Bath Quays South Development Site, Riverside Business Park, Westmoreland, Bath, 
16/04818/EREG03 AMENDED PLANS (dated 14th February 2017)

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.

Given that this ‘hybrid application’ of a combined outline application and detailed application is in two parts our response is in two parts.

(1) Our objection to the detailed application is withdrawn and we provide COMMENTS as set out below in response to this element of the scheme. 

(2) We OBJECT to the Outline Application for residential use. 

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. 
This COMMENT should be read in conjunction with our earlier objections (submitted on 17th November and 15th & 16th of December) in which a number of objectives have been set out.

This submission addresses further amendments to the part of the application in full for the office building, and whether or not these changes sufficiently address our reasons for objecting. In particular we have reassessed the proposed height, bulk, roof articulation and materials.  

General comments on the application and supporting documentation 

We recognise that the applicants and the architect have made considerable efforts to address the very strong objections raised by BPT, Historic England and others.  The consultative and participatory process of engaging the key stakeholders, including BPT, in a review of the design has been exemplary and is commended.  

We re-state the key principles to which the development should adhere, as set out in our previous submissions:

· 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.

Comments on proposed amendments to office building

The further reduction to the height of the office building by 4.3m is welcomed and allows for the skyline to remain visible in views.  While the building will still have a substantial impact from some viewpoints on views of the city and its green hillsides we recognise that the changes to the appearance and height proposed help to reduce such a high degree of visual harm. 

The approach to visually breaking the building up into two parts, through the use of Bath stone and darker brick is recognised as helping to visually reduce the perception of bulk. However the overall bulk remains out of character in this immediate context. 
The use of textured Bath stone on part of the building is supported. However it should be noted we would not wish to see this building clad in ashlar. We encourage the use of Bath stone in creative ways and consider that riven or textured stone will help provide visual interest over a building of this size. 
With regard to the darker brick we recognise that this is more recessive in views, in particular south towards Beechen Cliff. However, we are concerned that there is no precedent for Brick of this colour in Bath.  We are open to exploring alternative materials to Bath stone that would complement the Bath palette. We have stated previously that we would prefer to see a material that reflected the industrial nature of the locations, such as metal cladding. 
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 exact type (NOT engineering brick), shades and mortar mix should be established through sample panels of brick and stone, of sufficient size to test the appearance. We would welcome consultation on these materials.
We welcome the use of cast Bath stone for the horizontal fins and sawn Bath stone spandrels which helps to unify the contrasting parts of the building. 

We remain concerned about the approach to the roof articulation which would still appear as series of flat roofs within the view.  We encourage officers to request verified views of the roof at detailed design stage. 

We emphasise that light pollution must be appropriately managed, and measures for mitigation of light spill designed-in for the future users of the building.  
Further comments on landscaping & public realm
It is regrettable that the outline area excludes the new pedestrian bridge and landing area, though we are reassured that the architect is working closely with the engineers and team at B&NES responsible for this.
As it stands there are two separate public realm schemes (similar but not identical) proposed for the same area, around the bridge so it is unclear which would be built if permitted.
Given the importance of the public realm treatment to the interpretation of the site’s former industrial heritage, we would welcome more detail at this stage about the exact reuse of rails, turntable, setts etc. and whether any specific interpretation is planned in the form of public art etc.
Outline Application 

With regard to the part of the application which is in outline for the residential blocks we maintain objection to this part of the site coming forward in outline given that the site is located within the curtilage of a listed building and adjacent to the Conservation Area, the submission of a full detailed application is considered necessary for the proper assessment of the impact on these designated heritage assets.

We welcome the reduction in height of the middle residential block, this relates much better to the height and scale of Newark Works, and some variation in height will give a better rhythm to the building line.  
We would like to have an ongoing input into the development of the detailed design for this part of the site. We believe it is unhelpful in visualisations of this outline application to indicate a commitment to a Bath stone colour appearance for these buildings. We have reservations about the suitability of buff stock brick and would suggest that the materials palette used at Twerton Mill, for example, is more contextually appropriate. 

Viability
The emerging Placemaking Plan paragraph (230a) states that “it is particularly important that developers ensure that the policy requirements to sustain and enhance the Districts historic environment is factored into land values and demonstrated in viability assessments.”
We are concerned about the viability summary, both in terms of lack of openness, robustness and accuracy of the assumptions made. Given that the full viability study cannot be given any independent scrutiny it cannot, and should not, be given any weight. 
The Trust is very disappointed that the outline application for residential use is to have no affordable housing provision, apparently because of viability issues. B&NES as a local authority is unlikely to convince other applicants to include affordable housing if the authority itself is unwilling to do so. In this case the applicant actually owns the site and is therefore in a position to balance maximisation of site value against long term civic value.

We strongly feel that B&NES should have an SPD about viability assessment in place that insists on an open-book approach (similarly to London Borough of Islington, for example). At the very least, for reasons of transparency, B&NES should appoint an independent auditor to review the viability report and place their assessment in the public domain. Without this independent verification, B&NES (acting as LPA) is placed in a conflicted position in assessing this application.

Conclusion 
BPT withdraws its objection to the detailed application for the office building and appreciate that substantial effort has been made to adapt the scheme taking into account the objections of ourselves and others. We cannot extend support to the application given that:
We object to the bringing-forward of a hybrid application, mixing a detailed application and an outline application, all under one reference-numbered application. The residential parameters need to be clearly, fully established and delineated before outline planning permitted is granted, noting access, layout and scale included for approval here.
We remain concerned about the impact on local townscape character and a degree of heritage harm to the World Heritage Site and the setting of the Newark Works listed building and Conservation Area, caused by the bulk of this building and others of large scale which have been permitted in the valley floor. Together these may result in cumulative harm to the OUV of the WHS.  
There are substantial matters, specifically materials, which will impact on the appearance still to be resolved by Condition. We would encourage third party consultation on these specific matters prior to the discharge of Conditions. 
Again, we emphasise regret that the aesthetic of the development has not found strong locally distinctive industrial quality while meeting the requirements of placemaking.  
We recognise the benefits of a large economic building and the contemporary approach to the design. However the development process could have been much simpler if the initial brief had stayed within the policy framework of the placemaking plan and was more responsive to its context from the beginning. 
