






































































































From:|
Sent: 11 August 202123:57
To: Planning Enquiries <planning_enquiries@herefordshire.gov.uk>
Subject: Planning Application P212661'F

For the attention of the Senior Planning Officer/Assigned Case Officer:

Dear Sirs,

Please find attached my objection letter to planning application Ref P212661/F together 
with a number of supporting documents containing figures, map and photo's.

I was unable to attach all documents online, the 'Drop Box' would only accept 3 documents.

Kind Regards

Mark Ebbutt

BrannIeyBarn | Lower Daffaluke | Glewstone | Ross-on-Wye | Herefordshire | HR9 
6BB



Herefordshire Council 
Planning Office 

Plough Lane 

Hereford 

HR4 0LE

Mr Julian Mark Ebbutt 
Bramley Barn 

Lower Daffaluke 

Glewstone 

HR9 6BB

11*'’ August 2021

For the attention of the Planning Officer

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am writing to object to planning application Ref. P212661/F

The application is presented as: "Proposed conversion of 2 barns to provide holiday accommodation, 
and third barn to provide facilities ancillary to holiday use. To include demolition works and 
proposed extensions to two of the barns."

My family and I have lived at Bramley Barn for the past twelve years. Our home directly adjoins this 
property around much of its North East boundary and my property shares right of access over a 
length of the entrance track with the applicant's property.

I wish to object to the aforementioned application on the following grounds:

Unless otherwise stated references relate to Flerefordshire Council's Adopted Core Strategy 
Document 2011-2031.

1. Re-use of rural buildings
The three barns for conversion in fact comprise; a small old dilapidated chicken shed (Barn 1), a 
ruinous bank of former pig pens with open lean-to animal field shelter (Barn 2) and one substantial 
Grade II listed stone barn (Barn 3).
The chicken shed, pig pens and field shelter are in such a ruined state that only demolition and 
replacement is really possible for human accommodation. The architectural drawing of this 
application indicates just this, that replacement is intended. Neither of these structures are of any 
architectural or historic value. This is Completely at odds with Core Strategy RA5, 4.8.35.

Barn 3 is a substantial building, a long barn. Grade II listed and of historic interest.

The pig pens immediately behind this barn and the lean to corrugated iron roof and timber structure 
over a large rusty grain/feed hopper are ruined and in a state of collapse. Again, these structures 
have no historic value in themselves and detract from the original listed structure of the barn and 
again the intention to replace these with something similar and more permanent goes against the 
Core Strategy RA5, and in particular section 4.8.35.
The structure over the hopper was likely erected within the last 60 years by the last farmer to 
occupy and run the property as a working farm, is made from old industrial door panel and other 
reclaimed materials. The pig pens have no real connection with the stone barn other than by a 
corrugated iron roof that forms an access to the pig pens and a recent low block wall to one end. The 
lean-to structure over the hopper has been pinned to the stone barn more securely, but it is just 
that, pinned, to the previously external wall of the barn. Access through the rear of the stone barn



wall has been made in a couple of places where originally it appears there would have no opening, 
windows or doors. The deep well in which the hopper sits contains some reinforced concrete walling 
and block work which is substantial in its construction but not in keeping with the historic stone 
barn. These dilapidated stone barn (Barn 3) linked structures are not of substantial construction and 
not capable of conversion without major and complete reconstruction, nor are they in keeping with 
Grade II listed stone barn and nor do they provide anything of significant historic interest. Here again 
conversion/replacement with same or similar is at odds with the Core Strategy RA5 4.8.25 & 4.8.37. 
And again the architectural drawings of this application indicate that no conversion is intended or 
possible, only replacement.

2. Design of a building layout, appearance and materials
The layout (Barns 1 & 2) is one of nested compromised hotel style accommodation rather than 
glamping pods. The proposed replacement of chicken shed, pig pens/field shelter (Barn's 1 & 2) take 
nothing from the ruins other than an outline and due to the much younger age of these 19‘^ century 
structures are out of character with the heritage of the listed buildings from the 16*717"' century. 
The build and structure of these replacement units would not appear to be substantial or add to the 
long-term conservation and enhancement of this historic property.

The existing chicken shed (Barn 1) accommodation block has no outlook and sits on the West 
boundary of the property. Presently there is a thick bank of trees immediately to the front and down 
a steep bank and either side of the stream, consequently many of which are on the grounds of the 
neighbouring property.
The proposed footprint of the replacement pig pen & animal shelter (Barn 2) is as large as that of the 
Grade II farm house and its new extension, its position approximately half way between the farm 
house and my house and only some 17 meters inside my adjoining nearest boundary. It also looks 
from the plans provided that this replacement building might be taller than the exist.

