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Sustainable Development
Encourage developments to be designed with the principles of sustainable design from the outset.

Check the orientation of buildings to take advantage of passive solar gain and maximise the use of
natural daylight, but this should be done in conjunction with controlling over heating by using solar
shading devices and the use of natural ventilation. These measures, if designed correctly, can
help to reduce the energy use within the building and help to reduce carbon emissions.

Capture and use rainwater and use Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) to convey
rainwater to the ground.

Use renewable energy to lower carbon emissions.

Encourage the use of an environmental benchmarking system, such as BREEAM or South West
Sustainability Checklist.

Holistic Design
Encourage design with the whole site in mind and consider the wider impact of the development
and in particular views of it from the surrounding area.

Include robust structural planting and screening including fast growing, temporary planting that can
be thinned out or removed over time to allow the establishment of longer term planting and
landscaping. This should be set out in a landscaping management plan as part of an overall
master plan.

Consider site access and servicing holistically to make the most efficient use of land. This may
require a rethink of the standard business park development but can give additional benefits in

terms of creating more developable area. Also consider how to encourage walking and cycling
rather than visits by car by providing secure, and perhaps, covered cycle parking and walkways
between units.

Consider the relationship of buildings and how one can move between them. This can also
generate the opportunity for ‘places’ to be made between buildings with a distinct character rather
than non-descript sprawling car parks separated by hedges and trees - building entrances are a
good example.

Ensure that signage and lighting is controlled as part of an overall site wide approach. This will
help to minimise visual clutter and light pollution whilst allowing retailers and businesses to
advertise their presence in a manner that may better accord with their corporate policies.

Detailed Design & Coordination of Services

Coordinate services so that they do not detract from the visual appearance of the building.
Services (flues, overflows and vents etc.) should not be prominent at the focal points of the
building, such as entrances, unless they are a conscious part of the design aesthetic of the project.

Ensure that time is taken over the detailed design so that good projects are not let down. This
applies to all aspects of design but in particular the means of access to the site and the buildings,
the design of signage and lighting and builds quality.

Added Value — Public Art

The potential for public art was not exploited in any of the projects and was a missed opportunity.
The creative design of open areas, spaces between buildings and architectural details could have
added to the quality of the developments.
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1.1 Urban Design

The panel acknowledged that the site presented some difficult challenges as it was sandwiched
between the A30 to the south, a busy and noisy dual carriageway, the airport to the north and an
industrial estate to the north-west. In addition there is a short terrace of existing cottages directly
opposite the site.

The panel thought that although the buildings seemed well designed for the most part, there was
potential to create ‘place’ between the buildings rather than leaving it as a car dominated parking
area. The buildings do not relate to each other in that the entrance of one building faces onto the
rear elevation of the other. A better design solution is to have the entrances facing each other
across a ‘courtyard’. The courtyard could then be designed sympathetically as a people friendly
environment. The inclusion of trees and soft landscaping would further humanise the space and
make it more pleasant to be in (see Fig. 1/1).

Fig. 1/1

The buildings were considered successful from the south side - fronting onto the A30. Due to the
nature of this boundary, with fast moving vehicles passing by the site, the panel thought that the
simple and bold statement made by the projecting barrel vaulted roofs worked particularly well and
evoked a sense of aviation related architecture.

1.2 Scale and Massing
The scale and massing of the development was felt to be comfortable in terms of how far the
buildings were apatrt in relation to their height. The scale did not feel overbearing.



1.3 Orientation & Solar Gain

The panel was told that the buildings suffer from over heating in the summer. The panel thought
that the buildings could, and should, have been designed to avoid this issue with the use of solar
shading devices, such as louvres, that would prevent the strong summer sun from entering the
building during the middle part of the day. In any event, the panel considered the retro-fitting of
solar shading to be possible.

1.4 Sustainable development
There was no evidence of sustainable development such as water conservation, use of recycled,
materials or the use of renewable energy.

The wasted height beneath the roof could have been utilised as part of a natural ventilation
strategy increasing the building® capacity for passive cooling and, if glazed with a clerestory at
high level, might have ensured better natural daylight penetration deep into the plan. This would
achieve a more sustainable approach and greater delight for both the occupants (more interesting
and inspirational volume) and the passing observers (clearer articulation of the curved roof forms,
particularly when illuminated at night). Both of these were denied by the standard suspended
ceiling which created a dull and conventional interior on the top floor and led to considerable areas
of monotonous facade at high level.

15 Detailed Design
The panel generally considered the quality of the project to be let down by the detailed design.
The panel cited a number of examples where improvements could have been made such as:

The buildings services could have been better planned to prevent them from being visible above
the main entrance (see fig. 1/2). Coordinating services at one end may have been better solution;

The building entrances are off-centre and seemed to work well. However, it was also felt that they
may be better positioned further away from the A30 where it may be quieter;

Although disabled access into the main entrances seemed to be functional, the means of
accessing the parking areas via the security barrier seemed to fail in many respects. Although
dropped kerbs had been built the retro-fitted security gates and piers prevented easy access by the
disabled. It was considered that a wheel chair user may have been prevented from entering the
car park at all other than via the vehicle entrance (see fig. 1/3); and

The opening windows were not considered at planning stage and it was felt by some on the panel
that their method of hanging (top hung) detracted from the appearance of the building.

