
‭OBJECTION: 25/0781 Demolition of multi-storey car park and construction of a co-living‬
‭development alongside public realm improvements, landscaping, cycle and car parking,‬

‭servicing, refuse and recycling provision, and associated works.‬
‭https://publicaccess.exeter.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=SY2522HBH2F00&a‬

‭ctiveTab=summary‬

‭Archeology:‬

‭Other than Cathedral Close and its environs, this site is regarded as one of the most important‬

‭intra-mural archaeological sites in Exeter, and certainly one of the few likely to come up for excavation at‬

‭any time in the near future.  The trench work as part of the evaluations is an obligatory, and expected,‬

‭part of the planning process on development sites, and depending on the results of this, there might be‬

‭a need for further exploratory trenching, or remote prospection (such as geophysical survey), before the‬

‭proposal moves on from planning stage to full archaeological investigation.  This will require a further‬

‭project design and method statement, which would need to be considerably more complex than those‬

‭prepared for the initial evaluation excavations.‬ ‭The results of the initial evaluation should be made‬

‭public and further advice and statutory consultee and public consultation should be sought at this‬

‭stage.‬

‭The applicant’s archaeological assessment outlines possible findings, but does not demonstrate the scale‬

‭and complexity of the site.  Even on the site of the multi-storey car park (assessed as of 'low potential')‬

‭there are some known deep features, which were observed in the 1970s, and more may be surviving. On‬

‭the former ground level part of the site the potential is rightly graded as 'high'.  Although covering a‬

‭smaller footprint, informed views I have sought indicate the scale of work may well turn out on a similar‬

‭scale to that of the Princesshay excavations of the  2000s.  If there are waterlogged environmental‬

‭deposits, such as Anglo-Saxon pits (as have been encountered on other equivalent intra-mural sites),‬

‭there will need to be appropriate investment to undertake complex analysis.‬

‭The conclusions of the assessment report (section 7.2),‬‭'Full open area archaeological excavation of‬‭the‬

‭areas where buried archaeology is preserved  and appropriate reporting, publication, analysis and‬

‭archiving of the results'‬ ‭must be considered as a realistic and important next step once the outcome of‬

‭the evaluation is known.  As the 'full open area' excavation will be a lengthy and costly operation, the‬

‭application does not demonstrate the developer’s awareness or commitment of the likely scale and cost‬

‭of this excavation, and subsequent implications for timing of the works.‬

‭Local Plan Policy C5 and the work on the HIA (2024) are noted and, as such, a full archaeological‬

‭survey should be required, by condition, of the site and if necessary the design amended to reveal the‬

‭significance of the heritage found (NPPF 219). Further method statements will be required for this‬

https://publicaccess.exeter.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=SY2522HBH2F00&activeTab=summary
https://publicaccess.exeter.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=SY2522HBH2F00&activeTab=summary
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‭archaeological work.  The archiving, preservation and presentation/public availability‬‭(off or onsite)‬‭of‬

‭significant remains should be agreed and conditioned. This aligns with NPPF 2024 (clause 218).‬

‭Access:‬ ‭The 24 hour public right of way through the‬‭site must be maintained.‬

‭The two gates to access North Street and 12a North are described‬

‭“Gate Access open During Daylight Hours”‬‭1‬ ‭turns the‬

‭development into a gated community and prevents access to‬

‭residents of 12a etc North Street to their properties through that‬

‭route in the evening (later afternoon in the winter) and restricts‬

‭the through flow between North Street and Mary Arches Street,‬

‭an objection raised with the developer prior to the application,‬

‭which is noted in appendix 4 of the statement of community‬

‭involvement which says‬

‭“Important to retain the public routes that exist currently through the site. These are retained.”‬ ‭There is‬

‭then further commentary about gating off. The installation of gates effectively closes these through‬

‭routes for the public, which is a‬‭historic thoroughfare‬‭.‬‭These gates are not necessary as Block A is to be‬

‭separated off from this area of public realm by a fence so preventing public access.‬‭Public realm‬

‭enhancement should be of benefit to all local people, not just those who live there.‬

‭The design also prevents the shops on North Street from storing and presenting their commercial bins‬

‭from the rear of their properties.‬

‭If there are concerns about community safety alternative solutions should be provided.‬

