14 March 2005

Application: 03/01463/X/C, 03/01464/F/C

McArthur Warehouse

Dear Sir

As a committe member of Clifton and Hotwells Society, and webmaster of the Bristol Industrial Archaeological Society, I object to the demolition of the McArthur warehouse, and subsequent redevelopment on the following grounds:

· It is  virtually the only original warehouse left in this area, and is a prominent feature in the City Docks Conservation area. It is easily distinguished from Brandon Hill. This is a Conservation area, and as such should mean that buildings such as this can not be demolished. It is even acknowledged by the Development Control Committee that it makes a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the docks in this area, so why on earth can demolition be justified? No modern building would have the same feel about it. I consider the Development Control Committee should have more say than the planners, and indeed do not understand why the planners countenance the warehouse demolition. Why was demolition refused in 1989 because:

·  “the loss of an existing landmark building will detract from the visual quality and character of the City Docks Conservation Area”
· “the layout is likely to conflict between intensified industrial activity in the area and pedestrian and vehicular circulation”
yet it is acceptable now? PPG 15 introduces a greater emphasis on conservation and preservation of buildings that make a positive contribution to the character of the conservation area. In 2000, and again in 2001, the Committee still confirms these views, and states that inadequate justification had been provided to permit demolition, and it was contrary to policy B21 of the Bristol Local Plan. This is a fine building if tidied up, and full of character.

· PAN 2 sets out that the Docks Conservation Area is a virtually intact area to 19th century engineering, and notes that the introduction of large scale and prominent housing developments have NOT fully complemented or enhanced the maritime setting, and have put pressure on traditional dock-related uses. Why state this, yet recommend the destruction of such a prominent building?

· It provides a good backdrop to the Great Britain from across the river. Having modern residential buildings behind her would totally detract from this flagship of Bristol and would not be at all appropriate. Just imagine walking through a modern residential area to find the Graving dock and Great Britain- the whole idea is absurd! It is very fitting to have an old warehouse on the approach to the Great Britain. The whole area should be retained as a symbol of Bristol’s maritime past. The Secretary of State regards this as a compelling reason to object to redevelopment, why not take notice of his views? 

· To confirm (p104) that the building form will create a distinctive silhouette against the skyline, in the form of the prow of a ship means that they will perform a negative impact against the Great Britain, because it should not try to compete against it. Tourists and residents would far rather see the chimney and familiar shapes of the warehouse.

· There are far too many new buildings in this area already, destroying Bristol’s past. This area should be left as a shipbuilding and repair area, and the McArthur warehouse should be renovated to be workshops, antique stalls, and a museum area. A flourishing Sunday market could also be established such as was in Canons Marsh before its redevelopment. 

· There is no decent exhibition centre- why could this building not be used for that? In the 1980’s there was a show on every weekend in the sheds by the dock: cars, bikes, kit cars, computers, knitting, custom cars, caravans, bmx bikes, hobbies, antiques, books etc. We have to go as far as Shepton Mallet now

· Having a load more residential houses, would mean the new residents would object to the industrial use of the area, especially noise. The use of this area is well established as a boat building and repair area, and should not be stopped by residential newcomers. This is also confirmed by the Development Committee in 2000. It is a wonderful area for exploring and would be ruined by yet another new development of residential apartments, all competing against each other in style. Similarly, office buildings are totally inappropriate here. David Abells has been building narrow boats here since the 1970’s. The boat leisure industry, with all its supporting industry is booming. Why should there be more houses here?- the argument is totally illogical unless one considers financial gain to the developer- which should not be the main priority. Even the Harbourside Planning brief stated that this site is not suitable for residental accommodation page 113

· It is confirmed page 110 that office and residential development will lead to an increased demand for parking spaces on Cumberland Road which is already heavily parked, and an increase in traffic levels on Gasferry Road- this is surely another good reason to reject this kind of use

· It is confirmed page 112 that the courtyard is not suitable as a children’s play area, and that the nearest open space is 1200m away- this is another good reason to reject residential development

· It is confirmed page 112 that the proposed buildings are set too close to each other at separation distances well below considered acceptable (6m!) , and poor sunlight outlook for the northern block- this is another good reason to reject the development

· The site page 112 will overshadow possible future buildings on the Great Western Dockyard

· It is confirmed that the area by the Graving Dock is prone to flooding (page 118) so why build on it?

· There are far too many new residences already in this area. I reckon by the time the Canons Marsh area is developed that 90% of all buildings in the docks will be new, why destroy one of the only old buildings left? One of the objectives of the Regeneration plan is to provide a regional focus for tourism. This is the worst possible area to blitz. Tourists on the way to see the Great Britain would far prefer to see old buildings than new. They see the McArthur building on the way to the ship, and across the river. Does a tourist on one of the many ferry boats really wish to see just a load of millionaire pads, when they expected to see part of Bristol’s shipbuilding past- especially in this conservation area? Do they want to see a bold use of cor-ten steel, exposed steel framing when they expect to see a red-brick victorian warehouse full of character. The answer is a resounding no, and the Secretary of Stare confirms this.

· Everyone is also concerned about the Georgian House, and its visual relationship with a modern development. So why develop? 

