
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: CS/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2008/0674/P & 3/2008/0675/P

	Development Proposed:
	Application for planning permission (3/2008/0674/P) and listed building consent (3/2008/0675/P) for proposed alterations to listed boundary wall including the creation of a new access point and track to serve the stud farm at The Stud Farm, Woodfold Park Further Lane, Mellor

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – Objects to the applications on the following grounds:

1.
It is understood that the wall is listed with a conservation order placed upon it.

2.
Work has already been undertaken and this is not a retrospective application.

3.
Despite comment within the application, the wall before work was commenced to lower it, was not in a state of disrepair.

4.
This is a clear case for enforcement to reinstate in its original condition to take place and would wish it to be referred directly to the Director of Development Services as a responsible officer.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	English Heritage – Object to the applications as follows:

We would like to point out that traditionally foundations for such structures were never deep.  Those at Woodfold Park are not unusual for their date.  Many similar walls have been repaired in situ allowing for some of the irregularities which give them special character to be retained.  A good firm of specialist wallers would be able to advise on this project and to repair the wall without the need for the level of intervention proposed in this application.  We therefore object to permission being granted for the work and suggest that specialist services are sought to find an alternative, less destructive, solution. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations

	A fairly long letter has been received from a nearby resident who objects to the applications for reasons that are summarised as follows:

1.
The original planning permission for the stud farm did not include any reference to the existing 18th  Century boundary wall, nor did it indicate the need or indeed provision for an additional entrance/track through the existing wall.

2.
The developer removed large sections of the wall and the packaged stone was witnessed being removed from the estate, and allegations have been made that it has been sold.  

3.
Preparation for an extended track and alternate entrance to the development has already been laid, including partial demolition through the boundary wall and by addition of profiled kerbing adjacent to the house.  

4.
The developers motive for reducing the height of the listed wall to 1m is unclear as, at that height, it defeats the object of the original height as a means of protection for the estate.  It would appear reasonable that Woodfold Park residents (of which the wall remains their boundary too) should expect the whole wall to be restored to the full original height using all the original stone.  

5.
Part of the role of the original wall was to form a noise and visual barrier to the significant increase in vehicular disturbance anticipated from the use of the stud farm.  In reducing the height of the wall, both of these aspects are diminished.  

6.
The reduction in the height of the wall dramatically changes the aesthetics of the parkland boundary.  Consequently, the security of the park is materially decreased as a 1m high stone wall would be no significant deterrent.  Also, the proposed addition of the new access track destroys more of the original historical wall and breaks up the original lines of the park boundary.  

7.
The proposed changes from the addition of the new track raise concerns about highway safety.  I suspect that the proposal disguises a desire to increase the amount of traffic anticipated to enter and leave the site to a level above that originally catered for by the existing arrangements.  Consequently there is an increased risk and hazard around the 4-way entrance adjoining Further Lane.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Policy G1 - Development Control.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy ENV4 - Green Belt.

Policy ENV13 - Landscape Protection.

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings.

Policy ENV20 - Proposals Involving Partial Demolition of Listed Buildings.

Policy ENV21 - Historic Parks and Gardens.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Policies G1, ENV3, ENV19, ENV20 and ENV21 – harmful impact upon the appearance of the locality in general, and upon the character and setting of the listed building and the character of the Woodfold Park Historic Park and Garden.



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

	The applications relate to a length of approximately 260m of the grade II listed boundary wall of Woodfold Park.  The entire wall has a length of approximately 4.5km.  The length of wall to which the applications relate are situated on the southern edge of a new access track that leads to a dwelling and stud farm for which planning permission was granted in 2006 under reference 3/2006/0302/P.  

Much of the wall over this length has either fallen down or been taken down over a period of years, and much of the stone has been removed.  At other locations, the wall has apparently been pushed over by trees growing right up against it.  During the building of the house and stud farm, some remaining sections of wall next to the driveway have been taken down to a height of approximately 1m.  The developers have claimed that this is for safety reasons and that the stone has been stored for future use.  

The developers were advised that these unauthorised works to the listed boundary wall represented a breach of planning control for which they were liable to enforcement action.  They have sought to resolve the situation by the submission of these applications for planning permission and listed building consent for the rebuilding of the wall but only up to a height of 1m.  The planning application also seeks retrospective permission for an unauthorised access track which passes through a demolished section of the listed wall to join the authorised access track.  

A summary of the comments of English Heritage on these applications appears earlier in this report.  I have also sought advice from the Council's own Conservation and Design Officer.  

In accordance with the advice that I have received from the conservation and design specialists, it is considered that the proposal, by virtue of the reduction in the height of the wall and the introduction of an unnecessary opening, would not represent a faithful repair of the historic Woodfold Park boundary wall.  As such, I consider that the proposal would have a harmful impact upon the character and setting of the listed building and upon the appearance and character of the Woodfold Park Historic Park and Garden.  As such the proposal would be contrary to Policies ENV19, ENV20 and ENV21 of the Local Plan.  

Furthermore, the access track, which I consider to be unnecessary, would, in my opinion, have a detrimental impact upon the appearance of the locality in general and upon the appearance and character of the Historic Park and Garden contrary to Policies G1, ENV3 and ENV21 of the Local Plan.  It is therefore recommended that both applications be refused for reasons as described above.  



	RECOMMENDATION: That planning permission and listed building consent be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO
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