Ribble Valley Borough Council                                                                  

DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT - REFUSAL

	Ref: AD/EL

	Application No: 
	3/2012/1013 (AC) & 1014 (LBC)

	Development Proposed:
	7 no. non-illuminated car park disclaimer, directional and information signs (AC).

External signage (LBC) at BMI Gisburne Park Hospital, Gisburn Park Estate, Gisburn

	CONSULTATIONS: Parish/Town Council

	Parish Council - No objections to this proposal. 



	CONSULTATIONS: Highway/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	English Heritage – Determine in accordance with national and local policy guidance and on the basis of RVBC specialist conservation advice.

LCC (Highways) – No objection in principle on highway safety grounds.

Historic amenity societies – Consulted, no representations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: Additional Representations.

	No representations have been received.



	RELEVANT POLICIES:

	Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

NPPF.

HEPPG.

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

Policy ENV19 - Listed Buildings (Setting).

Policy ENV21 - Historic Parks and Gardens.

Policy ENV3 - Development in Open Countryside.

Policy ENV13 - Landscape Protection.

Policy G1 - Development Control.

Core Strategy Regulation 22 Submission Draft DMG1, DME2, DME4 and DMB1.  



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

	Gisburne Park is a Grade I listed (16 November 1954) country house of 1727-1736 set within an extensive designed historic landscape [added to the Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest (Grade II) in December 2011] and open countryside (Policy ENV3 of the Local Plan). A public right of way (BW11; which follows an important historic circulation route through the Park) provides extensive views of the site. 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 (two hospitals now occupy the immediate vicinity of the house).  

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’.

Oxford Archaeology North have 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. 

The Register of Parks and Gardens identifies: 

(i) “An early C18 formal garden and deer park associated with Gisburne Hall, overlain by an C18 landscaped park” (Summary); 

(ii) “This C18 formal garden and deer park, overlain by a landscaped park is designated at Grade II for the following principal reasons: * Historic interest: the integrity of the early C18 formal garden and deer park phase is preserved and is highly visible * Historic interest: despite some loss of character in parts, it is a good example of a mid and later C18 landscaped park in the English natural style, and sufficient of its original landscaping survives to reflect its original design * Design influence: some elements of the landscaping appear to reflect the influence of a proposed early C18 design by Lord Robert Petre on subsequent generations of the Lister family * Group value: it has strong group value with a number of listed buildings including the Grade II* gate lodges and the Grade I Gisburne Hall * Tree nursery: the presence of the 'Great Nursery' on Coppy Hill is a striking and unusual feature” (Reasons for Designation);

The Gisburne Historic Landscape Management Plan was commissioned by Gisburne Park Estates Limited and produced by Parklands Consortium Limited in October 2010. 

Table 5 ‘Damage to the Fabric’ identifies:

Park – Ownership (‘Significance A - fundamental to the design concept or to the historic interest of the park’) – ‘divided ownership results in diverging management of separate owners’;

          - Historic Fence materials (‘Significance B – Essential parts or elements specific to the vocabulary of Gisburne’) 
Pleasure Grounds – Walled Garden (Significance A - fundamental to the design concept or to the historic interest of the park’) – ‘the C18 features that existed within the walled garden have been replaced by car parking and a sitting area for hospital staff’.
‘Vision and Policies’ (page 158ff) includes the conservation and restoration principles: 

‘1. Restore the landscape as closely as possible within ownership constraints to its structure and condition in the early C19 as represented on the 1812 survey …;

 4. Ensure that the restoration continues to focus the design on the hospital, previously the mansion, the principal building; 

5. the proposals should be compatible with the viability of the various current economic aspects to produce sustainable long term management’.

The designed landscape includes a number of separately listed buildings. Pevsner 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. 

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’.

Relevant site history

‘Pre-application’ advice has been provided to the agent in respect of the post-decision questioning of the need for listed building consent and/or advertisement consent for each sign.

