Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - APPROVAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2011/0260 (LBC) & 0117 (AC)

	Development Proposed:
	New signage throughout, internal and external (LBC),

15 No advertisements (AC) at Abbey Gisburne Park Hospital, Gisburn Park Estate, Gisburn

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No comments received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	English Heritage – do not wish to offer any comments on this occasion.  Recommend that determine in accordance with national and local policy guidance and on basis of RVBC’s specialist conservation advice.

Lancashire County Council (Highways) – no objections on highway safety grounds.  Will not be recommending any objections or conditions.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990

PPS5

HEPPG

Draft NPPF

Policy ENV20 - Proposals Involving Partial Demolition/Alteration of Listed Buildings

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (setting)

Policy G1 - Development Control

PPG19



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

	Gisburne Park is a Grade I listed country house of 1727-1736 set within an extensive designed historic landscape which includes a walled garden with gardener’s cottage.  Pevsner (Buildings of England: Yorkshire West Riding, 2001) states that the house is ‘very plain’ from the outside but inside there is plenty of very fine Rococo plasterwork. The list description refers to the interior as having ‘very fine Baroque plasterwork by Artari, Quadri and Vassalli in the entrance hall, the drawing room to the right of it, a smaller room behind that, and the stair hall in the west wing. All have elaborate ceilings with scrollwork compositions apart from the stair hall where the present ceiling, incorporating an oval domed toplight, is of the late C19th. All apart from the drawing room also have enriched wall-panels, those to the stair hall being particularly elaborate, with some bas-relief figures..’.

Pevsner also notes that the approach from the south is marked by two charming gate lodges (Grade II* listed) in a fanciful Gothick of c.1800, said to have been designed by the then Lord Ribblesdale and, to the left and right, heavy castellated parapets with short turrets (Grade II listed) marking the entrances of a short railway tunnel. 

The house was converted to a private hospital in the mid 1980s and has been subsequently expanded through extensions and new buildings within the curtilage.  

English Heritage have recently advised that an application is currently before it to consider adding Gisburne Park to the National Register of Historic Parks and Gardens for England. A Historic Landscape Management Plan was completed in October 2010 but is not available for the Borough Council’s consideration; the plan explains the historical development and significance of the landscape, dividing the estate into a series of character areas, identifying important features within the landscape, designed views and defining policies to care for the estate (EH, 2011). See also Historic Designed Landscapes of Lancashire (MMU,1998).

Oxford Archaeology North have also recently undertaken an archaeological assessment of the walled garden at Gisburne Park. In respect to walled garden survival, the assessment states that the garden has been subject to considerable landscape changes since the estate was broken up and sold off in 1944. In particular, the western part of the garden has been severely altered to accommodate the needs of a stable yard, and the construction of a swimming pool and tennis court have further impacted the central section of the garden.  The original garden walls, as depicted on the 1909 Ordnance Survey Plan, were 432m in extent; of these 201m of walling are still standing and a further 24m of the line of the wall survives as an earthwork. This would indicate that 46% of the garden walls still survive.  Of the 14 buildings/structures associated with the garden that were shown on the 1909 plan, only 4 still survive today and comprise the cottage, two small outbuildings against the southern garden wall, and the ‘turret’ surround for the northern garden entrance.   None of the soft landscaping elements, such as the footpaths or beds, still survive, and only 3 of the original trees have survived, in the south eastern corner of the garden. 

No1 and The Dower House, Park Road, on the approach to Gisburne Park, are Grade II listed buildings.

The Gisburn Conservation Area Appraisal (The Conservation Studio consultants; adopted by the Borough Council 3 April 2007) shows the immediate approach to the gate lodges to be a Significant Open Space. Included within the Summary of special interest is ‘the tranquil Park Lane, with its ‘polite’ architecture, gatehouses and park boundary walls (in General character and plan form it is also described as being a ‘haven of gentility). Origins and historic development states ‘the entrance to the park from the Main Street is a very attractive part of the conservation area’.

3/2011/0374 - The creation of a new recreation area for resident activities connected to the existing psychiatric unit, within a secure fence boundary including the erection of new security fencing with vehicle “airlock”, and removal of existing liquid propane storage vessels, concrete base and adjacent gabion wall.  Installation of new 5x2 tonne above ground tanks including new security fencing.  Also installation of CCTV system with cameras fixed to heads of fence uprights at Gisburn Lodge. PP granted 11 October 2011.
Pre-application enquiry response from English Heritage concerning current advertisement proposals, 27 January 2011. Some concerns expressed.

