
Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2006/0904/P

	Development Proposed:
	Untreated oak gate and fencing as a principal entrance approach to Osbaldeston Hall and moat bridge folly at Osbaldeston Hall, Osbaldeston Lane, Osbaldeston

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council – No representations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	English Heritage – Do not wish to offer any comments on this occasion.

Subsequently qualified that ‘no comments’ relates to workload priorities and belief that LPA able to deal with.  



	CONSULTATIONS: Nearby Residents

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy G7 - Flood Protection Policy.

Policy G5 - Settlement Strategy.

Policy 21, Joint Lancashire Structure Plan.



	POLICY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The proposed fencing, gate and bridge folly would have a detrimental impact upon the setting of the listed building and the landscape character of the open countryside because of their design, scale and extent.  This would be contrary to Policies ENV19 and ENV3 of the Districtwide Local Plan and Policy 21 of the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan 2001-2016.



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

	Osbaldeston Hall is a grade II* listed house probably c. 1600 with remains of 16th century and earlier, altered 1946.  Lancashire County Council (Archaeology) have previously referred to a deer park being shown on a 1575 map and the site possibly having been moated.  Public footpaths skirt the site to the south and west, including No 28 running immediately adjacent to the proposed development.

In 1995 planning permission was granted for the conversion of garage into summerhouse, conversion of building into garage and new access road.  The  new access road was to provide an approach to the centre of the property’s façade, separate from the existing farm access, and was to be tarmac surfaced with stone sett edging.  The route appears to be marked on site by banking and stone laying.  There were no highway objections to the application but LCC (Highways) advised of the need to subject any proposed stopping or diversion of a right of way to the appropriate order process.

In June 2004, a pre-application proposal to erect ornate 5m high gates and walling was received.  Officers commented that the proposals would have a significant impact upon the listed building setting and the open countryside.  In December 2004, officers suggested that a planning application be made in respect of a sketch proposal for 2.2m high gates/walling of simple design.  In March 2005, officers suggested that a third proposal would be too tall and over elaborate – this scheme was subsequently refused planning permission in August 2005.  In December 2005 officer concerns were re-iterated to the applicant with suggestion that gates should be of a similar height to the existing hedgerow, and that fencing or walling adjacent to the entrance gates would not be considered favourably.

In May 2005, discussions were held with the present application agent in respect of proposed landscaping works to Osbaldeston Hall, partly to undo works undertaken in the 1970’s.  It was suggested that historical evidence would inform a new garden scheme for the site.  However, the present application does not include any discussion or justification for the proposed work.

I am mindful of the Borough Council's grant of permission for a new access road with entrance way directly in front of the front elevation of the listed building.  Therefore, I believe the provision of gates at this point to be a reasonable expectation.  However, given the open countryside landscape setting of the property, its prominence including important public viewpoints from adjacent footpaths, the importance of the approach to the front of the property to the setting of the listed building, and the apparent absence of any historical precedent for gates in this location,  I believe such gates should be minimal in scale, restrained in design and restricted in extent.  

In my opinion the proposals do not overcome my earlier concerns and are detrimental to the setting of the listed building and the landscape character of the open countryside.  



	RECOMMENDATION: That permission be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 





TELEPHONE CLLRS:  YES / NO


DATE:














