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1.0 SUMMARY

1.1. This report summarises our assessment of an application to the Council to reconsider a condition attached to a Listed Building Consent for demolition and partial reinstatement of a boundary wall at the front of Inglewood House.  The report describes the background to the submission, the comments we have received from other parties and the policies and material considerations that persuade us that the Council should agree to vary the condition and thereby permit the rebuilding of the wall to a lower height.
2.0 RECOMMENDATION

2.1. It is recommended that this application is APPROVED, subject to the insertion on the original Listed Building Consent of the following replacement condition:-
1) The replacement wall shall match the existing lowered section of wall immediately to the south-east in respect of its colour and type of stone, height, method of construction and re-use of coping stones from the existing wall.
Reasons
1) The reason for the previous condition and our recommended replacement would remain unchanged.

3.0 BACKGROUND

3.1. On 4th October 2007 the Council agreed to grant Listed Building Consent for the demolition of a high stone boundary wall along the back edge of the footpath in front of Inglewood House at Tullibody Road in Alloa (Ref No. 06/00361/LIST).  In taking that decision, it was decided that a condition be attached to that consent (1 of 3 conditions) which prescribed the following arrangements:-
“The replacement wall will be built to the same height and style as the existing wall using, where possible, existing stone.  The rebuild will be in the area highlighted in drawing 06/00361.  The method of construction and the materials are to remain as close as possible to the existing structure.”
3.2. The condition represented an amended wording to that recommended by Development Services in it’s report to Committee on 4th October.  That recommendation included a condition which indicated that the replacement wall should match the height of the lowered section of wall immediately to the south-east in terms of its full specification.  Members however decided that that was not acceptable, hence the amended condition.
3.3. The applicant now seeks permission to vary the condition, reverting essentially to the terms of the original recommendation from this Service.  In its supporting statement, the applicant has set out its reasons for requesting that the condition be reconsidered.  In summary, these are:

· The original function of the high wall is now redundant, namely keeping the public out of a private estate.

· The amenity of Tullibody Road and its surrounding area will be significantly enhanced without detriment to the setting of Inglewood House as a building of architectural and historic interest.

· The integrity of the wall was partially diminished when sections of the wall were removed in the 1970s to allow vehicle access to a neighbouring housing development.

· Public safety for those using paths on both side of the wall will be significantly improved.  This could reduce incidents of vandalism at Inglewood House itself.  Such incidents have escalated in recent weeks.

· There is insufficient stone in good condition to allow the rebuilding of the wall to its original height.  Sourcing new stone would be extremely expensive, and it may not be possible to replicate the weathered appearance.

· Eventually the same problems of erosion will reoccur with a new wall, principally caused by water splashing from the public road.
4.0 CONSULTATIONS

4.1. Land Services have no objections to the proposal subject to appropriate planning measures being taken to protect existing trees.  The Council maintains the open space area adjacent to the wall, so any damage caused as a result of the development would have to be reinstated to our satisfaction.
4.2. Alloa Centre Community Council advise that Community Councillors and members of the public would wish the wall to be rebuilt to it’s original height.  Any safety issue would have to be properly addressed, associated with the lowering of the wall.

4.3. Central Scotland Police advise that pedestrians might feel uncomfortable using the adjacent footpath if the wall was lowered, as they may be in fear of someone concealing themselves in the foliage on the north side.  They would therefore prefer the wall to be kept to its existing height.  Comment: As this is an application for Listed Building Consent, these community safety issues are not strictly speaking material to the proposal.  Nevertheless, we consulted the Police in response to the submission from the applicant regarding levels of crime at Inglewood House itself.  Furthermore, we can confirm on-going dialogue between Ceteris and the Council to ensure that steps are taken to address Police concerns regarding the density of foliage and therefore ensure that the public would be made to feel safe while walking along Tullibody Road.
4.4. Historic Scotland have not commented on the application, but did previously express a presumption in favour of rebuilding the wall to its existing height unless costs were prohibitive.  This advice was taken into account in the earlier application.  If Members ate minded to approve this latest application, that decision will require to be formally notified to Historic Scotland who will then have 28 days to decide whether the Council can proceed to issue its decision.
4.5. Roads And Transportation restate their comments on the initial application when they indicated having no objections to the works subject to traffic management measures being in place during the demolition phase to safeguard the existing bus stop and ensure the safety of pedestrians.

