Tenbury and Burford Civic Society

Chief Planning Officer
Malvern Hills District Council
The Council House

Avenue Road

Malvern

Worcestershire WR14 3AF

02 February 2009

Dear Sir

APPLICATION NUMBER 08/01938
PROPOSED NEW TOILET, MARKET STREET, TENBURY WELLS.

The proposals for the replacement toilets in Market Street, Tenbury Wells were discussed at
length by our Committee at a meeting last week and | have been asked to write to you on behalf
of the Society to object to proposals. Our reasons for objection are given below:

LOCATION

Market Street is at the historic core of the town. It is a trunk road (A4112) with significant heavy
goods traffic but it is narrow, tightly bounded by building frontages and has a meandering
alignment which creates some conflict between opposing vehicle movements and between
vehicles and pedestrians. Views along Market Street are dominated by the largely 19" century
buildings, which provide a coherant and pleasing architectural style. The site for the replacement
toilet block is small and triangular in shape, bounded to the north west by Market Street and to
the south east by the new 1.5m high flood wall adjacent to Kyre Brook. The gable end of adjacent
buildings defines the north eastern end of the site. The site provides one of the few breathing
spaces along Market Street although the new flood wall has added to the ‘canalisation’ of the
brook course and the brook itself is not visible from Market Street. The 1930s toilets which
previously occupied the site was a modest single storey building set at the north eastern end of
the site.

BUILDING DESIGN

The McMorran and Gatehouse proposals comprise 3 separate buildings each “in the style of”
19" century oast houses which are typical of the rural area but not a feature of the urban
landscape. Each is a pastiche of this architectural style but with none of the quality of the original.
The buildings are of the wrong scale and proportion and lack design integrity, indeed each of the
3 buildings is a different shape (octagonal, round and square) with different roofing materials
(tiles, timber and slates). We feel that this approach to the design is totally inappropriate and
lacks integrity. The buildings will be a very dominant element in Market Street. Each of the 3
‘cubicles’ or ‘pods’ will have a doorway facing the busy heavily trafficked street - surely this
cannot be considered acceptable in design terms and raises issues of safety for people exiting
the buildings straight onto pavement.
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TOWNSCAPE AND SECURITY

The three buildings proposed fully occupy the site giving a cluttered appearance and leaving
external spaces around them that are unattractive and unpleasant to use. The buildings are
linked by retaining walls and covered seating which effectively divide the external space into two
areas — one alongside the road and therefore dominated by traffic; the second at an upper level,
accessed by ramp/steps and facing the new flood wall. Whilst the provision of seating to the front
of the site might be welcome, and passing pedestrian movement will help to police this space, the
notion that the area at the back of the toilets would be an attractive place is questionable. The
area is significantly screened from Market Street by the buildings and we strongly fear that this
could be a gathering space for anti-social activity — very possibly a convenient outdoor urinal
when the toilets are locked and the nearby pubs are closing. Views towards the canalised Kyre
Brook will be very restricted because of the new wall.

The layout does not create attractive external space and the opportunity for tree planting is very
limited and yet this is an aspect ot the design that would really contribute to the quality of the
streetscene. Two trees are shown on the drawings but both are located at the tightest part of the
site, within the pavement and close to the retaining walls. There is also existing road signage and
lighting at this end of the site. We very much doubt if the tree positions would be approved by the
highways and public utilities.

The Society strongly feel that a single building would be a better solution in this space with
emphasis on good design and a restrained and discrete approach. Why do we need 3 buildings
when one would do the job very satisfactorily. The town already has toilets to the rear of the
library, not to mention the many public houses in the town. The location for this replacement toilet
is not so easy to get to because of the busy traffic on Market Street, and it on the opposite side of
the road to the main shops. One DDA compliant unisex toilet with easy generous access would
surely be sufficient for this site. A single building would sit more happily in the context of the
Conservation Area and would allow development of an attractive space for seating and the
planting of specimen tree or trees with enough space for future development. We have attached
a sketch to indicate how this might work.

This is not the right use nor an appropriate location for such an ostentatious building. The
architects themselves describe the design “as a lightly humorous reference to Tenbury’s rich
farming heritage”, we fear that the the association of humour, toilet blocks and Tenbury Wells will
provide adverse publicity for the town that would not be welcome.

COST, EFFICIENCY AND MAINTENANCE

The Society is very concerned about these aspects of the design, particularly when we are in the
midst of one of the most serious economic downturns in the last seventy years and when energy,
efficiency and sustainability should be a top priority in building. This should be particularly
demonstrated in the public domain when so much is being demanded of private individuals and
companies. No information has been provided on the cost of the proposed building (or the
relative cost of this proposal against the other options) but the construction of 3 buildings instead
of one must be more costly — using more materials and with three lots of electrics, plumbing and
drainage etc., not to mention the unusual form of construction. In addition the energy
consumption must be higher for three buildings instead of one.

For such a small public building we should surely be aiming for BREEAM excellent rating.
(BREEAM is the world’s longest standing and most widely used environmental assessment
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method for buildings. It sets the standard for best practice in sustainable development). If this is
not achieved in this building the design should be considered unacceptable.

We understand that the planning application is for full planning permission but there is insufficent
details on the current drawing to fully assess the application. Details of all materials, construction
etc should be submitted and full details of the external landscape should be provided including
drainage, paving materials, walls, lighting, street furniture and planting. We have already raised
our concerns about tree planting on the site and would require confirmation that the proposals
are really workable and acceptable to the maintaining authorities.

PUBLIC EXHIBITION/CONSULTATION

In discussing the proposals with officers of the authority we have constantly been referred to the
public consultation and the vote in favour of this design. Indeed the plans were available for view
in a rather cramped space at the back of the library, but no officer was available for the duration
of the exhibition to provide explanation of the designs. Written comments were left in a ballot box.

We understand that 70 responses were received of which 25 were in favour of the selected
design with 20 voting for a second choice. To put this in the context of the total population of
Tenbury Wells (3316 at the 2001 census) 2.1% of the population voted, 0.75% in favour of the
selected scheme and 0.6% voted for a different option. The point to be made here is that the
selected design was not by overwhelming public concensus nor, therefore, can it be considered
really representative of the town’s opinion, which is presumably what was hoped for. There has
been no real opportunity for proper public participation and debate. No environmental information
was provided on how each of the designs would perform e.g. energy consumption, sustainability,
durability, recyclability of the materials used etc.(BREEAM rating), which would have informed the
public choice.

So the decision has, in reality, not been well informed and has been made on the view of a very
few people. We feel that this process has been flawed and has come up with the wrong answer.
The final selection was, we understand, made by a representative of the Town Council, a
Conservation Officer and a District Planning Officer who clearly had little option but to go with the
public vote.

We are sorry that what was started with the best of intentions has ended up with the wrong
answer, but what we are ending up with is bad planning. The application should,therefore, be
rejected. The architects, McMorran and Gatehouse Architects Ltd have been responsible for
some good public buildings e.g.Number 8 in Pershore. Perhaps MHDC should now negotiate
with them as preferred designers to achieve a better solution.

Yours faithfully

Frances Eachus

Chair Tenbury and Burford Civic Society

Cc: Clir Tony Penn — MHDC
Clir Phil Grove - MHDC
ClIr Richard Jones — Mayor, Tenbury Town Council
Ms Heather Royale — MHDC
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