APPENDIX 3

DRAFT MOOR PARK CONSERVATION AREA APPRAISAL

COMMENTS RECEIVED
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Representation
Officers Comments/Recommendations

Thornhill Road
States that

· It is a waste of tax payers money and a pointless exercise having Moor Park as a Conservation Area, few properties with any architectural or historic interest and at the end of the design lie should be demolished and new builds substituted

· Most houses have already been extensively enlarged which have not created any detriment to the area and there are probably sufficient available powers to ensure any re development is within acceptable boundaries of retaining the amenities of Moor Park.

· There are no listed buildings on the estate apart from the Moor Park Mansion and otherwise there is sufficient protection to maintain the nature of the estate without conservation area status which creates unnecessary burdens on any minor alterations.
· Comments noted


States that:

· The intention of TRDC to re-assess the Moor Park Conservation Area is strongly welcomed

· However, residents of the area may say its too late as much of the unique character has been damaged by indiscriminate demolition and extensive redevelopment, weakly acquiesced in by Moor Park (1958) Ltd. Moor Park was unique because many of the houses were designed and laid out in the 1930s, it is now a hotchpotch of differing styles with some houses as large as small hotels.

· In the original planning guidance it stated that” it is the intention…to maintain the spacious open character of  Moor Park Residential Estate and avoid the over-development of plots. States that there are numerous examples of this not happening and lists several properties which have been demolished and replaced with large houses.

· Reference to 4.3 Walls and Fences – “Walls , fences and gates are discouraged from the fronts of buildings” however numerous walls, stone balustrades and fences have been erected

· Reference to 4.4 Paved Frontages – states that several properties now have hard standing.

· Reference to new appraisal 5.2 and 5.8 re schemes for replacement houses and landscaping of front gardens should be changed to say “schemes such as these will not be accepted”

· 5.25 – “Council will seek the retention of buildings…erected up to 1958” – admirable but why isn’t it applied?

· 5.35 – “future development will be judged for their effect on the character… of the area” – welcomed but a pity not applied earlier.

· Moor Park is a special area – up to TRDC to protect Moor Park as far as it can in its original setting and if the appraisal is implemented with stronger statements on demolition and re-development the Council will be facing up to its historical and environmental duties. 
· Noted

· Noted

· Presently 15% of plot area should not be covered by buildings and conservation area designation limits the size of developments to some degree. 

Article 4 Directive covers most properties but not all.

· With regard to demolition of existing buildings, the wording of 5.23 Demolition, is same as policy C.6 of Local Plan – and should not be changed. However, inclusion of the list of criteria that has to be met before permission for demolition should be included in the draft document.

· With reference to 4.3 & 4.4, the Article 4 Directive prevents roof lights, increase in hard surfacing facing a road frontage and restrictions on walls, gates, fences or other means of enclosure to the front of dwellings to most of the properties in conservation area but not all. The Article 4 Directive should be included as an appendix of the appraisal to clarify to residents which properties these restrictions apply. 




· Information on planning history throughout 1970, 1980 and 1990 given

· Generally supports the rules outlined in appraisal document but feels that they should be tightened up

· Suggests that 5.9 be extended to cover all forms of gates especially metal ones and large electronic devices

· 5.10 new document should be strengthened in regards to single access driveways

· Cases listed where he feels that the covenants and the guidance in the original draft SPG have been ignored. See letter for further details.

· States something has to be done before the conservation area status is nullified
· Article 4 Directive applies to most residences, but not all. Planning permission is required for walls gates and enclosures if offer 1m tall. 5.9 relates to Moor Park (1958)Ltd covenants – copy has been requested as this could also be an appendix 

· 5.10 – “single access rather than in and out drives should be employed except on especially wide plots” - Applications to be approved by Herts Highways.

Russell Road
· 5.2-5.3 – new houses are being erected with basements and three storeys

· 5.8-5.9 – planning permission is still being given for the erection of frontage fences, railings and security gates.