3/2011/0260 (LBC) & 0117 (AC) - New signage throughout, internal and external (LBC), 15 No advertisements (AC) at Abbey Gisburne Park Hospital, Gisburn Park Estate, Gisburn. LBC granted 2 November 2011. Split decision on advertisement application 1 November 2011.

Pre-application enquiry response from English Heritage concerning advertisement proposals, 27 January 2011. Some concerns expressed (see delegated report on 3/2011/0260).

Legislation, policy and guidance

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 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that the determination of planning applications must be made in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

Mindful of the status of the emerging LDF, note is made of the opinions in Mynors C., 'Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas and Monuments' (2006) and the discussion of 'Applications for planning permission' and 'Overlapping statutory duties' at 14.2 ff. He concludes that 'the order of preference must be: 

(1) the development plan, so far as material; 
(2) the effect of the proposed development on any listed buildings or their setting or on any conservation area; 
(3) the responses to publicity and consultation; and then 
(4) any other material considerations'. 

Mynors states that 'It follows that the duties under the Listed Buildings Act are subordinate to the duty to have regard to the plan, but that they are still more important than the duty to have regard to any other material consideration'. Other material considerations would appear to include the NPPF.

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.

The Ribble Valley Districtwide Local Plan (June 1998) is particularly relevant at Policies ENV20, ENV19, ENV21, ENV3 and G1.

The Ribble Valley Regulation 22 Submission Draft Core Strategy is particularly relevant at Policies DMG1, DME4, DME2 and DMB1.
The NPPF is particularly relevant at paragraph 6, 7, 8, 14, 17, 19, 28, 56, 60, 64, 67, 109, 126, 128, 129, 131, 132 and 134.

The HEPPG is particularly relevant at paragraph 44, 80, 114, 115, 116, 117, 120 and 178.

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

‘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).

.. arguments about the sensitivity of a setting to change should not be based on the numbers of people visiting it. This will not adequately take account of qualitative issues, such as the importance of quiet and tranquillity as an attribute of setting; constraints on the public to routinely gain access to a setting because of remoteness or challenging terrain; or the importance of the setting to a local community who may be few in number’ (2.4).

“where the significance of a heritage asset has been compromised in the past by unsympathetic development affecting its setting …  consideration still needs to be given to whether additional change will further detract from … the significance of the asset” (2.4).
‘’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).

‘Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance for the Sustainable Management of 

the Historic Environment’ (English Heritage, 2008) identifies four groups of heritage 

values: Evidential, Historical, Aesthetic and Communal.

‘Constructive Conservation in Practice’ (English Heritage, 2008) states “Constructive 

Conservation is the broad term adopted by English Heritage for a positive and 

collaborative approach to conservation that focuses on actively managing change. 

The aim is to recognise and reinforce the historic significance of places, while 

accommodating the changes necessary to ensure their continued use and enjoyment … 

… The Principles also underline the importance of a systematic and consistent 

approach to conservation. In order to provide this consistency, we are guided by a 

values-based approach to assessing heritage significance”.

The ‘Building in Context Toolkit: New Development in Historic Areas’ (CABE, EH, the 

architecture centre) identifies 8 building in context principles.
The Garden History Society ‘Planning Conservation Advice Note 7: Treatment of boundaries and entrances’ includes the Watchpoint at 5.4 “Consider whether subsidiary development is likely to result from any proposed changes to boundaries and entrances (e.g. alterations to carriageways and footpaths; signage; security measures (e.g. lighting, CCTV, additional fencing etc.); street furniture (e.g. lighting columns, bollards, seating, bins etc.). New or replacement elements should be well-designed, fit for the purpose and appropriate to the individual historic landscape setting”.

‘Streets for All: Fixing Signs Lights and CCTV to Buildings’ (EH, 2008) states ‘Signing, lighting and CCTV play an integral role within our streets and are there to improve legibility and safety for all road users. When designing these elements into the street it is best to take a ‘Less Is More’ approach, even in streets that are not in any specially designated environment, though this is particularly important when locating these features in more sensitive areas’.