Fig. 1/3

1.6 External Lighting, Signage & ‘Street Furniture’

The panel thought that the car park lighting could have been better co-ordinated to remove
unnecessary columns and cut down on the number of objects in the car parks. In particular, there
are lighting columns that intrude into the views out of the car park to the farmland beyond. The
panel thought that more consideration should have been given to the building mounted lighting that
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illuminates the car park (see fig. 1/4). These luminaires seem to be positioned such that some of
the light may be wasted upwards, polluting the night sky.

Fig. 1/4

There seemed to be some roadway markings that did not need to be included in the car park and
the retro-fitted entrance barriers to the car parks created confusion. The road markings, masonry
piers and other signage created a negative impression on the entrance to the site (see fig. 1/5).
The project did not appear to include secure cycle parking.

AL
Visitors
car park
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Fig. 1/5 Fig. 1/6

There are some picnic tables located on the south side of the buildings adjacent to the former A30.
Although a welcome place to sit for a break, the location next to the noisy A30 was questioned.

The use of pampas grasses, as a landscaping element at the entrance to the site, was questioned.
Although they created a strong visual screen the panel wondered whether more native planting
would be more appropriate to the area.

1.7 Materials

The use of blue/grey brindle brick has worked well in combination with the grey cladding panels
and roof. The brick mortar is disappointing with large patches of unmatched mortar or different
thickness of mortar joints.

1.8 Summary

Overall the project was successful in terms of massing, height, relationship with the site and
creating a strong visual presence onto the A30 by using the over sailing roof (see Fig. 1/6). The
panel thought that more consideration should have been given to the design of the whole site
including the relationship of the buildings, landscaping, access, detailed design and sustainable
development.
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2.1 Site Layout & Urban Design

The basic arrangement of plots and buildings meant that there was little scope for walking between
them. One must exit the site, walk along the pavement and back into the adjacent plot. The panel
thought this may give rise to a tendency for visitors to the site to drive between plots rather than

walk (see fig. 2/1).
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The developments had very few cycle racks and this was considered a further disincentive to visit
the development other than by car.

Fig. 2/1

Early decisions about the servicing of the site and individual plots can have a positive and well as
negative affect on the quality of the development. The panel cited the seemingly random position
of a sub-station in the middle of a landscaped area and the large areas of land given over to
vehicle access and turning. The panel felt this could have been better resolved at a master
planning stage to ensure the land was used efficiently (see figs. 2/2 and 2/3).



Fig. 2/2 Fig. 2/3

The Co-op Homemaker project, the most recent on the business park, was cited as having made a
good attempt to create a sense of place at the entrance. A raised table has been used to connect
the access steps and the main entrance to make walking easier and it has installed cycle racks at
the entrance to further enliven the space (see fig. 2/4).

Fig. 2/4

The panel thought that, often, little consideration is given to relationship between the site levels,
the foot print of these large buildings and the means of servicing, access and emergency escape.
The result, as seen here, is split level servicing and egress with build outs from the development
into the site (see fig. 2/5). This is often the result of retailers requiring a flat and level sales area
within the building but no considering the effect on the outside of the building. The design of these
areas is an important part of the overall design as they are often visible from the site entrance and
parking areas.




2.2 Landscaping and Streetscape

The panel noted the high level of maintenance that kept the landscaped areas well looked after
and tidy (see fig. 2/6). The groundscape, by comparison, was not thought to be of a high standard
as the pavements were often uneven.

Fig. 2/6

2.3 Sustainable Development

There was no evidence of sustainable development such as water conservation, use of recycled
materials or the use of renewable energy. Opportunities to use natural ventilation and maximising
the use of natural daylight have been missed on some developments — the panel thought rooflights
could have been used on some buildings (see fig. 2/7). Both of these would have reduced the
energy used in the buildings and resulted in lower carbon emissions.

Fig. 2/7

2.4 Architectural Design

The panel queried the use of ‘residential’ types of architectural design for some of the commercial
buildings — Digita was cited as an example. The panel compared elements of it to a previously
reviewed scheme — Dunards in Sidmouth (see fig. 2/8)



Fig. 2/8

2.5 Signage and Lighting

The panel thought that the approach to signage needed to be more robust and realistic. Each plot
had been given a masonry built sign board at it's entrance but this is at low level, surrounded by
planting and was probably inadequate for the needs of the businesses. The panel did note that a
larger signboard seemed to have been built at the entrance off of Salterton Road and this was a
better solution generally. It allows each business to have equal space for their name boards and
therefore controlled the visual impact signage can have.