· 5.23- 5.25 The retention of buildings on the estate erected up to 1958 is nonsense, its too late as many decent houses have already been demolished.

· Draft contained very nice pictures, failed to show run down and empty properties, concern that there are no powers to dictate time scales for renovations/rebuilds
· Basements are allowed but with certain conditions. Unaware of three storey developments but could be referring to loft rooms and dormer windows.

· There are exclusions to the Article 4 Directive as stated above.

· Possibility of identifying the original buildings on the estate and potentially locally listing properties

· Unaware of any powers to dictate timescales.


· States that document was an excellent summary

· That conservation areas status continue and respected in all future planning appraisals else will be target for developers and flats

· Concern that more and more properties are being demolished and replaced with much larger buildings, front gardens paved, dormer and velux windows installed

· Concern that unless Councils restrictions are enforced the character of Moor Park will be eroded

· That Moor park should not only be considered in the context of Three Rivers but with neighbouring Boroughs and settlements such as Northwood, Harrow and Hillingdon
· Noted

· See above comments for demolition and scale of replacement buildings

· There is a possibility that hard surfacing and walls etc are being installed in contradiction to the Article 4 Directive (taking into account properties that are excluded from certain clauses) and the Moor Park (1958) Ltd Covenants. This could be an issue for Enforcement, but publication of Article 4 Direction should clarify which properties are excluded.




· Feels appraisal does describe the special character of the area but make the following observations:

· The erection of flats on the estate does not seem to be prohibited as per Moor Park (1958) Ltd

· Major building works has commenced on several houses in the estate but works have stopped leaving unfinished and unsightly properties on the estate, 

· Suggests that a time scale should be introduced on the completion of works.
· “Flatted development is not characteristic of the area and any applications for flats and conversion to flats are unlikely to be acceptable.” To be included in appraisal document.

· Local Plan does state that where it is important to avoid a site being left empty Conservation Area consent will be conditional upon the making of a contract for redevelopment (3.27 Page 52) 

Anson Walk
· Very much welcomed the designation of Conservation Area in 1995

· That the appraisal deals with the subject in an understanding and sympathetic manner and should give comfort to existing owners as some new construction would appear to depart from planning guidelines

· Endorses clauses 5.2, 5.3 and 5.8 and 5.9

· Questions whether 5.20 with regards to 15% is being adhered to.

· 5.26 is very important and grateful for construction which takes this into account.
· Noted

· Noted

· Please see comments above regarding excessive developments

· Refers to Tree Preservation Orders – comment noted

Wolsey Road
· Unhappy with the wording and suggests stronger wording in the following sections: 5.23, 5.24 and particularly in 5.25 where “seek the retention of the buildings….erected up to 1958” should be replaced with “as a guide, The Council will definitely not allow the demolition of any buildings on the estate erected up to 1958 when the original estate company was wound up”

· If residents wish to obtain more accommodation they can build an extension but where a request to obtain more accommodation requires the demolition of the property it should be refused. 
· To get permission for the demolition of any building in a Conservation Area certain criteria must be set. See previous comment

· Extensions to existing dwellings should be preferable to demolition and the above mentioned criteria should be demonstrated before permission given




· Congratulates the Council for producing an excellent document but would like to state the following:

· 5.2 – recent developments have incorporated substantial set of rooms in a 3rd floor/storey/roof with dormer windows and should not be allowed to create a precedent as they give a top heavy appearance

· 5.15 – if roof conversions not allowed requirements for dormer windows won’t apply

· 5.2 – appears to permit basements provided they are not evident on the street elevation – believes that basements should not be allowed as there are several underground water causes which could be diverted by basements and a possibility of adverse effects on the foundations of neighbouring houses

· 5.8 – hard landscaping to front gardens, hopes council will vigorously enforce this clause as there is already evidence of this happening

· 7.9 – hopes council will refuse planning permission for houses which are obviously inappropriate for our semi rural conservation area.

Further letter received stating:

· Feels that there is a case for laying down a maximum size house built in the future

· That 5.23 should replace “will give high priority to “ with “will not permit demolition of”.