‘Reducing Sign Clutter’ (EH, 2008) states ‘It is important to strike a balance between essential signing and unnecessary, unsightly clutter.

‘Streets for All: North West: Traffic Signs ’ (EH, 2005) states ‘redundant signs should be removed’ and ‘General Principles – restrict signs to those which convey essential information only; reduce signs to a minimum size and number’

‘Reducing Sign Clutter’ (Department for Transport, January 2013) states ‘over-provision of signs can have a detrimental impact on the environment and can dilute more important messages if they result in information overload for drivers … ‘less is more’ is a good place to start in designing a scheme … careful design of the signs themselves can also help to avoid clutter by reducing their size and by combining signs onto fewer separate structures … Summary – rationalize signs to help ensure they are provided only where required – minimize the environmental impact of signing through careful design, including siting, size and colour’.
Submitted information

The LBC application forms identify that the applicant is the owner of all the land and buildings to which the application relates (see ‘red line’). The AC forms (Q8) identify that the proposed signage is additional to existing signage.

A Design, Access and Heritage Statement has been submitted. Whilst this identifies the heritage assets (reiterating the information in the previous officer delegated report) it does not identify the significance of the elements affected by the proposed new signs or consider the recommendations of the Gisburne Historic Landscape Management Plan. 

The proposals are little changed from those considered unduly harmful in the previous applications. 

The Statement appears to seek decisions more akin to a Certificate of Lawfulness.

Conclusions

The proposed signs are all shown to be affixed to the Grade I listed building or to curtilage structures (historic fences; parts of the walled garden) which appear to be part of the listed building by virtue of Section 1(5) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. All of the signs are prominent and affect the character (including setting) of the listed building as a whole.

Development descriptions in the pre-2011 planning history do not make reference to signage and the status of existing signage is therefore unclear.

There is concern at:

(i) Item C, G1, L, and N because of the inclusion of prominent (contrasting colours and graphics) brand advertisement to the otherwise acceptable information/direction signage. Such branding information forms part of the site entrance signage granted consent in 3/2011/0260 & 0117; its extension to directional and information signage within the site would not appear consistent with the ‘less is more’ and ‘restrict signs to those which convey essential information only’ advice in Streets for All and the site restoration principles in the Gisburne Historic Landscape Management Plan;

(ii) Item G1, G2 and G3 because of their incongruity, conspicuousness, visual intrusion and uncertain impact on important historic fabric (fixture) at the Grade I building’s main entrance. Notwithstanding the status of existing door pilaster signage, the proposals do not address the opportunity for enhancement/amelioration which is encouraged by the NPPF i.e. attention to the enhancement of significance, the promotion of local significance, improvement to the character and quality of areas and to new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness at paragraph 7, 60, 64, 126 and 131).

These concerns were expressed to the agent during consideration of 3/2011/0260 & 0117 (see RVBC letter 14 June 2011 and agent’s response 11 July 2011) and have not been addressed. Further negotiation is therefore not considered to be expedient.

It is not clear whether existing signage is to be removed (see Q8 on advertisement consent application form and proposed view of item N).

In my opinion and on the assumption that Q8 of the application form has been wrongly completed, the signs subject of this advertisement consent application do not require formal advertisement consent. The agent will be advised of this opinion and asked to consider the withdrawal of the application. 

Mindful of the agent’s conclusions at paragraph 28 of the Statement, it is noted that the previous advertisement consent application included a number of other signs (e.g. Sign A which exceeds 1.2 square metres in area).



	SUMMARY REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The signs are unduly prominent, conspicuous, visually intrusive, obscuring of important architectural features and of uncertain impact on important historic fabric because of their size, location and design.  Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.



	RECOMMENDATION: That listed building consent be refused.


DATE INSPECTED: 














