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	Date Inspected:
	31/10/18, 23/11/18 and 9/10/19
	

	Officer:
	AD
	

	DELEGATED ITEM FILE REPORT: 
	REFUSAL

	


	Development Description:
	Erection of single-storey extension to rear.  Installation of two flush-fitting conservation roof lights to rear roof pitch.

	Site Address/Location:
	11 and 13 Gisburn Road Bolton by Bowland BB7 4NP

	


	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Parish/Town Council

	No comments received.

	

	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Highways/Water Authority/Other Bodies

	LCC Highways:
	

	No objection no conditions
Historic England:

Do not wish to offer any comments. Suggest seeking the views of the RVBC specialist conservation and archaeological advisers.

Historic amenity societies:

Consulted, no representations received.



	CONSULTATIONS: 
	Additional Representations.

	None received.

	

	RELEVANT POLICIES :

	Ribble Valley Core Strategy:

Key Statement EN5 – Heritage Assets

Key Statement ECI: Business and employment development

Key Statement EC3: Visitor Economy

Policy DMG1 – General Considerations

Policy DME4 – Protecting Heritage Assets

Policy DMB3  - Recreation and Tourism Development

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. ‘Preservation’ in the duties at sections 16, 66 and 72 of the Act means “doing no harm to” (South Lakeland DC v. Secretary of State for the Environment [1992]).

Bolton By Bowland Conservation Area Appraisal

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG)



	Relevant Planning History:

3/2018/0788 & 0791 - Conversion from one dwelling to one dwelling and one holiday let; erection of new single storey kitchen extension to rear of 13 incorporating historic outbuilding; alterations. LBC & PP granted 19/12/18. 
3/2018/0047 & 0048 - Conversion from one dwelling to one dwelling (no 13) and one holiday let (No 11), , including demolition and replacement of existing single-storey extension to rear of no.11 and creation of new single-storey extension to rear of no.13 incorporating the existing ash/coal house. PP & LBC refused 1 May 2018. 

3/2017/0208 & 0209 - Conversion from one dwelling to one dwelling (No. 13) and one holiday let (No. 11) including single-storey extensions to rear. PP and LBC refused 2 May 2017.
3/1990/0639 & 0620 – Demolition of attached outbuilding and erection of utility room, WC, study, conservatory and coal stores at 9 Gisburn Road. LBC & PP granted 23 October 1990. Plans show that similar layout to No 11/13 i.e. two properties converted to one, a stair at rear in similar location, ground floor room divisions removed (?).  

3/1981/0079 – Single lock-up garage on land to rear of 9 Gisburn Road. Outline PP granted 17 March 1981.



	

	ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:

	Site Description and Surrounding Area:

‘5, 7, 9, 11 and 13 Gisburn Road’ is a Grade II listed (20 February 1984) row prominently sited within Gisburn Conservation Area. The list description typically refers to the front elevation and exterior only and states:

“Row of houses, early C19th … No. 11 is of one bay and has tripartite windows with glazing bars, plain stone surrounds and square mullions. The door, to the left, has a plain stone surround. No. 13 is of one bay, the 2-light windows having square mullions and plain stone surrounds”.
The site is within the setting of a number of listed buildings including ‘Church of St Peter and St Paul’ (Grade I), ‘Old Courthouse’ (Grade II), and ‘2 pairs of Gatepiers South East of Church, at entrance to Bolton Hall Drive’ (Grade II).

The Bolton By Bowland Conservation Area Appraisal (The Conservation Studio consultants; adopted by the Borough Council following public consultation 3 April 2007) identifies:

An Important View northwards from the adjoining Significant Open Space immediately to the East (Townscape Appraisal Map);

‘The Church of St Peter and St Paul (grade I) elevated above Main Street and Hellifield Road’;  

‘Architectural and historic interest of the conservation area’s buildings, including 21 listed buildings’;
‘Prevalent use of local building stone’; ‘Local details’ (Summary of special interest).

Rear outbuildings to the row are shown on both the 1850 and 1896 OS. However, no outbuildings to Nos 11 or 13 appear to be shown despite their historic form and materials eg metal rwgs  (Origins and historic development).

“Another fine view of the church can be gained along the avenue to Bolton House, from where the tall trees and low two-storey cottages give a sense of scale and grandeur to the church tower” (Key views and vistas)

RVBC site inspection of interior 26 April 2017 identified:

(i) A historic infilled doorway (impression through wallpaper) within a wattle and daub (suggestive of timber framing) constructed wall between front and back Ground Floor rooms at No.13;

(ii) Evidence to suggest the First Floor wall above is of the same construction;

(iii) The splayed surround (in contrast to later window surround types throughout No11 & No13) of one of the Ground Floor rear windows at No13;

(iv) Historic beams, joists (both appear later than C17) and purlins at No11 & No13 (also wall plates to wattle & daub walls);

(v) Victorian fire surround/grate at First Floor Front Room at No13.

The submitted Historic Building Statement of Significance (Allen Archaeology) with 3/2018/0047 & 0048 identifies:

“buildings … primary evidential and historic value lies in the extant stone elevations, interior plans, partitions, ceiling beams, and floor joists, which yield evidence of prior activity and provide a link to aspects of life during the early 19th century when the dwellings were built. The buildings retain moderate evidential value in the internal doors and fireplace surround in No 13 and to the outbuilding and garden wall to the rear … Demolition of the outbuilding to the rear of No 13 would affect the significance of the cottages … the first floor partition in No 13 is historic and significant and any alteration or removal of this partition has the potential to harm the evidential and historical value of the original plan form in the cottages” (Executive Summary).

“The cottages each have a narrow, two-up two-down plan (Powell 2003, 77-78)” (6.9).

“The partition wall on No 11 is a modern stud wall with plasterboard, and has a small window to the left and a glazed doorway to the right, probably mirroring its original position” (6.10).

“In No 13, the doorway in the partition has been moved to the west, but there is a faint scar of a

former doorway in a similar location to that in No 11. The two-panel, plank and batten

door is probably original however, being in a late 17th – mid 18th century style, replicated in an

early 19th century building, with a frame applied in order to resemble panelling (Hall 2005, 38-

40). It is hung on short strap hinges with plain ends and has a 20th century bakelite doorknob.

Similar style doors appear in the first floor bedrooms” (6.11).

“This partition appears to have been constructed in wattle and daub, which was partially exposed. The technique is old, and common in timber-framed buildings, however it was used in cottages throughout the country up until the 19th century (Graham 2003, 14)” (6.12).

“The first floor of the two cottages has a similar layout as the ground floor” (6.13).

“The partition between the staircase and the rear bedroom of No 13 appears to be stud and plank,

the partition between the two bedrooms is of an early date if not original. It has possibly been

constructed in wattle and daub as the partition on ground floor, but this could not be assessed

without an intrusive investigation. The upper part of the partition slopes backwards to join the slope of the roof. The fireplace on the east elevation has been blocked but the Victorian cast iron surround with star-shaped bosses remains” (6.14).

“The partition between the bedroom and bathroom in No 11 is likely to be modern. The original

wall was perhaps removed to make room for the later bathroom on the other side, as it is slightly

larger than the corresponding space in No 13” (6.15).

“The first floor ceiling height is generally low in earlier Victorian houses, whereas in these cottages

the ceilings are of moderate height and more in style with the later Victorian cottages, which has

enabled the large windows to match those on ground floor (Powel 2003, 77). Although some of

the original roof structure still remains above No 11 (purlins and occasional rafter and laths) it

has been re-roofed in the 20th century and horizontal timbers have been added to the first floor

ceiling, on which struts form extra support to the ridge timber. The flat ceiling in No 11 is likely to have been replaced compared to No 13 where the ceiling has a significant canopy like bow” (6.16).

“significance of Nos 11 and 13 … There is no aesthetic … value” (8.1).

“No 11 … The evidential value of the cottage lies primarily in the extant stone elevations with their fenestration, original ceiling and roof joists and any remaining roof timbers of the original structure (little of which appear to remain above No 11), which provide evidence of the building techniques used during the early 19th century in rural Lancashire (or the West Riding of Yorkshire until 1974” (8.3).

“first floor of No 11 … original plan is otherwise intact, retaining the two room layout” (8.4).

“The evidential value of No 13 lies in the extant stone elevations with fenestration, the internal

partitions, original ceiling and roof joists and any remaining roof timbers of the original structure

(it is currently unknown if any are extant due to a lack of access), which, like the adjacent No 11,

demonstrates the building techniques and craftsmanship used in the construction of these

vernacular buildings” (8.7).