The conversion and proposed layout of the listed stone barn (Barn 3), particularly to the rear West 
elevation, has been opened up considerably and switches the intended orientation and outlook of 
the barn with its lobby and long balcony facing the proposed visitor parking. The windows and 
multiple doored access points also add to this. This Grade II listed barn currently has minimal 
apertures to this rear building elevation (it very likely would have had none originally). This switch 
or opening up of the West elevation in this way is not in the historic interests of the building, the 
proposed transformation is not a sympathetic one and is not in keeping with the building heritage. 
Further to which the opening up of this elevation adds considerably to the noise and light 
disturbance to the surrounding area and away from the curtilage of the original buildings.
As an amenity centre of this size capable of holding large numbers of people, the WC facilities 
appear grossly inadequate and likely well below the minimum standards required.

The proposed greenhouse does represent sympathetic conservation of the stone barn and would 
expose existing and currently hidden stone wall of the barn, however, please note this area/level is 
prone to flooding.
RA5 4.8.35,4.8.39, RA4 
Flooding 5.3, SD3

3. Traffic & Parking
The property is some 5 miles from Ross-on-Wye in a somewhat remote location down two or more 
narrow country lanes. Daffaluke Lane, the lane to the property and only means of access, is very 
narrow with little opportunity for vehicles to pass with no intended passing points, only a couple of 
field entrances or property entrance. Passing anything other than a car is virtually impossible.



Seven accommodation units with capacity to hold 20+ people plus day visitors to the communal 
activity/training centre, plus deliveries plus staff will have a not just a significant but colossal impact 
on the use and safety of the Daffaluke lane. This expansion in accommodation and change of use will 
generate a considerable daily increase in the volume of traffic potentially in the order of 15 to 20 
times that of present-day traffic levels. The magnitude of this change will inevitably lead to 
considerable obstruction and frustration to current residents along this lane. The lane itself is not 
capable of supporting the increased level of traffic without alteration/repair and additional 
maintenance.
Daffaluke Lane in particular is used by many dog walkers, walkers, cyclists and horse riders and 
currently by a lady that uses a mobility scooter to walk her dog. Acceptance of this proposal and 
type of commercial use planned will make use of this small country lane far more hazardous for all.

The stated on-site parking provision is grossly inadequate for the stated use with only an increase of 
4 parking spaces for visitors/staff (with 4 current spaces being reserved for the owners). Plans for 
use, the provisioned accommodation would imply considerably more would be needed. Additional 
hard standing will further impact the present design, surrounding landscape and ecology of the 
location. (4.7.12 4.8.1, RA6 Point 10)
Given the intended use travel to/from the location for most will be from afar, most likely by 
motorised vehicle or multiple vehicles, sustainable public transport is currently not an option and 
unlikely to be to the door of this remote location for years to come. Add to this the local travel of 
visitors and that of deliveries to support their stay and maintenance of the facility and it adds 
considerably to the cardon footprint. Offset this against what will be a very small contribution to 
tourism and its questionable whether this meets the sustainability objectives of Herefordshire's Core 
Strategy.

4. Access to property
The access off the highway (Daffaluke Lane) to the applicant's property is across a shared entrance 
with my property (Bramley Barn), approximately 30m in length. There are no other users/properties 
off this entrance it is shared equally between Lower Daffaluke Farm and Bramley Barn. There are no 
other access points to Lower Daffaluke Farm and no feasible possibility of creating another access. 
The shared entrance and continuing tracks to both properties are narrow single tracks with no 
passing points. The track to Lower Daffaluke Farm is some 90+ meters long which in itself would 
create problems of congestion, obstruction and inevitably spill out on to the shared entrance and 
lane causing considerable problems for Bramley Barn and other users of Daffaluke lane.

The whole length of Lower Daffaluke Farm entrance track to the back of Barn 3, including the stretch 
of shared access into Daffaluke lane is at risk of flooding, taking gravel with it and eroding the track. 
Substantial amounts of water can collect in the area directly in front of the farm house and up 
against the footing of Barn 3. Shortterm flooding has occurred at least once annually during my time 
at Bramley Barn, but on one occasion I found as much as 10" water flowing down the complete 
width of this track. (5.3.48, SD3)

5. Loss of privacy, overlooked
The front aspect and outlook of Bamley Barn (my Grade II listed home), faces South across the 
proposed development. Whilst the proposed accommodation units (Barns 1 & 2) also face South, 
such in the nature of Glamping that much outdoor activity will occur in and around the field in which 
they are positioned. This of couse means they can and will overlook us as we will overlook them. 
Such is the proximity and line of sight that they will be able to view our garden terrace and in



through the windows of Bramley Barn. Similarly this will be possible from the proposed balcony of 
Barn 3. Please see drawings Fig 4 & 5 that illustrate this.