· That 5.25 should replace “as a guide the Councils will seek” to “The Council will insist on”


· Noted

· See above comments

· No intention to prevent loft conversions

· See above comments on hard standings and Article 4 Direction

· Maximum based on a total of 15% of plot for all buildings and outbuildings

· See above comments on criteria to be met to demolish any property in conservation area

· Some protection in place with conservation designation and Article 4 Direction. 

· Possibility of locally listing buildings which haven’t already had significant alterations?



Pembroke Road
· Supported Conservation Area in 1995

· That the guidelines of the original SPG were not adhered to in the past

· Does not agree with the plot area guidelines of 15% & 20 % as concerned that when applied to a smaller plot these are unreasonable

· That the conservation area guidelines are obsolete taking into account the existing and new houses built in the area over the last ten years

· That the consultation document is too simplistic taking account the various different shapes and sizes of the plots

· Realises the importance of the conservation area but one must not place onerous restrictions on residents which prevent them from improving or enlarging their homes and attract new people to come into the area.
· Noted

· No examples given

· Objection to plot size noted, but restriction of 15% is there to prevent the characteristics of the conservation area being compromised.



Sandy Lodge Road
· It is excellent and will support it.
· Noted


· Supports the ambitions of the draft document

· Suggests that properties are identified as historic

· That the concept of attractive frontages clashes with the current trend for gardens to be filled with high walls, hedges and cars. That residents tolerate unkempt roadsides and pedestrian paths

· That much needs to be done to awaken the original enthusiasm for the conservation area concept and to establish a realistic balance between the 21st century living and the constraints of the CA.
· Support noted


· The picture on Page 8 is of Sandy Lodge Road and not Lane and Council should get that right

· In favour of solar panels but unclear to what the Councils views are about them in the Conservation Area
· Noted and amendment made

· Council in favour of energy efficiency measures. There are restrictions on location/size of solar panels and planning permission will be required. More information on solar panels could be included in document or reference to Council’s Policy on sustainability. 


· Generally concurs with the sentiments in the document and appreciates the protection of the Conservation Area

· 4.0 – a feature of the estate is the presence of many examples of characteristic domestic architecture of the inter war period, e.g. the Macnamara type

· Conservation of existing buildings is desirable in view of the demolitions of  many buildings of which only some seem to be of poor architectural quality

· 5.9 – concern that covenants of Moor Park (1958) Ltd can’t realistically be enforced and Article 4 Directive would be preferable

· 5.10 – excessive hard standing is undesirable but covenants do not cover this – Article 4 Directive would be preferable

· 5.11 – preservation of verges is critical. There have been several developments which the Company have approved which have used the verges for parking lots
· Noted

· Description could be included, however, “Metroland” is the preferred description.

· Noted. See above comments

· Article 4 Directive already in place and will be included as an appendix to the document 

· Some properties are excluded from the Article 4  Directive – see above comments


· That Moor Park Ltd and Councillors have their support in whatever they see best for the community

· Concern that the footprint of 15% of the plot size isn’t being adhered to when considering basements and that the 15% rule should apply to these

· Apartment/flats are not allowed outside the commercial areas and that the sub division of houses into multiple accommodation should be specifically forbidden

· That as Moor Park is primarily a residential area the use of houses for business purposes should be restricted. States that in the days of electronic email etc a review of the interpretation of business and professional use might need review.
· Noted

· Concern over size of basements noted. Basements not to be larger than the ground floor of a building.

· Sub division of plots is also a Moor Park (1958) ltd covenant. See above comments on flatted development.