‭The demolition of the pedestrian bridge over North Street is welcomed.‬

‭Co-living:‬ ‭The demand for co-living is not evidenced. The Frank Knight Co-living Demand report‬‭2‬

‭provided by the applicant makes no reference to the Exeter Local Needs Housing Assessment 2024‬

‭(LHNA) instead its conjectures are based on other data sources.‬

‭The LHNA which sets out forecasts to 2041 says:‬

‭“Co-living - Exeter is projected to see a very small increase in single young person households. The‬
‭household projections therefore envisage little role for co-living housing and this is reflected in the‬
‭LHNA's modelled size and tenure mix. However, as a policy led response to the increasing lack of housing‬
‭for younger people in Exeter, the co-living offers greater opportunities for groups such as recent‬

‭2‬ ‭https://planningdocs.exeter.gov.uk/servlets/direct/K1N48woiTW02ZKGPyPOAOJ6vbFHHiI/2/915648/1/1/AS_PDF_FILE‬

‭1‬ ‭https://planningdocs.exeter.gov.uk/servlets/direct/KPnO5WSyu5iby3vTkzt94Qj/2/915584/1/1/AS_PDF_FILE‬

‭1‬
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‭graduates looking to establish themselves in the city as an alternative to living in HMOs.”‬ ‭and‬‭“Given‬
‭that Exeter is projected to see a very small increase in single young person households, then the‬
‭household projections would envisage little role for this type of dwelling, and this is reflected in our‬
‭modelled size and tenure mix”‬

‭Yet the Frank Knight reports fails to recognise the LHA and instead asserts‬‭“The shortfall of Co-living‬

‭accommodation in Exeter in 2029 could range from 10,502 to 13,177 Co-living spaces.”‬

‭The Frank Knight report also fails to demonstrate how the development meets the demand for‬

‭accommodation from people with disabilities and affordability.‬

‭The number of affordable units is not specified in the application form and while there are 29 larger‬

‭units cited as disabled units - yet these are not specified as such.‬

‭1.‬ ‭Space Standards:‬‭The co-living the accommodation units‬‭does not meet the nationally described‬

‭space standards‬‭3‬ ‭and the proportion of resident amenity spaces do not provide any personal‬

‭storage space, other than cycle storage within or near units.‬

‭2.‬ ‭Future proofing:‬‭The accommodation units should be‬‭constructed in such a way to enable them‬

‭to be reconfigured into flats in line with nationally described space standards‬‭4‬‭, should the‬

‭anticipated co-living demand not materialise or be sustained.‬

‭3.‬ ‭Disability‬‭the DAS states there will be‬‭“‬‭29 large‬‭accessible, that have been designed in line with‬

‭relevant co-living design standards”‬ ‭Its should be‬‭pointed out there are neither local nor national‬

‭co-living design standards as stated and the report fails to explain how these units are designed‬

‭as accessible units (ref  NPPF 2024). The applicant should demonstrate that the development is‬

‭being built to Access to and use of buildings, Approved Document M, for both categories - i.e.‬

‭access and in use. The number and location should align with the requirements of the local plan‬

‭and be reserved for people with disabilities in perpetuity. The shared facilities on the ground‬

‭floor should be designed to be used by people in wheelchairs and e.g. sink and worktop heights‬

‭etc.‬

‭4.‬ ‭Amenity:‬‭All areas within the building must remain free to use in perpetuity, as it is these spaces‬

‭that are used to justify the accommodations unit spaces, which is much less than the‬

‭recommended minimum space standard. The First floor shows a ‘private event space’ - it should‬

‭be clarified and confirmed that this should be free to use, in perpetuity.‬

‭The kitchen and dining room is only on the ground floor, which is a strange arrangement and‬

‭probably not very accessible for three hundred people to use at breakfast time, this implies an‬

‭4‬

‭https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/technical-housing-standards-nationally-described-space-standard/technical-housing-standards-nati‬
‭onally-described-space-standard‬

‭3‬ ‭https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/technical-housing-standards-nationally-described-space-standard/technical-housing-standards-nationally-described-space-standard‬

‭2‬
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‭assumptions that most meals will be taken in people’s rooms - for which a small kitchenette is‬

