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Bath Quays South Development Site, Riverside Business Park, Westmoreland, Bath, 
16/04818/EREG03 AMENDED PLANS (dated 14 December 2016 & 15 December 2016)
Mixed-use development of land bounded by Lower Bristol Road, Riverside Court, River Avon and Maritime House with vehicular access via Riverside Road and Lower Bristol Road comprising:(1) Detailed Application for the erection of an office building (Use Class B1 - 5,897sqm GIA), change of use of and alterations to Newark Works and adjacent buildings to provide Creative Employment Workspace (Use Class B1, A1, A3, D1, D2, - 4,503sqm GIA, non-B1 uses not more than 10% of the total floor area). Associated development comprising demolition of existing buildings, provision of new public realm and infrastructure works. (2) Outline Application (Access, Layout and Scale to be approved) for the erection of building(s) to accommodate up to 5,804sqm of residential accommodation (up to 69 no of units, Use Class C3), and up to 193sqm GIA of retail space (Use Class A1, A2 or A3). Associated development comprising demolitions, provision of public realm, landscaping and infrastructure works.
OBJECTION 

Summary: 

Bath Preservation Trust recognises that the development of the Bath City Riverside Enterprise Area is critical in securing the commercial future of Bath and we consider the South Quays site to be an entirely appropriate location for a high quality mixed-use development of offices and housing.  
We are acutely aware that conserving and enhancing the Conservation Area and outstanding value of the World Heritage Site and its setting must be reconciled with the social and economic challenges currently facing the city. 
We believe that this site, in Council ownership, offered a good opportunity to show exemplary contemporary design, compliant with local and national policy. However this application fails to deliver this important objective.

This objection should be read in conjunction with our earlier objection (submitted on 17th November) in which a number of objectives have been set out.

Our response to unchanged elements of this application, including viability, the demolition of the Foundry Building, public realm and transport, and proposed alterations to Newark Works have previously been addressed and comments dated the 17th November are maintained.  The comments we have made in response to the Outline Application for the residential building also still apply. 
This submission addresses the issues concerning amendments to the office building, and whether or not these changes sufficiently address our reasons for objecting. In particular we have reassessed the proposed height, massing, roof articulation and brick/materials.  
General comments on the application and supporting documentation 

We remain concerned about the bringing-forward of a hybrid application, mixing a detailed application and an outline application, all under one reference-numbered application. 

We welcome the winter views submitted in support of the application, as we recommended. However, the visual impact of the proposed development in long views is still of concern – as explained in more detail below. 

We welcomed the further consultation with the architects and the LPA team in the development of revisions to the office building in response to our concerns.  We are impressed with the architectural practice concerned, and the degree to which they have openly consulted. The following comments are provided in response to the amendments to the office building dated 13th and 15th December 2016.   
The long and unacceptable delay in posting comments from statutory and local consultees, urban design and conservation to the public on the B&NES website is deeply concerning. Conservation and urban design consultation responses (dated 15/11/2016) were not added to the planning portal until the absence of these comments was reported to B&NES by BPT on the 5th January.  The responses were then added just two days before the closing date for comments, other responses such as that from the landscape officer went up even later; this is wholly unacceptable.  Most importantly, when B&NES is both the applicant and the LPA, then the process followed should be transparent and exemplary. It was not, and that is a cause for grave concern, given that the consultees raised significant objections in their commentary.
Comments on proposed amendments to office building

Whilst we welcome the overall reduction in the height of the new office building by 2.5 metres (which would bring it in line with the height of the Bayer Building) we do not consider that this reduction is sufficient to address serious concerns about excessive bulk and massing, important long views and the relationship of the building with Newark Works. 
The proposed sub-division, together with the glazed break and the change in brick colour and materials are all recognised as an attempt to visually reduce the appearance of the bulk and massing. However, the actual volume, bulk, mass and depth of this building is little changed. A building of this mass would appear overly dominant in important views and would have a harmful impact on the setting of Newark Works and the wider character of Bath.

We have reflected on the way in which the architectural treatment for the scheme has been compromised by the brief given to the architect, and it seems clear that the design has been driven by the applicant’s desire to maximise site value which has resulted in a scale of development that has led to clear and unacceptable breaches of Council and national policy. The consultation might have been more appropriate if it had focused on the development brief which defined height and massing in advance.
Again, we emphasise that the aesthetic of the development should have a much stronger locally distinctive industrial quality.

