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Founded in 1979
Dear Mr Chivers as the Thirties Society

to protect British
Former Roche Products Factory Office Block, Broadwater Road, Welwyn Garden City  Architecture and Design
Our ref 100807 after 1914
Your ref: N6/2010/1776/MA

The Twentieth Century Society — originally named the Thirties Society — was founded in 1979
and is the national amenity society concerned with the protection, appreciation, and study of
post-1914 architecture, townscape and design. The Society is acknowledged in national planning
guidance as the key organisation concerned with the modern period (see Annex to PPG15. It is a
constitute member of the Joint Committee of the National Amenity Societies and a statutory
consultee in respect of any application for listed building consent involving partial or total
demolition of a post-1914 listed structure (see ODPM Circular 01/2005).

While we would like to thank you for consulting the Twentieth Century Society on the above
application, however, we are disappointed that we did not have the opportunity to comment on
N6/2009/1054/LB. This scheme, now given consent, allows for the demolition of part of an
important Grade Il listed building.

The Roche Factory was a key, innovative industrial building of its period and built by a notable
international architect. Otto Salvisberg helped to define Roche’s corporate global image by
designing buildings that reflect the functionality of their interiors. Salvisberg designed similar
modern administrative buildings for Roche in Basel and Milan.

The Roche Factory has been widely published, both at the time in the influential Architects’
Journal and retrospectively in Denis Sharp’s seminal Twentieth Century Architecture: a Visual
History (2002).

Previous application

It is deeply regrettable that the Society was not consulted on N6/2009/1054/LB . We would have
strongly opposed the scheme, particularly the loss of the original fabric and destruction of the
single storey ‘finger blocks’.


http://www.c20society.org.uk/

Current application
The current application does not, in the opinion of the Society, adequately address the
requirement of a Listed Building Consent application.

Significance
Though a Heritage Statement has been produced it is not sufficiently thorough. Planning Policy
Statement 5 HE6.1 states:

Local planning authorities should require an applicant to provide a description of
the significance of the heritage assets affected and the contribution of their setting
to that significance. The level of detail should be proportionate to the importance
of the heritage asset and no more than is sufficient to understand the potential
impact of the proposal on the significance of the heritage asset.

For an application of this scale, the Society feels there is insufficient detail in the Statement of
Significance and little assessment of how Building Policy and Guidance relate to the building.

In the Design & Access statement, a document of more than a hundred pages, only two are
devoted to the historic building and little discussion of its national significance.

Future Use

Furthermore, the Society feels that the application is currently incomplete in that it does not
properly identify an end user for the Roche factory. While the Design& Access statement makes
occasional references to the building’s future use as a church and/or a community building,
there is no detailed discussion about the building’s future or the impact of potential uses on the
building.

Planning Policy Statement 5 HE 11, which deals with enabling development, clearly underlines
the need to secure a long term future use of a heritage asset:

Local planning authorities should assess whether the benefits of an application for
enabling development to secure the future conservation of a heritage asset
outweigh the disbenefits of departing from the development plan (having regard to
the requirements of section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
200416) or from national policies, taking into account whether:

e it will materially harm the significance of the heritage asset or its setting
e it will avoid detrimental fragmentation of management of the heritage asset

e it will secure the long term future of the heritage asset and, where applicable,
its continued use for a purpose sympathetic to its conservation

e it is necessary to resolve problems arising from the inherent needs of the
heritage asset, rather than the circumstances of the present owner, or the

purchase price paid

e there is a source of funding that might support the heritage asset without the



need for enabling development

e the level of development is the minimum necessary to secure the future
conservation of the heritage asset and of a design and type that minimises
harm to other public interests.

PPS 5’s guidance note 89 advises:

“it is important that any use is viable, not just for the owner but also for the future
conservation of the asset. Viable uses will fund future maintenance. It is obviously
desirable to avoid successive harmful changes carried out in the interests of successive
speculative and failed uses. If there are a range of alternative ways in which an asset
could viably be used, the optimum use is the one that causes the least harm to the
significance of the asset, not just through necessary initial changes but also as a result of
subsequent wear and tear and likely future changes. The optimum viable use is not
necessarily the most profitable one. It might be the original use, but that may no longer
be economically viable or even the most compatible with the long-term conservation of
the asset.”

In the absence of further details concerning the future user of the Roche factory, the Society
believes it is impossible to determine this application. We therefore recommend that in order to
ensure the future security of this heritage asset, the application be rejected and resubmitted
when an end user has been properly identified and its impact on the building fully assessed.

Yours sincerely

Lucy Ashton
Caseworker
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