‭unsuitable for health and wellbeing. As part of the management scheme will catering and‬

‭cleaning of the kitchen be provided, if not it will be completely impractical for all the residents to‬

‭share and maintain.‬

‭5.‬ ‭Affordable:‬ ‭T‬‭he number of units are not specified‬‭in the application nor the DAS, and and should‬

‭be specified and conditioned or, if not, a fully policy compliant offsite contribution should be‬

‭made.‬

‭Conditions should be imposed to ensure that:‬

‭●‬ ‭Co-living is not to be allowed to be allocated for students (Council tax exempt) and residents‬

‭should also be required to state if their unit is a second home.‬

‭●‬ ‭Any conversion to student accommodation should be subject to planning and the relevant CIL‬

‭payments.‬

‭●‬ ‭If the level of occupancy falls below a particular % for a defined period then the units should be‬

‭converted into flats.‬

‭●‬ ‭That a number of disabled units are provided in line the local planning policy‬

‭●‬ ‭The proportion and availability for ‘affordable units’ are provided for and maintained in‬

‭perpetuity and an agreement for eligibility is agreed with the Council.‬

‭Planting and biodiversity:‬‭Landscaping and biodiversity‬‭plans are weak and uncoordinated.‬

‭1.‬ ‭The‬‭biodiversity net gain report i‬‭s so poorly presented‬‭- it is 1,562 pages of unintelligible‬

‭nonsense. It may be suggesting that a hedgerow is required - but this is not visible on the‬

‭landscaping plan. It is not clear how this report and the illustrative landscaping provide net gains‬

‭for biodiversity accord with with the NPPF paragraphs 187(d), 192 and 193.‬

‭I am not able to find any recognition of the bats, including the Greater Horseshoe bats that live in‬

‭the area - the Catacombs - and the impact of the building on their habitat, nor provision for bats,‬

‭swifts and other creatures that may inhabit the site if biodiversity is improved.‬

‭2.‬ ‭Roof Terraces:‬‭maintenance plans should be required to ensure that these are maintained in‬

‭perpetuity should be provided.‬

‭3.‬ ‭Landscaping‬

‭a.‬ ‭The Landscaping plan‬‭5‬ ‭- makes no reference to the‬‭provision and maintenance of‬

‭biodiversity improvements referenced in the illustrative plan‬‭6‬‭. E.g. the one habitat box,‬

‭and there is no description of what the ‘rain garden is’.‬

‭6‬ ‭https://planningdocs.exeter.gov.uk/servlets/direct/KPnO5WSyu5iby3vTkzt94Qj/2/915584/1/1/AS_PDF_FILE‬
‭5‬ ‭https://planningdocs.exeter.gov.uk/servlets/direct/KmOEyEJXQPc4dHFadmro4gNo/2/915591/1/1/AS_PDF_FILE‬
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‭b.‬ ‭There is no consideration of planting in the urban environment with a view to the impact‬

‭of climate change (heat and drought) and is not referenced in the ‘sustainability/net zero‬

‭carbon statement’‬‭7‬‭, nor experience of plant care, demonstrated by the ridiculous‬

‭suggestion in Appendix C that the lawns will be cut every three weeks in January and‬

‭February.‬

‭c.‬ ‭The plan only offers “a five-year guarantee after construction that all the proposed‬

‭planting works still exist and are established in line with landscape design expectations.”‬

‭This inadequate and planting arrangements should be maintained for the life of the‬

‭building.‬

‭The landscaping plans should be improved and conditioned to incorporate and increase biodiversity,‬

‭recognise the presence of protected species locally, be adaptable to climate change and provide‬

‭sensible maintenance schedules that are guaranteed in perpetuity.‬

‭Trees:‬‭The proposals will significantly reduce the‬‭green infrastructure in the city centre and offer no‬

‭plans for sufficient replacement planting‬

‭1.‬ ‭T1 is a prominent tree on Mary Arches Street and must be preserved‬‭- it is omitted in a number‬

‭of the illustrative perspectives; the report highlights the likelihood of impact of works on tree‬

‭roots and measures are needed to ensure trees survive the works.‬

‭2.‬ ‭The tree report recommends the removal of 10 trees including 3 category B trees which as the‬

