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17/04829/ERES - Former Ministry Of Defence Foxhill Premises Bradford Road Combe Down Bath   
Approval of reserved matters in regards to outline application 14/04354/EOUT for the development of 96 dwellings; 500 sqm (gross internal floor space) of A1, A2, A3, A4 or A5, ancillary parking; landscaping and all associated infrastructure
Object:  The Trust would have been pleased to have been consulted by Curo on early plans for this reserved matters application and to have offered feedback at this stage. 
The proposals for this scheme come as a bit of a shock to the Trust as they appear to depart quite considerably from the spirit and character of the Phase 1 scheme, now being built out. We have strong concerns regarding the impact of height, design, massing and materials on the OUV of the WHS. For this reason we are objecting strongly to this application. 
Impact of height and massing on the WHS
The Trust acknowledges the height parameters agreed at outline stage though we have substantial doubts that the 176m AOD limit will achieve the limited visual impact promised in the LVIAs submitted with the outline application. In our view the flat-roofed landmark buildings blocks C and D are unacceptably high and bulky and will intrude upon the green skyline ridge that is a key part of the Outstanding Universal Value of the WHS. Whilst we acknowledge that some effort has been made to break up the form and provide variety to the elevations (for example with the stepped back townhouses and  balconies), the choice of flat roofs not only squeezes the last drop of space out of these monolithic 6 storey buildings but also introduce a flat, planar form to the overall roofscape and an incongruous horizontal emphasis to the skyline. 

In our view this application should be accompanied by a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment that shows these particular buildings in both long AND short views (from for example Prior Park and the Approach Golf course); we have no doubt they will overtop the tree canopy and will add an urbanising element to this part of the green bowl ‘lip’ or ridge of the city.  We are very concerned that this, combined with planning decisions that have allowed Granville Road and the Bath University to introduce intrusive built form into once undeveloped ridgelines, will continue to cumulatively harm the setting of the WHS, contrary to national planning guidance. We strongly recommend that the heights of these blocks are reduced and some roof articulation is introduced to soften and break up the monumental massing and blocky linear building forms. The large amount of glass and glazing could also present problems in the form of light spillage over the dark ridge, and night-time and winter views should be included in the LVIA to assess the extent of this visual impact on the city. We would also be interested to learn how the buildings would look in long views with the current ridgeline tree planting and then with the future additional planting (as agreed at outline stage). 
Indeed the D & A boasts of city views from the fine and no doubt very expensive apartments in Blocks C and D; if the city is visible from these buildings then the buildings will too be visible from the city.
Design 
In our view the design of these blocks bear no reference to their local context or to the city which they overlook, they are examples of modern ‘anywhere architecture’ with a strong focus on achieving maximum development floor space.   These buildings fail to reinforce or indeed even reference distinct local character, they even depart from the more domestic scale and varied character established in Phase 1 in the Backstones and other areas and The Avenue. Blocks A and F appear to have no design input and are particularly bland. 
Materials 
The proposed palette of materials serves to further divorce and alienate these buildings from their context, both locally and as part of the wider city. In particular the extensive use of bronze coloured cladding, in an unspecified material, is worthy of objection. Bronze is not a colour seen in bulk in the Bath palette of domestic buildings and should only be used for finer decorative architectural elements. The extent of the colour brown in this proposed scheme is discordant with Bath’s distinct and celebrated colour palette. We are aware that bronze/copper has been used on the community building but this provides a useful distinction between a public building on the one hand and a residential building on the other.  In Bath high status residential architecture is usually denoted by the use of high quality Bath ashlar stone, not cladding with an undefined material.  We would like there to be greater justification for the use of this particular material and if a departure is to be made from the Bath palette then it should be of exemplary quality and contextually relevant (such as the ceramic cladding of the Holburne extension coloured to reflect the woodland setting). That said we understand that the use of a darker materials palette would help the buildings be more recessive in views and therefore we suggest that if a bronze coloured material is to be used it should be heavily broken up so as not to appear a solid block of brown. 
We are also disappointed in the range of poor quality materials proposed for the wider part of the scheme; for example uPVC windows and recon stone detailing. Whilst we acknowledge and accept that Mulberry Park is to be largely brick based, we must highlight and lament this deterioration in the quality of ambition in terms of the materiality of these Phase 2 buildings. Even the so-called neat rubble walling appears unauthentic with its wide jointing compared to random rubble stone seen in this area where Bath stone was mined so extensively. The use of red brick as a detail is entirely unacceptable. 
The Trust welcomes high quality contemporary architecture in Bath but in this instance we feel that the sense of place has not infused or inspired this scheme; instead development viability has impacted both on massing, design quality and materiality to the detriment of the wider heritage city and the new Mulberry Park neighbourhood. In particular we warn of the harm that will be caused to the WHS and its ‘integrity, authenticity and significance’ (WHS Setting SPD) if a proper and very careful assessment of visual impact is not carried out with a deep regard for the protection of the skyline of Bath against cumulative ridgeline urbanisation and the associated visual harm this would bring to views out of the city. 
The proposed development, by virtue of its massing, height, design, materiality and failure to respond to context, would compromise and harm the Outstanding Universal Value of the World Heritage Site. It is therefore contrary to Section 12 (Conserving and enhancing the historic environment) of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), policies B1, B4 and CP6 of the B&NES Core Strategy and CP6, D.1, D.2, HE1, NE2 and most importantly policy B4 of the Placemaking Plan. We refer to Planning Practice Guidance – Conserving the Historic Environment Para 13 regarding the LPA obligation to consider the implications of cumulative change on the setting of heritage assets and PPG para 026 regarding the mitigation or modification of changes which will have a negative effect on the OUV of the WHS. We would therefore recommend that the application be refused.