“Likewise, the doors and fireplace surround on the first floor are of evidential value and add

character to the cottage. The partition on the upper floor is also original and proposals should

seek to retain this partition” (8.8).

“The small outbuilding to the rear of No 13 and the garden wall is of local significance and appears

to have been extant since at least the later 19th century” (8.9).



	Proposed Development for which consent is sought:

The proposed extension, rooflights and first floor plan division are features of previous refused or subsequently revised schemes (i.e. unnecessary harm in proposed sub-division of the dwelling to a dwelling and a holiday let).

On 3 October 2019 the case officer advised:

“with reference to the recent site history (particularly the extended negotiation for 3/2018/0788 & 0791 which resulted in the granting of LBC and planning permission in December 2018 for the proposed holiday let and an adjoining residence at No. 11).

The file report for 3/2018/0788 & 0791 identifies:

“Application discussion and negotiation has resulted in significant modification to original proposals (pre-application advice had not been sought). 

The revised proposals of 27 November 2018 considerably reduced the number of rooflights (on the existing unblemished roof slope – there remains some harm to character from two rooflights to one shower room), omitted the loss of fabric and planform from alteration of No13 stairs and adjoining flooring (by proposed installation of a number of winders and steps from the existing half landing above the existing stairs) and retained much of No11 first floor plan form by amendments to the proposed en-suite (some harm remains from its impact to the proportions of the front room and its juxtaposition to the former fireplace). The proposals include some potential enhancement to significance in the replacement of modern windows with multi-paned alternatives (although plans suggest that glazing bars are stuck-on; historic photos suggest some windows may have been vertical sliding sashes – only casements proposed). 

Discussion resulted in the deletion of the proposed rear extension at No 13 (11 December 2018). The rear walled courtyard of No13 is an important and prominent element of character (end of the listed row; surviving courtyard – extension at No11 not found in planning record; views from Important Open Space towards Grade I listed church). The proposed extension would have infilled this space, encapsulate all ground floor historic openings, subsume (triangular copings removed) the courtyard boundary wall and introduce a large and conspicuous expanse of glazing and an incongruous roof profile”.

I note that the current application proposes the restoration of rooflight and extension proposals. In addition, it is proposed to subdivide the front first floor room into three rooms (changing the shape of the space and confusing interpretation of the fireplace) – this was an element of concern in the refused 3/2018/0047 & 0048:

“I am mindful that the submitted Historic Building Statement of Significance identifies:

“buildings … primary evidential and historic value lies in the extant stone elevations, interior plans, partitions … moderate evidential value in the internal doors and fireplace surround in No 13 and to the outbuilding and garden wall to the rear … the first floor partition in No 13 is historic and significant and any alteration or removal of this partition has the potential to harm the evidential and historical value of the original plan form in the cottages” (Executive Summary).

“The evidential value of No 13 lies in the extant stone elevations with fenestration, the internal partitions” (8.7).

Therefore, I am concerned that the creation of new rooms and changed context of the fireplace (historically its situation would be related to the importance and size of the room) is a profound alteration to historic two room first floor planform. The application does not suggest that alternatives to the removal of a section of the historic partition have been pursued in addressing the difficult access to the back room. 

I do not concur with the suggestion that Nos 11 and 13 have no aesthetic value (Historic Building Statement of Significance Discussion and Conclusions paragraph 8.1) which appears to negate the special architectural interest of the vernacular/polite Georgian architecture and its contribution to the Bolton by Bowland Conservation Area townscape. In contrast, the proposed extensions are suggested to “contribute positively to the setting (sic) of the Conservation Area and the views of the Grade I listed Church of St Peter and St Paul” (paragraph 8.10). 

The wall enclosed rear yards are longstanding and significant. I am particularly concerned at the treatment of the rear elevation/yard of No. 13 because it is end of row and prominent in Bolton by Bowland Conservation Area and the setting of other listed buildings. The submitted plans show the encapsulation of all Ground Floor openings to No. 13 i.e. door and two windows (with the proposed kitchen extension at No. 11, all Ground Floor openings at No 11 and 13 are to be encapsulated). Extension 2-light windows dominate existing single-light openings. The existing roof is significant for its unbroken line and proposed rooflights (no illustrations submitted) are likely to be conspicuous and incongruous”.  

