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Roseland Cottage, Rowington Green, Rowington, Warwick, CV35 7DB
Change of use of land at the side of Roseland cottage to form parking area FOR
Mr A Marsden

The application has been 'called in' by Councillor Caborn.

SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATIONS

Rowington Parish Council: Rowington Parish Council fully supports this
proposal in terms of highway safety, retention of ancient hedgerow and minimal
visual impact. Councillors cannot see that there is any real justification to refuse
change of use of a small area of land which is well screened from the highway
and results in a considerable improvement in terms of highway safety.

WCC (Ecology): Comment that hedgerow should be retained, and recommend
a nesting bird note if the hedge is affected.

WCC (Highways): Had no objection, subject to (reduced) visibility splays on
the previous application.

Public Response: One neighbour has objected on grounds of Green Belt policy,
size, impact on rural character, impact on neighbour amenity, and design.
Detailed arguments are put forward under each heading, including a reference to
PPG2: Green Belts.

RELEVANT POLICIES

e DP2 - Amenity (Warwick District Local Plan 1996 - 2011)

e DP3 - Natural and Historic Environment and Landscape (Warwick District
Local Plan 1996 - 2011)

e DP6 - Access (Warwick District Local Plan 1996 - 2011)

e DP1 - Layout and Design (Warwick District Local Plan 1996 - 2011)

¢ Planning Policy Guidance 2 : Green Belts

PLANNING HISTORY

Planning permission for a similar proposal was refused under W10/0580 for the
following reason.

"The site is situated within the Green Belt and the Warwick District Local Plan
and Planning Policy Guidance Note 2 states that, within the Green Belt, the rural
character of the area will be retained and protected. Policy DAP1 of the Warwick
District Local Plan 1996-2011 contains a general presumption against
“inappropriate” development in Green Belt areas and lists specific forms of
development which can be permitted in appropriate circumstances. The
proposed development does not fall within any of the categories listed in the
policy and, in the Planning Authority's view, very special circumstances sufficient
to justify departing from the development plan have not been demonstrated."



KEY ISSUES

The Site and its Location

The property is a detached cottage with a paddock adjoining, the application site
itself being a corner of the paddock adjoining the dwelling. The whole area lies
in the Green Belt.

Details of the Development

The proposal is to construct a gravel surfaced parking area in the field,
measuring 12 m x 12 m, and using the existing access position for a (widened)
access. It would be bounded by a post and rail fence with traditional hedge
planting. A six page supporting statement has been submitted with the
application, including photographs. This states that the applicant has to park on
the road verge where they consider there is a significant level of traffic which
passes 'at considerable speed’, which presents a safety risk. They go on to say
that there is not enough space to create a parking area and turning space within
the curtilage of the dwelling (there is 4.5 m to the east of the house, 5 m to the
west, and 4.5 m to the front). They consider that the only way to create a
parking and turning area would be to remove the hedge at the front, which they
do not want to do due to its impact on the character of the area.

Assessment

The issue in this case is one of Green Belt policy, which is set out in PPG2: Green
Belts. In such areas there is a general presumption against inappropriate
development so the onus is on the applicant to demonstrate "very special
justification" why consent should be given. This is the opposite of the case for
development proposals outside of such areas.

PPG2 states, at paragraph 3.12, "The statutory definition of development
includes engineering and other operations, and the making of any material
change in the use of land. The carrying out of such operations and the making
of material changes in the use of land are inappropriate development unless
they maintain openness and do not conflict with the purposes of including land in
the Green Belt. (Advice on material changes in the use of buildings is given in
paragraph 3.8 above)."

This means that the change of use of agricultural land to residential is, by
definition, inappropriate since it conflicts with the purposes of including land in
the Green Belt and does not protect openness, one of the purposes for including
land being 'to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment'.

In the present case, the construction of the parking area would radically alter
the character of the land, not only because of the engineering works themselves
but also because of the vehicles that would be parked on the area. Such a
change is considered to be inappropriate and the problems of parking within the
garden, namely the need to remove all, or part, of the frontage hedge, are not
considered to be 'very special justification' since there is no control over the
removal of hedges around dwellings, and 5 m at the side is sufficient to park one
or 2 vehicles. It is also considered that, if permission is granted, it could be
used as an argument for granting other applications (even though, in law, it
would not act as a precedent).



RECOMMENDATION
REFUSE, for the following reason.

REFUSAL REASONS

1 The site is situated within the Green Belt and Planning Policy Guidance
Note 2 states that, within the Green Belt, the rural character of the area
will be retained and protected. It also contains a general presumption
against “inappropriate” development in Green Belt areas and lists
specific forms of development which can be permitted in appropriate
circumstances. The proposed development does not fall within any of
the categories listed in the Guidance and, in the Planning Authority's
view, very special circumstances sufficient to justify departing from this
Guidance have not been demonstrated.