We remain concerned about the approach to the roof articulation. The roof complexity could be more recognisable and readable in long views. At pre-application stage (July 2016) we suggested that the height of any building nearest to Newark Works should be substantially lower so that the height and roof treatment could relate better to the listed Newark Works. We reiterate this suggestion, whilst recognising that this may not necessarily reduce the bulky form, depth, and footprint of the building. Our preferred solution would be the reconsideration of whether office space could be spread across a larger proportion of the site area.
With regard to the use of brick, whilst we are supportive of the limited use of brick in the industrial context of the riverside location we are very concerned about the use of brick on a building of this size. Bath stone is much more appropriate for bigger developments. We are also concerned about the precedent that the use of brick, on a building of this scale, would set. We note that in conversation with the architect he assumed that the use of brick on this building would an exception rather than the rule for enterprise area developments. 
We would like to see details of the tonal range of brick colours included within the planning application, and examples of the contrast provided in materials samples. The Trust is broadly supportive of the use of a subtle shade of red brick, on a building of an appropriate scale and mass - though we have previously questioned the suitability of the darker shade of red. The exact shade should be established through sample panels of sufficient size to test the appearance.
In our previous objection, we encouraged exploring the use of recessive coloured materials on the upper floors to lessen the dominant appearance of the red brick to the top ridge of the building and therefore decrease the illusion of height.  The applicant’s current response, which introduces glazing to the top floor, with light coloured pre-cast stone or concrete fins, has raised new concerns about light spill and long views at night. We note that a lighting mitigation strategy has been submitted to address this concern and we welcome the attempt to reduce light spill. We are taking advice from a lighting specialist to ascertain the likely impact on long views. We remain concerned about the spread of light pollution that will be seen from some distance given the height of the proposed building and we note that the B&NES ecology officer shares these concerns.  
With regard to the concrete fins we do not believe that they enhance the design in material or form. We also repeat comments about Bath stone dressings that should be natural stone rather than cast stone. 

We re-state the key principles to which the development should adhere, as set out in our previous submission:
· Given the loss of the Foundry Building, there should be a determined effort to ensure that what goes in its place, across the site, echoes and respects the heritage, contextual spirit and quality of the place and its setting, so that the positive benefits of the new buildings clearly outweigh the heritage harm. 
· The height of new buildings should respect the ‘shoulder height’ of the Bayer Building, and new buildings should not exceed the height of the Bayer Building. 
· The orientation, height and massing of new buildings should respect views of the wider city and its green setting which are of extremely high importance in the inscription of the city as a World Heritage Site. 

· New buildings should be well-connected to Newark Works and articulated to allow for the appreciation and experience of the listed building and its setting.

Regrettably, we consider that the bulk and massing of the amended office building remain contrary to these principles. For that reason, particularly, The Trust cannot support this proposal.
Conclusion 
The Trust maintains its OBJECTION to the application, and objects to the proposed amendments to the office building as set out in this submission. We maintain and restate our comments in response to the whole application as submitted on the 17 November, which should be taken into account in the consideration of this application. 

Whilst acknowledging and supporting the principle of the (not yet independently verified) economic case for redevelopment of the application site, the Trust objects to the detailed planning application for the office development, by virtue of its excessive height, bulk and massing which would have an overbearing impact on the Newark Works listed building, and neither preserve nor enhance the setting of the nearby Conservation Area. Most importantly, it would have a harmful impact on views within the World Heritage Site and its landscape setting and, most concerning, fails to respect the special qualities of the World Heritage Site. If this application causes the WHS designation to be put in danger, as suggested by Historic England, this fact alone could cause more long-term economic harm to our city than losing this particular commercial tenant for whom the application has been specifically designed.
This element of the proposal is therefore contrary to the Listed Building and Conservation Areas Act, Core Strategy Policies BI, B2, B4, and CP6, Saved Local Plan Polies D4, BH2, BH3, BH6, and emerging Placemaking Plan Polices B1, D.1, D.2 - D.3, HE1, NE2, CP9, B4, BD1 and SB5 – Bath Quays South and Riverside Court – Development Requirements and Design Principles (Paras 5, 6, 9, 10).  