6. Disturbance, both noise and visual from artificial light
Lower Dafalluke Farm sits in the heart of a shallow valley with a back drop of trees along the stream 
that runs along its core. The proposed glamping/holiday accommodation units sit to the West in the 
field directly in front and below Bramley Barn, one proposed large unit being close to the boundary 
of Bramley Barn. Noise from all points in this field travels clearly and easily up to Bramley Barn, it 
also travels clearly from further afield across the valley as I can often hear workers talking as they 
muck out the horses at New Flouse Farm. The positioning and proposed layout, is both intrusive and 
inappropriate, occupation of these accommodation blocks and surrounding land by human beings 
and the disturbance they create as opposed to animals will be immensely intrusive upon Bramley 
Barn.
With Bramley Barn's front aspect facing directly down the proposed development site and with its 
picture windows and major source of ventilation through these windows it's inevitable that my 
family and any future occupants will suffer considerable noise and forced artificial light disturbance 
never before seen/heard at Bramley Barn. The construction work itself will not present much of a 
problem, short-lived and constructed during normal working hours, it will be the ongoing occupancy 
of these buildings by exited holiday makers day and night, their cars, car headlights, accommodation 
lighting, outdoor lighting and potentially torches. Their use of the open spaces between the 
accommodation units, the communal nature of the proposed activities, BBQ's, ball games etc.
This intrusion will severely compromise Bramley Barns private major outdoor living space as a family 
home. The noise generated and light disturbance will similarly effect immediate neighbours at New 
Flouse Farm and Daffaluke Flouse. (4.8.39. RA6 - Point 9)

7. Conservation, wildlife habitats
The valley in which Lower Daffaluke Farm sits with its neighbours presently holds an abundance of 
wildlife including a number of rare and endangered native animals, including; Crested Newts, Bats, 
Owls (Tawny & Barn), Woodpeckers (Green & Lesser Spotted), Polecats, Wessels, Otters to name a 
few, many of which bread in this valley. They thrive not only because of the available food stocks, 
water, vegetation and shelter of the valley, but also because of the sparce human presence and 
especially because it's currently quiet at most times day and night and devoid of little artificial light. 
The significantly increased human occupation, activity at all hours and significantly increased 
vehicular movement inevitable with this proposal and its planned use in the heart of this valley will, 
inevitably have a devastating effect on the wildlife.
The scattered glamping/ accommodation units with the incumbent noise, movement and artificial 
light could not be more damaging to the environment and wildlife population of this area.

8. Effect on Character of listed building. Over development

The property has in the last 20yrs been used and further converted in to a family home with a very 
recent and considerable extension added to the old farm house.

The layout and positioning of the two almost hotel like communal accommodation units with rustic 
cladding sit within what has always been a field adjacent to the principal farm buildings and those 
that are now of significant historic interest.
I have shown in Fig. 1 what I understand to be the current and historic curtilage of the farm and its 
structures of significant historic interest. It's unfortunate that two Barn's to the East have already 
been lost, one in particular was a substantial stone barn, likely from the same period as Barn 3 of



this application and positioned to the West of the farmhouse (See DS044041/F Demolition of 
existing out buildings and erection of two storey extension). Some of the stone barn to the East still 
remains now forming a large retaining wall (Seethe additional photos provided). Traditionally with 
historic farms of this type all buildings face inward around a central courtyard and this would have 
been the case here. The ruins of the proposed glamping accommodation blocks pig pens and hopper 
enclosure behind Barn 3 and of no historic value sit outside the curtilage of the main farm and its 
historic buildings in what is and always has been for some 60+ yrs, if not more, a field adjacent to the 
farm.
Collectively these new builds and the proposed new additions to stone Barn 3 double the existing 
footprint of the main farm buildings which already include a very recent and substantial extension to 
the East end of the farm house. As such this application proposes considerable over development of 
the property not in keeping with the best interests of the historic buildings, or the layout and 
character of this historic farm. (LD4, SDl, 5.3.29. 5.3.30)
The replacement accommodation units of Barns 1 and 2 their construction/cladding nether retain 
nor add anything of historic value and if anything detract from the connection the historic 
farmhouse and remaining Barn 3 has with the surrounding land.
Further to which, the proposed conversion of Barn 3, that appears to switch the outlook of the 
building with its courtyard type entrance and multiple windows to the rear of the barn, not only 
detracts from the original character of this barn but also detracts from its connection with the farm 
house and what would have been the central courtyard of this historic property.