3/2009/0627/P - The creation of a new recreation area for resident activities connected to the existing psychiatric unit, within a secure fenced boundary including the erection of new security fencing with vehicle ‘air-lock’ and removing of existing liquid propane storage vessels, concrete base and the adjacent gabion wall at Gisburn Lodge. PP granted 16 September 2009.

3/2009/0626 - Installation of new 12x2 tonne underground LPG tanks including rerouted fencing and creation of tanker lay-by. PP granted 16 September 2009.

3/2007/0997 & 0998 - Erection of 10-bed medium secure psychiatric unit. PP & LBC granted 25 March 2008.

3/2006/1004/P & 1005 – 10 bed medium secure psychiatric unit – LBC and PP applications withdrawn.

3/2004/0756/P – Change of use of part of garden to car park to accommodate 25 cars – PP granted 9 September 2004. 

3/2004/0595/P – Erection of a security fence and minor amendments to the approved plans– PP granted 10 August 2004.

3/2003/1034/P – Amendment to approved scheme for new hospital facilities (revised siting of building) 3/02/0785 – PP granted 10 February 2004.

3/2002/0785/P – Construction of new psychiatric rehabilitation unit – PP granted 11 February 2003.

3/1999/0801/P – Construction of a disabled access ramp to rear entrance/exit of hospital – LBC and PP granted 14 February 2000.

3/1999/0075/P – Change of use from resident medical officers accommodation (gardeners cottage) to form accommodation for long term rehabilitation patients – PP granted 25 March 1999.

3/1997/0738/P – New internal lobby and minor internal alterations – LBC granted 22 January 1998.

3/1985/-0029/P – Installation of three liquid petroleum gas tanks – LBC granted 28 February 1985.

3/1984/0635/P – Re-roofing of squash court and cottage end of existing building, and removal of existing parapet walls and concealed gutters, and two redundant chimney stacks – LBC granted 15 February 1985.

3/1984/0046/P – Internal alterations to existing hall – LBC granted 16 October 1984.

3/1983/0400 & 0399 – Extension to private hospital and rehabilitation unit – PP and LBC granted 31 January 1984.

3/1982/0391/P – Change of use to golf club – withdrawn.

3/1982/0392/P – Change of use of Gisburne Park for institutional purposes falling within Use Classes XIV of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1972 – PP granted 3 January 1983.

3/1982/0390/P – Use of Gisburne Park as country club – withdrawn.

3/1982/0381/P – Use of Gisburne Park as hotel –withdrawn.

3/1982/0067/P – Change of use of Gisburne Park to golf club and erection of new building on nearby site – withdrawn.

B0 400 – Erect 4 lock up garages – PP granted 22 December 1955.

BO 402 – Proposed squash court and wash house – PP granted 26 January 1956.

BO 788 – Erect two lock up garages, petrol storage tank and petrol pump in the rear yard – PP granted 1 March 1962.

BO 642 – Erect a swimming bath – PP granted 24 February 1960.

HEPPG paragraph 110 advises that there is no statutory requirement to have regard to the provisions of the development plan for decisions on applications for listed building consent. HEPPG paragraph 110 advices that in accordance with section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the determination of planning applications must be made in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that when considering applications for listed building consent, special regard shall be had to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.

Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that in considering whether to grant planning permission for development that affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning authority shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses.

PPS5 Policy HE7.1 states  “in decision making local planning authorities should seek to identify and assess the particular significance of any element of the historic environment that may be affected by the relevant proposal”.  

PPS5 Policy HE7.4 states “Local planning authorities should take into account .. the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets ..”.

PPS5 Policy HE9.1 states “there should be a presumption in favour of the conservation of designated heritage assets and the more significant the designated asset, the greater the presumption in favour of its conservation should be.  Once lost, heritage assets cannot be replaced and their loss is a cultural, environmental, economic and social impact.  Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting.  Loss affecting any designated heritage asset should require clear and convincing justification..”.

Policy HE10.1 states “when considering applications for development that affect the setting of a heritage asset, local planning authorities should treat favourably applications that preserve those elements of the setting that make a positive contribution to or better reveal the significance of the asset.  When considering applications that do not do this, local planning authorities should weigh any such harm against the wider benefits of the application.  The greater the negative impact on the significance of the heritage asset, the greater the benefits that will be needed to justify approval”.