· What has happened to the Diving School? This is surely an appropriate facility for the area? 

· It looks like the warehouses on the other side of the river will be saved, and they are just shells- albeit full of character. Since so much trouble has gone to saving these, so why not save the McArthur warehouse? which seems to be far more complete and having many original external fixtures and fittings. The lattice gates can easily be refurbished, rather than be replaced by some artistic intervention

· Gloucester docks is a successful scheme using original buildings. Why can not Bristol do the same?

· As usual, developers are more concerned with making as much money as possible out of the site, rather than preserving the history and conservation of this area. No doubt residences with a view of the docks and Great Britain would command a hefty premium at the expense of all the people who want the area tidied up but Bristol’s heritage maintained.

· It is a bulky building with floor area 5390 m2. I am sure that this can be utilised efficiently without the need to pull it down. I am quite happy for the interior to be gutted if it is as bad as is said, but not if it is usable because it may increase risk of structural damage, but at least the shell should be retained. The shutter doors for the new industrial workshops should not be as obtrusive as recommended though. The old shutter doors obviously need improving

I am totally at a loss as to why the development should go ahead in view of the Government of the South West opinion, the Secretary of State, English Heritage, the Civic Society, the Conservation Advisory Panel. Every other page of the Development Committee report of 2004 state that the demolition and any redevelopment will cause harm to the character and appearance of the Conservation area. In 2003, English Heritage confirmed the conversion of the building being feasible. The Economic Regeneration Team considers there is a high demand for workshop floorspace- the structure of the building makes conversion the ideal solution since the building still looks old and original, rather than looking brand new- which it is bound to do if demolition takes place.

It is all very well stating that the developer finds difficulty in providing affordable industrial units, but this is because he is putting profit as a higher priority than preserving the buildings and character of the area. The applicant states he does not want refurbishment costs, rather than demolition and rebuild costs but why? He is bound to say it is too expensive to refurbish to add to his argument for total redevelopment! He ignores the fact that the development should not be residential as clearly stated by the report and PPG 4. There is no need to provide affordable housing on this site. This has been clearly stated many times in the 2004 report. He is totally ignoring all the PGP 15 guidance. What right has he to do this?. What is the point in providing guidelines if they are to be ignored? The Council must stand firm and refuse demolition, because they will regret its decision in years to come. Since they have resisted demolition for so long, for all the right reasons, why should they agree to it now? 

The report even states that the development exceeds brief by almost double. 14,010 rather than 8,000m2. The Inspector and Secretary of State heavily criticised any value more than 8,000. It admits that PGP 15 requires the building to be offered to trusts and charities, and this has not been done

In the demolition summary on page 102, the Development Committee in January 2004 state that “Overall, there is little doubt that McAthurs warehouse, despite its condition, makes a positive contribution to the character and appearance of this part of the City Docks Conservation Area, particularly given the limited number of traditional warehouse buildings remaining in the City Docks. Officers still do not consider that an adequate justification has bee provided to permit the demolition of the warehouse and the supporting information falls well short of that recommended in PGP15. This is a view shared by English Heritage” (and I am sure every one else except the developer). By demolishing the building, it makes it easier for the developer to justify widescale development, since the setting is destroyed. No reason is given for English Heritage withdrew their objection- I understood that it was because their funding had been reduced. This had a knock on effect on the Secretary of State who clearly had not changed his views and objection since he advises it was due to jurisdiction not merit. Nevertheless, English Heritage still say at the top of page 8, that even though partial collapse of the central section of the second floor has occurred, it is still financially viable to refurbish. This DOES NOT confirm the case for demolition

Every single point justifying the development is very weak. I am sure replacing PPG 1 by PPS 1 should strengthen the argument for conservation, and PPG 15 is still applicable. The report being presented at the meeting in 16 March 2005 does not give the arguments against the application despite them being put so forcefully in its January 2004 report, so is very misleading. For example on page 6: “Officers have consistently held the view that the McArthurs warehouse itself (but not the ancillary buildings) makes a positive contribution to the character and the appearance of the City Docks Conservation Area. As such, officers have considered that the case for demolition of the existing buildings should be justified”. This statement is totally illogical. It also states on page 6 that there were no viable uses- this contradicts the Development Committee report of 2004 page 92 (Economic Regeneration team) who state there is a strong requirement for workshop space. It has also been stated that residential and office development is not suitable or required here- so why does the applicant persist in asking for it?

“The proposed redevelopment is considered to satisfactorily address the Secretary of States reasons for refusal”. Why? I see no reasons in either this report or the 2004 report. He does not want demolition!

I welcome the chance to make my representation prior to the Council taking a decision. For the Council to recommend the scheme after all its points against it, would be a total travesty that no member of the public would be able to understand, and I am sure will justifiably be very cynical. It accepts that confusion has been caused by publicly stating that the application should be deferred, yet voting in private to accept it. Does the Council wish to further tarnish its reputation about planning decisions by accepting it now? I accept that a decision should be made after all this time, but it should listen to the objections and understand why it should make the correct decision and refuse the application. It should also encourage refurbishment of the warehouse as soon as possible before it deteriorates further

Yours sincerely

Maggie Shapland
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