Application 3/2019/0769 & 0768 does not discuss any changed circumstances or provide additional significance information in justification of the reversions (NPPF 194 ‘clear and convincing justification’) “.



	Impact upon the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building, the setting of listed buildings and the character and appearance of Bolton by Bowland Conservation Area:

No further information/revised plans have been received in respect to the case officer’s email of 3 October 2019.

3/2018/0788 & 0791 received approval because of the deletion of harmful works to No 13 (prominent end property in conservation area; survival of yard; two-up/two-down wall partitions original), the existing extension at No 11 (centre of row) and residual harm at the proposed permanent residence from rooflights (in the otherwise unblemished prominent roofslope but needed for ventilation) and en-suite (impact on room proportions and former fireplace) being offset by NPPF 196 public benefits (No13 holiday let to support the local economy; bringing the vacant listed building back into use; the restoration of two units with limited duplication of facilities – the optimum viable use). Public benefits off-setting harm were ensured by Condition 8:
“The holiday unit/cottage at 13 Gisburn Road hereby approved shall not be used as a unit of permanent accommodation or as a person's main place of residence.  A register of all occupants/owners of the holiday unit hereby approved shall be maintained at all times and shall be made available for inspection by the Local Planning Authority on request.  For the avoidance of doubt the register shall contain the name and address of the principal occupier/owner(s) together with all dates of occupation.

Reason: In order to safeguard the public benefits (leisure, tourism and optimum viable use) of development identified at 10.1 of the submitted Heritage Statement”. 

In respect to NPPF 194 (“Any harm … should require clear and convincing justification”), it is noted that current proposals include both rooflights and a slate vent for an extract fan in the proposed en-suite.  Furthermore, the accommodation of the bathroom within the rear first floor Study/Reading would appear to negate the harmful planform and roof proposals).
In addition to concerns at proposed extension of No 13 discussed within 3/2018/0788 & 0791 and 3/2018/0047 & 0048 (see above email 3 October 2019), the current scheme results in the demolition of the historic yard wall and incorporates a flat roof and a three-light multi-paned window which are conspicuous and incongruous in respect to roof forms and historic opening treatments at this elevation. 

NPPG states that “In general terms, substantial harm is a high test, so it may not arise in many cases” – the harm to the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building, the setting of listed buildings and the character and appearance of Bolton by Bowland Conservation Area is considered to be ‘less than substantial’. NPPF paragraph 196 requires consideration to any public benefits of development - the public benefit of construction employment does not outweigh the harm to the designated heritage assets particularly as this scheme undermines the Optimum viable Use secured by 3/2018/0788 & 0791.

	

	Highways:

LCC Highways have no objection to the proposed development.


	Impact Upon Residential Amenity:

The proposed development has an acceptable impact upon residential amenity.

	

	Landscape/Ecology:

The Daylight scoping survey of 17 January 2019 concluded:

“Subsequent to that initial survey I have now revisited the property and undertaken a further full inspection of the buildings and once again found no signs of any maternity roost or place of hibernation. In conclusion there is no evidence of breeding or resting bats or breeding bird species”.

	

	Observations/Consideration of Matters Raised/Conclusion:

Therefore, in giving considerable importance and weight to the duties at section 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, in giving ‘great weight’ to the conservation of the designated heritage assets (NPPF paragraph 193) and in consideration to NPPF paragraph 192 (development sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and positively contributing to local character and distinctiveness) and Ribble Valley Core Strategy Key Statement EN5 and Policies DME4 and DMG1, it is recommended that planning permission be refused.


	RECOMMENDATION:
	That planning consent be refused for the following reason:
The proposal has a harmful impact upon the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building, the setting of nearby listed buildings and the character and appearance of Bolton by Bowland Conservation Area because (i) the proposed extension results in the encapsulation of all ground floor historic openings and the loss of the historic yard (including the distinction of the outbuilding within it and  historic boundary wall fabric) and incorporates a flat roof and a large and  incongruous three-light window and (ii) the installation of conspicuous and incongruous rooflights (in addition to an extract fan vent) on the prominent main roof slope. This is contrary to Key Statement EN5 and Policies DME4 and DMG1 of the Ribble Valley Core Strategy.