Further points. Observations, local knowledge:

The farm animal structures for conversion other than the listed stone barn (Barn 3) itself, sit 
within what has always been, at least for the past 60+ years, a field and grazing land, even 
during the occupation of the last farmer. The last farmer that lived on and worked the land 
was a Mr Norman Morgan who occupied the farm with his wife Una until 1999, when it was 
bought by a Mr Martin Hopkins for use as a family home.

The property is not registered as a farm or small holding (as stated in the application) but a 
private dwelling/family home. Lower Daffaluke Farm is a farm in title only, in fact when 
searching online it is often found under the name of 'Little Dafaluke' on maps and in the 
filings of Heritage England.

Change of use to revert this property to commercial enterprise, would come with two 
significant differences

■ From agricultural to leisure use, from a very small country farm with its country sounds 
and smells and minimal access needs, to an intensive people visitor facility creating with 
it an increase in disruptive sounds, smells, rubbish, pollution and to-and-fro of traffic 
with a large number travelling long distances.

■ Unlike farming and working the land this enterprise will generate little or no financial 
gain from tourism, no or on balance a likely detriment to sustainability in the local area 
and as such presents no advantage to the wider community and prosperity of 
Herefordshire as a whole. (xxxxTraffic, xxxxTourism, & 4.8.1 sustainability)

Rural Enterprise dwellings - Given all that has been presented within this objection it is my 
understanding that this application neither meets or satisfies the objectives of Core Strategy 
Policy RA4.

Submitted plans do not show details relating to heating, electricity/water supply or 
drainage.



No indication is given for structures such as access pathways, outdoor night lighting or other 
structures, all of which presents further disturbance to immediate neighbours and wildlife, 
especially nocturnal animals and insects.

The proposed use created by this development and its influx of ever-changing holiday 
makers (strangers) presents a sizable added safely and security risk for its immediate 
neighbours
The applicants are aware of the presence of asbestos on the site yet I find it strange that 
there is no mention of this within this planning application.

• Attachment 'FarmHouseOld&Present' shows a couple of photographs of the listed farm 
house, as it was until recently and how it looks now. Much of the rustic charm of this old 
building has sadly been lost and I would not wish to see this deteriorate further with the 
conversion of the stone barn and change of use of the surrounding land. This is after all a 
heritage site of importance in a fabulous secluded location and currently a most desirable 
family home.

As the application stands this proposal would have a severe impact on the future enjoyment of my 
home and its surrounds in what is presently a very quiet, secluded and idyllic location with an 
abundance of fascinating wildlife.

Whilst I find this planning application wholly inappropriate, I would happily support the sympathetic 
restoration and conversion of the Grade II listed stone barn (Barn 3) into accommodation in-line with 
previous approved planning application, applied for by Mr Norman Morgan at the time of his sale of 
this property to Mr & Mrs Martin Hopson in 1999.

I would encourage the assigned planning officer and the consultees to visit the property for 
themselves in order to gain a true perspective on this proposal, and I offer an open invitation to the 
officer and consultees to visit my home to judge for themselves the impact the acceptance of this 
proposal would have on Bramley Barn.

Yours faithfully

Julian Mark Ebbutt
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As was 6 to 8yrs ago.

The remains of the demolished stone barn to 
the East of the farm house, now back filled and 
used as a supporting wall.

I I

The farm house today
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Additional Photos
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Barn 3 - The grain hopper shelter

Inside the shelter showing hopper and reclaimed industrial doors used as part of the construction



Additional Photos

Chicken Shed - Barn 1
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Animal Field Shelter - part of Barn 2



Additional Photos
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Typical Pig pen - part of Barn 2
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Side elevation showing pig pens, covered walkway and animal field shelter construction of Barn 2



Additional Photos
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Current view from Bamley Barn - Much green foliage hiding proposed Glamping hut accommodation 
units.

The Hopper shelter of Barn 3, Chicken shed and field shelter can just be seen
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In this shot the Block Sheds where the proposed parking bay are to be placed can be seen.
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