‭report states the‬‭“removal of the above arboricultural‬‭features will have an impact on the‬

‭amenity value of the Site and immediately adjacent areas.”‬

‭3.‬ ‭The mitigation is stated as replacement trees - but no specific types, size or locations or‬

‭replacement ratio are specified for replacement.‬ ‭This is especially significant for the street‬

‭scene on Bartholomew Street East (BSE) where 7 trees are proposed for removal but 5 new trees‬

‭indicated along BSE‬‭8‬‭. The removal of so many  well‬‭established trees will diminish BSE and Paul‬

‭Street, which are harsh urban environments.  Street planting on both sides of the BSE could be‬

‭considered to improve the streetscape (there is a vacant tree well along BSE and ) and planting‬

‭offsite in St Bartholomew’s and Friernhay Cemetery should be required.‬

‭4.‬ ‭The landscaping plan only proposes amenity trees, rather than for example fruit trees to promote‬

‭engagement with the planting by residents and promote biodiversity.‬

‭8‬ ‭https://planningdocs.exeter.gov.uk/servlets/direct/KPnO5WSyu5iby3vTkzt94Qj/2/915584/1/1/AS_PDF_FILE‬
‭7‬ ‭https://planningdocs.exeter.gov.uk/servlets/direct/KayeCFwxNvYxmqBcp8nk387Akn0HRAKt/2/915645/1/1/AS_PDF_FILE‬
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‭A tree planting plan should be provided, agreed and conditioned. This should include onsite and‬

‭offsite tree planting to properly mitigate the loss of trees for the development. Offsite planting should‬

‭include tree planting along BSE and in St Bartholomew/Friernhay Cemetery.‬

‭Amenity and Recreation:‬ ‭The NPPF states at paragraph 92(a) that the necessary social, cultural and‬

‭recreational facilities to serve the community are in place, and the policies and decision should ‘plan‬

‭positively for the provision and use of shared spaces, community facilities …and other local services to‬

‭enhance the sustainability of communities and residential environments‬‭The development does not‬

‭consider the‬‭cumulative impact on services and infrastructure of existing co-living and similar‬

‭development i.e. purpose built student accommodation (PBSA) on the area. Co-living should‬‭only‬

‭be considered where the housing mix is lacking to meet local needs‬‭i.e. for a lack of‬

‭accommodation for single-person households who cannot, or choose not to, live in self-contained‬

‭homes or HMOs. Clusters of such development should be prevented in order to not  ‘crowd out’‬

‭conventional housing schemes, affecting the ability to meet a range of needs. To protect‬

‭neighbourhood amenity new developments of this type should be sited away from any emerging‬

‭clusters of co-living, especially where there is also a cluster of PBSAs as there are along BSE and‬

‭Paul Street; the proposal does not create a mixed neighbourhood.‬

‭There is no consideration of the wider impact of the development on local amenity spaces or‬

‭facilities. I specifically raised in the pre-application discussion the impact of the development on St‬

‭Bartholomew's Cemetery - however this has failed to be recorded in the report on the statement of‬

‭community involvement.‬

‭A financial contribution should be made towards the infrastructure and upkeep of the‬

‭Cemetery given the increased use arising from it being the nearest local green space.‬

‭There is no recognition of an increased demand on primary care facilities arising from the‬

‭development and the need for a financial contribution towards these.‬

‭Cycle Hub:‬‭Provision of covered secure cycle parking‬‭is good, but needs to be better designed to reflect‬

‭the needs of users.‬

‭The plan only assumes racks for standard bikes - not cargo or disability adapted‬

‭bikes. This should be amended. The access to the inside bike store is not plausible‬

‭(see diagram) - it looks very tricky to manoeuvre a bike fully into the corridor - then‬

‭open the double doors towards you, especially if you have to hold the doors open‬

‭and then a bike around. This will be even more difficult if you’ve been out to get‬

‭5‬
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‭your shopping and have two full panniers. This needs to be redesigned e.g. sliding door or other‬

‭solution.‬

‭Transport:‬‭The site is a highly sustainable location from a sustainable transport point of view.‬‭However‬

‭both suitable and safe access needs to be assessed - see collision map data belwo.‬‭This is the street‬

