permission, this right was removed in May 2017. As such, there is no such fallback position to consider in the determination of this application.
Conclusion

Having regard to all of the above, the proposed development would result in substantial harm to the special historic interest and setting of the Grade II listed building and be of detriment to the character and appearance of Grindleton Conservation Area. It would not meet the requirements of paragraph 195 of the NPPF and would also conflict with Key Statement EC2 and EN5 and policies DMG1, DME1, DME4, DMB3 and DMR3 of the Core Strategy.

	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning consent be refused for the following reasons:

	1. The proposed change of use and alterations/extension of the Grade II listed building, the Duke of York Hotel, would result in substantial harm to its special historic interest and would harm the character and appearance of Grindleton Conservation Area. The proposals would fail to meet the requirements of paragraph 195 of the NPPF and would be in conflict with Key Statement EN5 and policies DMG1 and DME4 of the Core Strategy.

	2. The proposed garage and holiday let buildings would result in substantial harm to the setting of the Grade II listed building and harm the character and appearance of Grindleton Conservation Area contrary to paragraph 195 of the NPPF and Key Statement EN5 and policies DMG1 and DME4 of the Core Strategy.

	3. The proposed development would lead to a loss of commercial premises without sufficient marketing evidence as explicitly required by Core Strategy Policies DMB1 and DMR3 and the applicant has failed to demonstrate that there is no viable use for the building that would enable its conservation as specified by paragraph 195 b) of the Framework.

	4. The applicant has failed to provide an assessment to consider the impact of the development on trees. In the absence of such information, the Local Planning Authority cannot determine whether any impact would be acceptable or whether the development would accord with Policy DME1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy. 