5.0 REPRESENTATIONS

5.1. This application has been advertised in the local paper.  No representations have been received.  The publicity period expires shortly before the Committee meeting; members will therefore be advised of any change in circumstances at that time.
6.0 PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS

6.1. In determining the merits of the proposed variation to the condition attached to the Listed Building Consent for this development, the key policy guidance to be examined is that set out in relation to Listed Buildings in the Clackmannanshire Local Plan.  Policy EN6 indicates that when determining applications for Listed Building Consent, or for applications that affect the setting of a Listed Building, the Council will seek to ensure the preservation of the building and its setting.  In that respect, any alterations must be sympathetic to the character of the building and the area.
6.2. Broadly speaking, the current application is seeking the same permission that was sought in the original submission.  The condition attached thereto amended the extent of the development.  In our report on the original submission, the Service concluded that notwithstanding the concerns expressed by Historic Scotland, and the local views presented by the Community Council, there was compelling justification to permit the reinstatement/rebuilding of a replacement wall to a height of 0.5 metres and then accord with the foregoing local plan policy context.  In reaching that conclusion, the following factors were of particular relevance and importance, and equally applicable to the current application:

1) The application relates to a section of wall measuring 180m.  The remainder of the Tullibody Road frontage extends to a further 130m and this section has already been lowered to the same height and design as is now proposed.

2) The proposed works would therefore introduce a uniform and consistent treatment to the entire frontage.

3) The proposals would comprise a specification equal to the existing wall, and would reuse recovered stone.  In this respect, the applicants have highlighted the difficulty posed in securing replacement stone from other sources which would be complementary to the weathered characteristics of the wall.
4) The demolition of the wall would open up views of the original house.

5) The works would accord with the dangerous buildings notice and are therefore in the interests of public safety.  In this respect, it should be noted that work has commenced on the demolition of the wall and therefore taking the urgent action that was necessary to maintain public safety on the public footpath.

6) The applicant has highlighted the significant and potentially prohibitive costs in rebuilding the wall to its existing height.  Had the original wall remained intact, greater weight could have been attached to this issue, but that is not the case.

6.3 In addition to the forgoing matters, we would advise members that, in its supporting statement, the applicant has described recent escalations in vandalism at Inglewood House.  We are persuaded that the proposed lowering of the boundary wall, which the amended condition would permit, will increase the natural surveillance of the House, particularly f the advice of the Police in relation to the dense foliage behind the wall is progressed to a satisfactory conclusion.
6.4 In conclusion therefore, members are invited to reconsider the decision to build a replacement wall to the height of the existing structure (typically 1.5m) in favour of a lowered height of 0.5m, and agree to the request to vary the condition.

7.0 SUSTAINABILITY IMPLICATIONS

7.1. The development will provide for works to maintain public safety.  The integrity and character of Inglewood House as the principal A Listed Building is safeguarded.  The setting of Inglewood House is enhanced.


8.0 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

8.1.  None

8.2.
Declarations
(1)
The recommendations contained within this report support or implement Corporate Priorities, Council Policies and/or the Community Plan:

·      Corporate Priorities (Key Themes) (Please tick  MACROBUTTON UncheckIt ()
Achieving Potential





 MACROBUTTON CheckIt (
Maximising Quality of Life





 MACROBUTTON UncheckIt (
Securing Prosperity





 MACROBUTTON CheckIt (
Enhancing the Environment





 MACROBUTTON UncheckIt (
Maintaining an Effective Organisation




 MACROBUTTON CheckIt (
· Council Policies  (Please detail)

Policy EN6 of the Clackmannanshire Local Plan
· Community Plan (Themes) (Please tick  MACROBUTTON UncheckIt ()

Community Safety     





 MACROBUTTON UncheckIt (
Economic Development





 MACROBUTTON CheckIt (
Environment and Sustainability





 MACROBUTTON UncheckIt (
Health Improvement





 MACROBUTTON CheckIt (
(2)
In adopting the recommendations contained in this report, 

 MACROBUTTON UncheckIt (
the Council is acting within its legal powers. (Please tick  MACROBUTTON UncheckIt ()

(3)
The full financial implications of the recommendations contained
 MACROBUTTON UncheckIt (
in this report are set out in the report.  This includes a reference
to full life cycle costs where appropriate. (Please tick  MACROBUTTON UncheckIt ()

____________________________
Head of Development Services

Report for Wall, Inglewood House
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