
4th July 2013

Response of the Kingsdown Conservation Group to the planning application 
13/02643/X to  vary condition no.  20 for  planning permission  12/02260/F  - 
Land between 76-88 Horfield Road Bristol

Introduction and planning background

KCG supported the planning application the led to both the current and earlier 
planning permission 11/00560/F.  KCG opposes the 

(i) the omission of the window blanks,
(ii) the substitution of an eaves gutter for a parapet gutter, and
(iii) the  substitution  of  uPVC  windows  for  powdered  metal  window 

frames.

KCG makes no comment on the other variations proposed.

The design of the external appearance of the development intends to create 
an informal terrace of traditional properties, which reflect the historic pattern 
and the prevailing characteristics of housing in the conservation area.  The 
success of designs such as this depends upon the details of the elevation. 
There were extensive negotiations in both planning applications 11/00560/F 
and 12/02260/F between the applicants and the planning officer about the 
external details of the scheme.  KCG asks the planning officer to seek internal 
advice  from the  conservation  officer,  as  was  done  in  the  earlier  planning 
applications.

The omission of the window blanks

The design statement in planning application 12/02260/F says,  “The design 
approach seeks to be of high architectural quality, albeit a simple, traditional  
design approach that reflects prevailing characteristics from the local area.”  

That approach recognised the requirement of BCS21, Quality Urban Design. 
The window blanks would contribute to the overall quality of the scheme.  The 
cost saving of the loss of this feature would be outweighed by the by the 
appearance of a featureless wall, which would impoverish the design



The substitution of an eaves gutter for a parapet gutter

This  second  cost  saving  proposal  would  have  a  radical  effect  on  the 
appearance of this building.  Section 7 of the Kingsdown Conservation Area 
Character Appraisal says that the dominant architectural characteristics of the 
conservation area are 

“Proportions & Architectural Treatment
• Vertical emphasis
• Window heights diminish up elevation
• Mansard roof with single dormers set behind parapet on main streets
•  Roofs  concealed  behind  parapet  or  pitched  roof  on  secondary  
streets.”

The approved plans and elevations replicate the proportions and architectural 
treatment of the conservation area’s dominant roof form.  Section 9 of the 
CACA contains a management strategy states that the City Council will pay 
special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or 
appearance  of  the  conservation  area.   The  proposed  variation  would 
substitute an eaves/gutter detail that would diverge from and be inconsistent 
with the proportions and architectural  of  the conservation area’s prevailing 
roof pattern.  The substitution of an eaves gutter would detract significantly 
from the Design Statement’s declaration that “The design approach seeks to  
be of high architectural quality,  albeit a simple, traditional design approach  
that reflects prevailing characteristics of the local area.”  

The substitution of uPVC windows for powdered metal window 
frames.

Section 8 of the CACA ‘Negative Features’ includes a photograph (figure 6.1) 
a plastic window as an illustration of “An unsympathetic poor quality window 
inserted to the significant and detrimental impact of the architectural integrity  
of a building.”  ‘Poor quality in this context means poor quality design for a 
building that seeks to enhance the conservation area’s character.   KCG is 
advised that  the  cost  difference between uPVC and  powder  coated metal 
window frames would be an insignificant proportion of the overall cost of the 
scheme.  To substitute thicker plastic window frames into this development 
would  harm  the  appearance  of  the  scheme  and  fail  to  enhance  the 
conservation area.

The Kingsdown Conservation Group strongly urges the city council to refuse 
to permit these three proposed variations to the permitted scheme.


