16/04289/FUL - Ministry Of Defence Warminster Road Bathwick Bath 
Erection of 6 no. apartment blocks to provide 87 no. new dwellings (Partial revision of application 14/02272/EFUL).
Object: The Trust has tried to review the plans for the proposed changes to this scheme and have found that it has been very difficult to understand fully the new scheme amongst the many drawings and other documents, some of which are just repeats of what was initially submitted.  The change in numbers and names of buildings and plots is also very confusing. Neither have we been able to find any new photomontages that show the proposed new blocks within their local context, and most crucially the view of these buildings from both approaches on Warminster Road.  Whilst we see there are updated photo sheets, these are not helpful as they do not show the buildings in situ within the views. 
Principle of change to apartment blocks 
We have no objection to the change of accommodation type other than concern regarding the increase in bulk and height of the new apartment blocks.  We hope, however, that the local infrastructure can accommodate the increase in numbers this would produce (for example schools, local shops etc.). The Planning Statement makes it clear that there will be no increase in the affordable housing provision as a result of the increase in units and cites reasons of viability and increased costs that are apparently set out in a confidential viability assessment submitted to the council. The Trust is very strongly opposed to this loss of affordable housing and suggests that full viability documentation would have to be independently tested before this argument is accepted. Provision of affordable housing should not be an option dependent on how much was paid for the land or inadequate pre-construction information resulting in ‘abnormal development costs’ and the applicant has a duty under Policy HE.9 to fulfil their planning responsibilities in this regard. 
Absence of long views analysis 
Without the appropriate LVIA paperwork (which may exist but which we have been unable to find online) we are unable to assess the impact of these buildings in long views across the WHS and on local character.  As noted in our last response to this scheme regarding N9/N9 houses, the bulk of these new apartment blocks would impair the existing views across the valley.  Further the relationship with the road is uncomfortable and awkward in that the buildings would be set quite far below the pavement, so only the top portion of the grand palatial facade with rusticated ground floor and Venetian windows would be visible. This begs the question of why this styling, more akin to Queen Square, has been adopted here. We would urge the case officer to insist that the applicant supplies a photomontage of the new buildings along Warminster Road from both ends of the visibility on Warminster Road to AND from across the valley be able to assess properly how these bulky buildings would appear in reality. This includes some contextual idea of how the new designs would impact on the crescent at the rear, especially given the awkward topography of the site. 
Design approach 

We continue to object strongly to the overly grand and excessive use of unrelated classical references. Our full response to this approach is detailed in our submission to 14/02272/EFUL.  We continue to be disappointed that traditional detailing that reflects part of the character of the area; i.e. 19th century villa styling, has not been proposed. Put simply monumental palace facades and Baroque embellished gables just do not fit into the hierarchy of the townscape in this suburban part of Bath.
The use of a multitude of classical detailing of differing architectural and historical accuracy to a monumental scale and with no contextual relationship to the character and appearance of the local area continues to be our prime objection to this scheme. The use of such a baffling mix of decorative details, ranging from palace pediments to Dutch gables and with design elements taken from the Baroque, Georgian and Victorian periods, results in a post-modern whimsy rather than the classical design to which the marketing information for the site claims to aspire.
The proposed development, by virtue of its inappropriate design, appearance and failure to respond to local context, would neither preserve nor enhance the conservation area, and would compromise 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,B2, B4 and CP6 of the B&NES Core Strategy and saved polices; D4, BH1 and BH6 of the B&NES Local Plan.  The scheme would also be contrary to the emerging policies of the Placemaking Plan (Policy D1, General Urban Design Principles, D2, Local Character and Distinctiveness, D3 Urban Fabric and D5, Building Design). We would therefore recommend that the application be refused.
