APPENDIX 6

MOOR PARK (1958) LTD

COMMENTS ON REVISED

MOOR PARK CONSERVATION AREA APPRAISAL


Comment
Officers Comment/Recommendation

History of the Conservation Area.  After “1919” add “converted the main house and grounds to a golf and country club”.  Next para start “ The original Estate Company, Moor Park Ltd.”
Draft amended as suggested.

Spelling of Manor of the More-not Moor.  The Council should check the dates
Spelling corrected. Dates and details of the Manor of the More provided by Jennifer McCrandle representing , Moor Park (1958) Ltd

Architectural and Historic Character.  After the first sentence add “ The estate has been subdivided for largely independent designs rather than development to a set of design standards enforced by a supervising architect with approval powers. Consequently there is no overriding architectural style.  The characteristic building form within the Conservation Area is of detached two storey brick and clay tile houses set in extensive plots with open frontages”
These sentences seem to contradict each other. It states that there is no overriding architectural style and then goes onto describe the characteristic building form.

The characteristic building form has been described and the change in character in Astons Road has been acknowledged in the document.

No further action – existing description favoured 

Landscape.  Add to views
1. Views north from Sandy Lodge Lane over the Hampermill Lakes and the Colne Valley

2. Views from Askew Road across the playing fields to Merchant Taylor’s School


Details added to list of views as requested. 

Buildings that make a Positive Contribution to the Conservation Area.  Replace first sentence with  “ There are many good examples of relatively unaltered houses built in the 1920’s and 1930’s where their style, detailing and building materials have contributed to the identity of the Conservation Area.”
This sentence could imply that only the houses built in the 1920s and 1930s make a contribution to the conservation area. This would preclude all other houses built at a later date that make a contribution to the conservation area. 

It would also contradict the “Demolition” section where it states that “the Council will seek the retention of buildings on the estate erected up to 1958”.

It could also be interpreted by developers that the other properties do not contribute to the conservation area and therefore the criteria for demolition would not apply to these properties. 

Existing wording to be retained. “These buildings will be examples of relatively unaltered buildings where their style, detailing and building materials are characteristic of the conservation area. Occasionally, more “individual” buildings of particular style or materials would also be considered to make a positive contribution.”

Building frontage width and plot coverage.  Add to 4th para  “ or any built areas at basement level where these extend beyond the ground floor”
Concern on the size of basements is noted and additional wording added to document as requested.

It is also noted that there is concern over the possible effects on underwater courses so under the “Basement” section it is made clear that all applications for basements must have a Flood Risk Assessment detailing the effects of the basement on any water courses. 

No further action.

Roofs.  Add after third para. “ Eaves and ridge heights of any new development should reflect the scale of neighbouring properties and the street scene.”


Document already states that proposals with a ridge height materially taller than those of neighbouring houses are unlikely to be acceptable.

However, additional wording added in the first paragraph to read “Roof forms should be duo pitched as found throughout the conservation area. Deep floor plans are likely to make this difficult to achieve. Eaves and ridge heights of any new development should reflect the scale of neighbouring properties and the street scene. Proposals with a ridge materially taller than those of neighbouring houses are unlikely to be acceptable.” 

Rooflights.  Put the second sentence first and incorporate “ permission is unlikely to be granted where the proposed roof lights are visible from the street.”
Permitted development rights have been removed for rooflights under the Article 4 Direction which is covered in the appraisal.

Paragraph changed to read: “Planning permission is required for any proposal to construct a rooflight on the front or side elevation of main roofs. Rooflights are considered an incongruous feature of the conservation area and any proposed rooflight visible from the street are unlikely to be acceptable. Where used elsewhere, small, low profile rooflights are recommended.” 

New para “ Flats.  The estate is characterised by single family dwellings except in Lower Main Avenue and one block in Pembroke Road.  The erection of flats or the conversion of a house to flats will not be permitted.”
Already stated that two storey dwellings are the characteristic of the area and applications have to be characteristic of the area.  Although flatted development would normally be considered out of character with the conservation area, we cannot, state that absolutely no flats are permitted.

New paragraph under FLATS to say “Flatted development would normally be considered out of character with the conservation area and applications for the erection of flats and/or conversion to flats are unlikely to be acceptable.”



Hardstanding.  Revise last para. “ In particular , in order to preserve the grassed verges, single access drives, with crossovers no wider than 3.5metres at the front boundary line, should be employed rather than in and out drives.”
The hardstanding restrictions under the Article 4 Directive only applies to hardstanding and this is covered in the document.

TRDC do not have authority over the width of crossovers in the District.  Applications for crossovers have to be made to Hertfordshire Highways. They have confirmed that there is a minimum width requirement of 2.4m but no maximum. Hertfordshire Highways will consider widths on an individual basis taking into account, amongst other things, the parking situation on the road, visibility etc. 

New wording suggested by Jennifer McCrandle to be added to document:

Under “Gates, Fences, Walls and other Enclosures” – “The existing grass verges are of high landscape quality and have a positive visual influence. New crossovers or other breaks to these verges will generally not  be encouraged.” And under “Hardstanding”  “In particular, single access drives rather than “in & out” drives should be employed. Applications for crossovers must be made to Hertfordshire Highways.”



Potential for new development.  “Murco site.  This redundant petrol filling and garage site would be suitable for development as two single family dwellings subject to meeting appropriate criteria.” 
The appraisal document states that there is no potential for large scale development. The “Murco” site is too small to be considered in this situation and we are unable to be this descriptive in this document.

The issue of flatted development is addressed in the revised document.

No further action. 