PPS5 Policy HE7.5 states “Local planning authorities should take into account the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to the character and local distinctiveness of the historic environment.  The consideration of design should include scale, height, massing, alignment, materials and use”.

PPS5 Policy HE9.4 states “where a proposal has a harmful impact on the significance of the designated heritage asset which is less than substantial harm, in all cases, local planning authorities should: 

1.
Weigh the public benefit of the proposal (for example, that it helps to secure the optimum viable use of the heritage asset in the interests of its long term conservation) against the harm; and

2. 
Recognise that the greater the harm to the significance of the heritage asset, the greater the justification will be needed for any loss”.

PPS5 is accompanied by the Historic Environment Planning Practice Guide (HEPPG, March 2010).  Paragraph 2, Introduction, of the HEPPG states that the practice guidance may be “material to individual planning and heritage consent decisions”.

Paragraph 54-56 of the HEPPG reiterate PPS5 HE7.1 and the importance of understanding the significance of a heritage asset before works are proposed.


‘’..being able to properly assess the nature, extent and importance of the significance of a heritage asset and the contribution of its setting is very important to an applicant in order to conceive of and design a successful development and to the local planning authority in order to make decisions in line with the objectives of the PPS and the development plan (paragraph 54)’’.

Paragraph 179, Addition and Alteration, of the HEPPG refers to plan form and significance ‘’the plan form of a building is frequently one of its most important characteristics and internal partitions, staircases (whether decorated or plain, principal or secondary) and other features are likely to form part of its significance.  Indeed, they may be its most significant feature.  Proposals to remove or modify internal arrangements, including the insertion of new openings or extension underground, will be subject to the same considerations of impact on the significance (particularly architectural interest) as for externally visible alterations’’.

Paragraph 114 and 116-117 of the HEPPG relate to setting.

‘’the extent and importance of setting is often expressed by reference to visual considerations. Although views of or from an asset will play an important part, the way in which we experience an asset in its setting is also influenced by other environmental factors such as noise, dust and vibration; by spatial associations; and by our understanding of the historic relationship between places..’ (paragraph 114)’.

“the setting of a heritage asset can enhance its significance whether or not it was designed to do so”(paragraph 116).

‘’the contribution that setting makes to the significance does not depend on there being public rights or an ability to access or experience that setting…Nevertheless, proper evaluation of the effect of change within the setting of a heritage asset will usually need to consider the implications, if any, for public appreciation of its significance’ (paragraph 117)’.

Policy ENV19 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (adopted June 1998) has the status, following Government Office North West approval, of a ‘saved policy’.  It states that “development proposals on sites within the setting of buildings listed as being of special architectural or historic interest, which cause visual harm to the setting of the building, will be resisted”. 

Policy ENV20 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’.  This states ‘’Proposals for the alteration or repair of listed buildings should be sympathetic to their character and appearance.  The most important features of any listed building will be preserved”.

Policy G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan is a ‘saved policy’. This states ‘’In determining planning applications the following criteria will be applied:

(a) Development should be sympathetic to existing and proposed land uses in terms of its size, intensity and nature’’.

PPG19 ‘Outdoor Advertisement Control’ (March 1992) paragraph 9 states that the display of outdoor advertisements can only be controlled in the interests of "amenity" and "public safety". 

PPG19 paragraph 11 states that ‘’in assessing an advertisement's impact on "amenity", LPAs should have regard to its effect on the appearance of the building or on visual amenity in the immediate neighbourhood where it is to be displayed. They will therefore consider what impact the advertisement, including its cumulative effect, will have on its surroundings. The relevant considerations for this purpose are the local characteristics of the neighbourhood, including scenic, historic, architectural or cultural features, which contribute to the distinctive character of the locality’’.

 PPG19 paragraph 12 states ‘Where there is a group of buildings…the presence of ‘listed’ buildings or a designated conservation area…will be relevant.. In the open countryside, the land-form and quality of the immediate surroundings, and whether the advertisement respects natural contours, landscape character and background features against which it will be seen, will be amongst the relevant factors’’.