· Normal criteria for business use should apply

Astons Road
· Grateful for the chance to peruse the appraisal

· Grateful that the council is prepared to retain the basic character

· Suggests that in order to preserve the character of two storey housing (5.2) Council should vigorously oppose any attempt to extend development of three storey houses

· 6.1 – “visual impact of cars” – there are always 6-8 cars parked at 108 Wolsey Road, suspects business being run from here – and in the area sited as an important view, such a use is contrary to the character of the area

· Solar panels and wind turbines – solar panels should be flush with the roof but wind turbines would require redesign so as not to effect the character of the area.
· Noted

· There is a perception of three storey dwellings – probably due to the roof space being used and windows in place

· Enforcement to be informed

· Noted – see above comments on solar panels and energy efficiency 


· Its extremely useful to have three maps explaining the existing boundaries, protected trees and important views

· Good to see information about the Historic Grants Scheme

· Concerned about the amount of demolition particularly on Astons Road

· Concerned that the replacement buildings appear far larger than 15% of the plot size and although quite spectacular have changed the character of the area.

· Feels that the residents are privileged to live there and should take responsibility in its care and upkeep.
· Noted

· Noted – see above comments on demolition and building sizes

· Noted


· That document is very useful and summarises well the important aspects of Moor Park

· 5.8 – that applications for major extensions/development must have a landscaping plan approved.

· 5.1.4 – should be made clearer that large roof lights (those more than a third of a roofs height) are not acceptable

· 5.15 – French windows and/or balconies on a roof or on a second storey will ordinarily not be permitted because of the likely overlooking effect

· 5.18 – it should be made clear that high patios (particularly those which contain doors down to basements) can constitute “flank walls” for this purpose as, especially on sloping sites; they can lead to considerable overlooking and reduces the perception of space between houses.

· 7.2 – several houses are from 1920s not 1930s
· Noted

· 5.14 states “roof lights are considered an incongruous feature on the front slope of main roofs. Where used elsewhere, small, low profile roof lights are recommended.”  - Should we consider a maximum size or is this sufficient?

· 5.15 refers to dormer windows and not balconies/French windows. Local plan states that “development should not incorporate balconies, or first floor conservatories which overlook neighbouring properties to any degree.” 

· 5.18 – Comment needs clarification.

· Noted

Bedford Road
· Appraisal is appreciated equally as a current guide as well as for future reference

· Amazed that there is no reference to the power pylons which extend through the estate and spoil important views, detriment to buildings and trees and wonders why these were allowed and not buried.


· Noted

· Noted. Not in our remit


· Found draft useful as it seems to be supporting the rules affecting planning permission in this area.
 

· There’s a great deal evidence that some of the fundamental "rules" are ignored, seemingly, completely ie houses completely "gated”, fine houses demolished and re-built with little regard to plot density and no regard to the appropriateness of other residential property in the community.
 

· when planning permissions are ignored or not sought there is little support from government , local or national . 

· Until the local planning rules are enforced along with covenants freely entered into the community will continue to deteriorate from an architectural and aesthetic perspective

· Noted

· See above comments on plot sizes and Article 4 Directions

· Design and Access Statements now required for all developments in conservation areas. Developers to justify design in relation to existing characteristics of area

· Noted



Heathside Road
· In principle accepts and agrees appraisals contents but queries whether the 15% rule is applied as some of the buildings appear to be in excess, especially in comparison to others in the street and to what was knocked down.

· Feels that there is one rule for the small/individual applications an another for the big developers

· That the impact of a large new house compared to an extension or outbuilding could be enormous even if adhered to in the guidelines – an outbuilding or garden house even if over the guidelines could hardly be viewed excessive or obtrusive and would actually enhance the estate, whereas huge 3 storey houses do not.

· 7.12 – is the old garage site behind the shops a vacant site being the subject of a recent application?
· See above comments on size and demolition

· Noted. See above comments on percentages in relation to plot sizes

· If commenting on the preference to extend existing buildings rather than replace with larger buildings – see above comments on demolition

· yes



Main Avenue
· In favour of all aspects of the document

· Believes that the majority of new houses have completely overridden the conservation area requirements

· Houses are being built on plots in which the house is too large, having large front walls and gates and completely out of keeping with this area.

