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10th June 2014

14/02005/ERES Western Riverside Development Area, Midland Road, Twerton, Bath
Approval of reserved matters with regard to outline application 06/01733/EOUT for the erection of 97 residential dwellings (blocks B5 and B16), 750m2 of ground floor commercial uses, erection of bin and cycle stores, plant, and associated landscaping works
OBJECT 
In objecting to this application we nevertheless think that there are many aspects of the design, and the process by which it was reached, which are to be commended. The purpose of our objection is to reiterate our concerns about height and to request absolute clarity as to what is envisaged before any permission is granted; and also to encourage the LPA to address in detail the points made below about quality of delivery through to and after construction. If these were to be addressed during the development control process prior to approval, we would be happy to reconsider the detail of our objection.
We recognise that the design is based on thorough study of the local context and Bath's special character and on the importance of reflecting & enhancing these parameters in these very visible buildings. We believe that the aerial view shows these buildings as more responsive to their setting (with the exception of their overall height) in a way that the already-built areas of the site fail to do, and to that end we commend the design approach taken.
Height
We acknowledge that B5 and B16 have outline consent for 8 and 9 storeys respectively, however BPT continues to view these heights as unacceptable. This unacceptable height and bulk would, in our opinion, cause harm to the significance of the heritage assets which surround the site and have a detrimental impact on the special qualities of the World Heritage Site.  

We note that the applicants' massing comparison (3.6.2.in the D&A) indicates that only the roof gardens project above the permitted height (floor heights are as the extant planning permission) and that the overall bulk is less for both buildings. We have had reassurance from Crest Nicholson that this is the case and that structural issues are the reason for this, though our reading of the drawings is that ceiling heights have been adjusted for B16 but not in the same way for B5, which seems surprising if the reason is solely structural.

We are not clear from the information presented as to the extent by which the roof gardens project above the agreed height. The D&A para 3.8.1 suggests that this is 1.8 m, and this was confirmed in correspondence with Crest Nicholson: however, the cross sections in the D&A section 4 (specifically 4.12) suggest that the gardens will exceed 1.8m. Absolute clarity is therefore required about the height of landscaping, and a methodology for managing planning within these heights need to be made clear. 

Design quality and materials
The overall design quality is recognised as contributing to the mitigation of harm. However, it is absolutely vital that the highest standard of architectural detailing is maintained and held and, most importantly, not lost or watered down through the discharge of conditions or value engineering. We would prefer to see the retention of the architects Egret West through to completion. Also, it is essential that the highest standards of craftmanship are employed throughout the construction stage, and that robust management agreements are in place to ensure the continuance of quality maintenance of hard and soft elements.

We commend the level of technical building detail presented, though we have some reservations that the stone thickness around the curves of the building will be too slim and deprive the stone of any body of strength and durability. We have suggested that there should be 3 inches depth at the thinnest points.  
Landscaping
We welcome the concept of grounding these buildings in their parkland setting by means of green walls, but consider that much more attention needs to be given to species (especially on the south facing wall) and maintenance. One matter which does not seem to have been mentioned is the potential for a wind tunnel effect between the existing tall buildings in BWR and B5 & B16. This needs to be addressed both for the comfort of residents and visitors and for the success of the green walls on the new buildings.
The limitation of any landscaping detail within this application to the area immediately around B5 & B16 seems a little surprising in view of the importance of the square to the East of B5 and the main intervening parkland to the buildings' character and appearance, particularly at ground level. The change in character of the open space, from formal rectilinear to more curvaceous 'traditional parkland', since the outline permission requires recognition. In addition, the detail provided 'within the red line' is really not sufficient. For example, specimen trees are located but not specified, changes in level are not detailed, the interface between existing & proposed hard surfaces is shown photographically and there is necessarily no assurance of coherence in planting & hard elements throughout the parkland setting.
We generally welcome the disguise/mitigation of rooftop mechanical plant and atrium roof by surrounding gardens, but require clarity re actual height (see above) and maintenance schedule (means and methods of necessarily intensive cultivation). Maintenance schedules are required to ensure that all rooftop, atrium, building facade and ground level gardens are permanently attractive: the applicants propose to achieve this as part of the discharge of landscape Conditions with revisions to the already approved site-wide Landscape Management & Maintenance Plan. In view of the importance of 'landscape elements' to this scheme, we suggest that much more detail about landscaping should be provided at the application stage.

Bearing in mind the commercial uses of much of the ground floors, taking advantage of the nearby river, parkland and footpaths, we welcome the approach to advertising which is integral to the design of the building.  We trust that this will be adhered to in perpetuity.
In view of all the above we must regretfully object to this application, at least until all our concerns are addressed satisfactorily.  
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