PPG19 paragraph 21 states ‘’ Special care is essential to ensure that any advertisement displayed on, or close to, a listed building or scheduled monument does not detract from the integrity of the building's design, historical character or structure, and does not spoil or compromise its setting’’.
 Paragraph 177 of the draft National Planning Policy Framework (July 2011) states ‘the Government’s objectives for planning for the historic environment are to:

..conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance..’.

 Paragraph 183 of the draft NPPF states ‘..as heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification..’.

The ‘Setting of Heritage Assets: English Heritage Guidance’ (EH, 2011) states:

‘’many heritage assets have settings that have been designed to enhance their presence and visual interest or to create experiences of drama or surprise. Views and vistas, or their deliberate screening, are key features of these designed settings, providing design axes and establishing their scale, structure, layout and character. These designed settings may also be regarded as heritage assets in their own rights, which, themselves, have a wider setting: a park may form the immediate setting for a great house, while having its own setting that includes lines-of-sight to more distant heritage assets or natural features beyond the park boundary’’ (2.5).
‘where the significance of a heritage asset has been compromised in the past by unsympathetic development affecting its setting, to accord with PPS5 policies, consideration still needs to be given to whether additional change will further detract from ..the significance of the asset (2.4)’

 ‘the cumulative impact of incremental small-scale changes may have as great an effect on the setting of a heritage asset as a large-scale development’ (4.5).

Negotiation with the agent has resulted in some satisfactory amendments to the scheme (see RVBC letter 14 June 2011 and agent’s response 11 July 2011):

(i) Sign A – the agent has agreed to position this sign behind the entrance wall thus minimising the impact on this important feature. Whilst the corporate logo may not be essential and is of harm, I believe that its display at the main entrance would appear sensible and should negate the need for its display elsewhere; I also note the illuminated and prominent form of the existing sign;

(ii) Sign C – the agent does not wish to remove the corporate identity which I believe to be harmful and unnecessary;
(iii) Sign F – the agent has agreed to the rationalisation of sign wording;

(iv) Sign G1, G2, G3 – the agent does not wish to amend this proposal (other than means of fixing);

(v) Sign I – the agent does not wish to amend this proposal (N.B. the sign is more prominent than existing without any apparent change in circumstance; BMI Healthcare Ltd is proposed to be included twice in the sign) ;

(vi) Sign J – the agent has agreed to rationalisation of sign wording (details of the location and form of the additional sign will be required);

(vii) Sign K – the agent does not wish to delete this proposal. In my opinion, the vertical alignment of the sign, to reflect the form of adjacent sash windows, would make the proposal more acceptable;

(viii) Sign O & L – the agent has agreed to rationalisation of sign numbers;

(ix) Sign M – the agent does not wish to delete this proposal and examine alternative display (e.g. free standing sign rather than high level green sign on red brick wall);

(x) Sign N – the agent does not wish to amend this proposal. The addition of the corporate identity would appear harmful and unnecessary – the consistent use of green signage would appear to distinguish the ownership/responsibility of these spaces from the neighbouring hospital;

(xi) Sign 1 – the agent does not wish to delete this proposal (also of concern to EH) but is ‘prepared to keep the existing sign in situ if our proposal is refused’;

(xii) Sign 51 – the agent has agreed not to install this sign as shown (and previously agreed with EH on 31 January 201 that a free-standing sign must suffice and the existing sign would be removed and area made good).

Despite that shown on the submitted drawings, the agent has agreed a number of alterations with English Heritage which are contained within the submitted e-mail exchange of 27 and 31 January 2011. These include:

(i) the fitting of new signage to the historic fabric of the listed building to be done in a way so as to cause minimum damage to the walls, doors and ceilings; fixtures to be as small and unobtrusive as possible. All holes etc to be ‘made good’ using an appropriate filler and finish;

(ii) replacement door signs will be VHB taped to the doors and can be removed without any damage to the doors. Any damage will be made good when the original door signs are removed;

(iii) sign posts are to be painted black. EH also requested metalwork to be cast iron rather than aluminium (condition?).

In my opinion, the scheme as amended will have an acceptable impact upon the listed building and its important designed landscape setting.     

	SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR APPROVAL:

	The proposal, subject to amendment by condition, has an acceptable impact upon the character (including setting) and significance of the listed building and the historic designed landscape heritage asset. This is in accordance with Policies ENV19, ENV20 and G1 of the Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan.



	RECOMMENDATION: That conditional listed building consent and advertisement consent be granted.


DATE INSPECTED: 