· Looks forward to the appraisal coming into action and the requirements being followed.
· Noted

· See above comments on Article 4 Direction and plot sizes


· Points out that the picture on page 8 is of Sandy Lodge Road and not Lane

· General comments that houses are not being built in keeping with the area

· That these houses are too close to the neighbouring properties

· That there are many brick walls
· Noted – and amended

· Noted – see comments on Design & Access statements

· Noted – See above comments on plot sizes

· See comments on Article 4 Direction



Old Gannon Close
Very impressed with the draft appraisal it is an essential element of the planning guidelines necessary for maintaining the character of the conservation area.

· One element of ensuring that the motor car does not intrude into the street scene is the fact that houses are single family dwellings, hence conversion of houses into flats, or demolition and reconstruction as flats should not be allowed - with the obvious exception of the existing flats in the commercial area and at the top of main avenue.  A short paragraph to this effect in the appraisal would be a worthwhile addition.
· In section 5.2 (ii) you seek to maintain the character of 2 storey detached house as the characteristic building form, and in particular outlawing schemes where additional storey's are effectively included through so called basement levels which are visible on the street elevations.  This is an important section which must not be watered down in the consultation process since people acquiring properties in Moor Park for redevelopment almost inevitably will be trying to stretch the boundaries of acceptability by utilising basement areas together with the slope of many of the plots to create houses of greater bulk which are in effect more than 2 storey's high..
· Related to this is the effect of large basement areas on the trees and also drainage.      The excavations to create basement areas greater than foot-print of the previous dwelling on a site will almost inevitably impact the root structure of the mature trees and hence should be resisted.    Also with regard to drainage, given the clay subsoil and the sloping aspect of the estate, excavations to create large basements impact the many underground watercourses in the clay subsoil and have created water incursion and even flooding elsewhere in the estate during periods of wet weather.
· Suggests that in addition to restriction on basement areas visible from the street, also add a restriction on the size and volume of basement areas.   One option might be to set the limit on all basement areas at less than 100% of the ground floor area and volume  This would be quite generous allowing a basement to be created with as much volume as the primary living space).    The volume limit would be important in constraining excess depth and volume of excavation - for instance if a basement swimming pool was envisaged, then the limit would be self regulating - allowing such a possibility but reducing the effective floor area of the remaining basement areas to offset the greater depth of the swimming pool.
· Impact of the development activity itself on the street scene. Requests that a requirement in all planning approvals that all contractors’ vehicles related to a development must be parked on the property and not on the roads of the estate.   
· Noted

See above comments on flatted development

· Support noted

· Trees are protected by some extent by Conservation Area Status and most important trees by Tree Preservation Orders

· All applications for basements to be accompanied by Flood Risk Assessments detailing any effect on any under ground water courses.

· Basement size restricted to size of ground floor. To be included in revised document



South Approach
· Supports any decisions Council takes 
· Noted


· Draft report is excellent

· Hopes principles are enforced

· 7.9 – refers to large houses with dubious quality, worst offenders in Astons Road which are pretentious and ostentatious and out of keeping with the character of the area

· Draft omits the two schools on the estate which cause traffic problems at certain times of day

· These schools should not be permitted to be developed further
· Noted

· See above comments on design & Access statements



Others
· that in the main Three Rivers in conjunction with Moor Park (1958) Ltd have got it right. However, I disagree with the following areas:-

· Page 6 point 5.3

· As we are unable to build forward of the building line, there should be some relaxation of extensions at the rear. It’s very frustrating when a scheme is put forward which can not be seen from the road and has no objection from either neighbour.

· Still with rear extensions in mind, I believe where the only option to extend is to this area and the extension is not seen from the front of a property, the 15% rule should be revaluated. In other words if the owner is not doing any harm to the forward look or side view and neighbours are in agreement why refuse the application? This would also assist smaller plots as the current 15% seems to apply irrespective of plot size. 

· My only other thought at this time is that if a resident feels safer by installing gates at the front of their property they should be able to do so without meeting resistance. 


· Each application considered on its on merits in terms of planning policy and guidelines in the appraisal document, ie 15% rule.

· See above comments on building size and plot area

· Article 4 Directive in place on certain properties – no plans to review