There seemed to be an uncoordinated approach to lighting with each individual plot seeming to
arrive at its own solution. The panel thought that lighting was another means of visually tying the
development together.

The panel also thought that the creative use of light and coloured light could lift the quality of the
development after dark.

2.6 Summary

The panel thought that whilst the maintenance of the landscaped areas was good, clean and tidy
the quality of the landscaping itself could have been improved to create a more green environment
visible from the town and the AONB.

The panel were concerned that the land was not used as efficiently as it might have been with
large areas for access, turning and servicing individual plots. A more integrated approach to the
site layout, the position of buildings and how they can be serviced as a group could have
generated more developable land and helped to encourage more walking and cycling. This would
also allow more opportunities for ‘place making’ such as that outside the Co-op entrance.

Although some of the buildings were considered well designed, such as the vet’s practice, the
panel did question to use of ‘residential’ architecture, such as the Digita building, and whether this
was an appropriate language for a business park.

None of the developments appeared to have been designed to maximise sustainable design
principles such as the use of natural daylight, natural ventilation, the use of recycled materials,
renewable energy or rainwater harvesting.

The signage and lighting appeared to uncoordinated and tended to add to the sense of visual
clutter.
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3.1 Urban Design & Landscaping
The site lacked robust structural planting and screening — it is visible from the adjacent housing
area and from the AONB (see fig. 3/1).

Fig. 3/1

Other landscaped elements were generally poor quality and perhaps this is expected on a more
traditional industrial estate. However there were opportunities to design in more localised and
human scale landscaped areas to help create a sense of place and soften the visual appearance
of the development.

A better approach is to consider the site holistically in terms of its layout and landscaping.

Heath Park seems to suffer from the perennial problem of clutter, junk and rubbish accumulating
across the site and often at junctions and edges of plots visible from the public realm. The panel
thought that this can often be overcome by ensuring buildings are put in the right place to prevent
this from happening but also building in communal areas within developments for the storage of
waste and not on the edge (see fig. 3/2 and 3/3). The panel identified that ‘left over’ areas are
often used in this way.
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Fig. 3/3

3.2 Sustainable development (focusing on Diamond House, Reme Drive)

Once again the building did not seem to have embraced sustainable development principles.
Daylighting was not used to best effect. The building appeared to be air conditioned rather than
naturally ventilated and there was no renewable energy generated on-site.

The building was orientated northwards with a blank south facing facade and roof. At the time of
the panel’s visit the lighting was on in the upstairs office even though it was a bright sunny day.
This was due to the lack of south facing windows and rooflights.

3.3 Sighage & Lighting

The signage was less controlled than at Liverton Business Park. This added to the sense of piece
meal development over time rather than development within a master plan framework. It was
recognised however, that this type of development may be more susceptible to market forces and
rises and falls in economic prosperity. At times there may be occasions when the development
occurs against an unfavorable economic back drop and design quality has the potential to suffer as
a result. Nevertheless, the panel considered that development could still be brought forward
without compromising design quality if a robust, holistic design approach for the whole site was set
out prior to development.



The panel also thought that the creative use of light and coloured light could lift the quality of the
development after dark.

3.4 Focus on Diamond House, Reme Drive

In terms of architectural design, the building had a simple form and a mass appropriate to its
setting. The building is located on one of the highest parts of the industrial estate with views from
the car parking area towards the Blackdown Hills AONB.

The panel thought that the building did not represent good design in terms of the relationship
between the entrance and the service areas, which were side by side. This could result in a
situation where visitors to the building had to negotiate maneuvering vehicles (see fig. 3/4).

Fig. 3/4 Fig. 3/5

There is a service strip between this site and the adjacent one. The panel felt that it could have
been better incorporated into the design. As it is, this area could be one of those areas where
‘junk’” accumulates as it did not seem to be a part of this site or the other (see fig. 3/5).

The panel were confused by the approach to building signage. A number of swan neck luminaires
are mounted at high level above the main service bay door whilst another large signage area was

located over the main pedestrian entrance door (see fig. 3/6). This could result in two large signs

being installed and adding to the visual clutter.

Fig. 3/6

3.4 Summary

The panel considered Heath Park to be the least successful in terms of design quality. It was
recognised that this was the oldest of the three developments reviewed and that design
expectations had moved on considerably in recent years.



In common with the other developments there seemed to be a lack of an overarching vision for the
site. This has resulted in piecemeal development over time with little consistency or relationship
between phases of development.

The panel felt that the wider area needed to be considered and in particular distant views from
areas such as the AONB and surrounding countryside. A site wide approach to structural planting
and screening would have helped to ameliorate the estate into its wider countryside setting.

Left over spaces often detract from the visual quality of industrial estates and Heath Park was
considered to be no different. Clutter and ‘junk’ was a blight but can be designed out.

In terms of recent developments on the estate, little consideration seemed to have been given to
sustainable development and this was particular disappointing given its ever increasing
importance.
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Steven Power Dip Arch, BA (Hons) x. 2785
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