‭with the most incidents in Exeter City Centre. These comments are informed by experience of the area‬

‭and the collision map:‬

‭1.‬ ‭Cycle routes:‬‭It is noted that the cycling assessment‬‭recommended  by ATE in their objection has‬

‭not been undertaken‬‭9‬‭. Given the heavy emphasis on‬‭this being a no car development and the‬

‭provision for cycle storage it is unacceptable that there are no measures or improvements in the‬

‭immediate vicinity to support alternatives to the car to make it safer to cycle to the property (in‬

‭line with NPPF 111d) and to promote accessibility and safety, together with measures that will be‬

‭needed to deal with the anticipated transport impacts of the development.‬

‭2.‬ ‭There are no formal or advisory cycle paths‬‭on BSE,‬‭North Street or Paul Street to the property‬

‭(marked in blue) and these should be considered.‬

‭9‬ ‭https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/active-travel-england-planning-application-assessment-toolkit‬
‭6‬
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‭3.‬ ‭A cycle only protected contraflow down North Street should be considered,‬‭otherwise I can see‬

‭people cycling on the pavement or the wrong way down the one way - this already happens.‬

‭Formal cycle lanes should be provided on BSE and Paul Street.‬

‭4.‬ ‭Walking:‬

‭a.‬ ‭The Pavement on the west side of North Street is very narrow and well used as a‬

‭thoroughfare from St David’s Hill to the High Street. The increased trips do not assess the‬

‭impact on this narrow pavement.‬‭Consideration should‬‭be given to moving parking to‬

‭the other side of the street, to allow a protected cycling contraflow and widening the‬

‭pavement.‬

‭b.‬ ‭People  therefore may choose to cross over to the east side or do so if walking to Central‬

‭Station etc along Paul Street (shown in red in diagram). However, this is unsafe at this‬

‭7‬
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‭junction as there is no formal pedestrian crossing as there is across BSE and Paul Street.‬

‭Walking the other way towards the property and crossing in the place indicated in red is‬

‭difficult to see round the corner due the angle and the building.‬ ‭A formal pedestrian‬

‭crossing should be installed.‬

‭c.‬ ‭The junction is a large one for vehicles (it is noted large lorries often use this junction) and‬

‭there is diminished and sloping pavement on the corners marked with an orange cross -‬

‭which makes it difficult for wheelchair users and if there are a number of people trying to‬

‭cross at the same time‬‭. Safety and accessibility improvements‬‭should be made to the‬

‭junction.‬

‭d.‬ ‭I raised these issues about walking and North Street with the developer at the‬

‭pre-application stage but I cannot see them recorded in the statement of community‬

‭involvement.‬

‭5.‬ ‭Disabled parking:‬‭Elsewhere in the application two‬‭disabled parking spaces are proposed,‬

‭however the transport document‬‭10‬ ‭says‬‭“The proposed development would not provide car‬

‭parking provision, which is consistent with current and emerging ECC policy for the proposed use.‬

‭However, it is proposed to provide an advisory disabled/accessible parking space for visitors and‬

‭servicing/loading bay at its frontage with Bartholomew Street East.”‬ ‭There should be an‬

‭appropriate number of designated (not advisory) parking spaces reserved for blue badge holders‬

‭living in the property. The number should be determined as a ratio of the number of disabled‬

‭units in the property and at the very least two, as cited elsewhere in the documentation.‬

‭Height, mass and scale:‬‭The sixth floor - increases the height of the building by 5m above the existing,‬

‭plus plant which, given the prominent position of the building on the skyline, will have a detrimental‬

‭affect on the St David’s Conservation area. The views from the Conservation area into the city centre are‬

‭affected including the view of the Cathedral from St David’s Hill, which will be diminished in comparison.‬

‭The building with its increased height and mass  at the top of the valley, will tower above Exe Street,‬

‭Napier Terrace and St Bartholomew's Cemetery, the Grade II* Synagogue, and the Mecca building.  The‬

‭Central Conservation Area Management Plan says‬‭“New designs should respect the scale and‬

‭architecture of the surrounding buildings and spaces.‬‭11‬‭”‬ ‭The light impact study highlights the negative‬

‭11‬

‭https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B4CpCORtOQdTT0NjbjFBRGVzdHc/view?resourcekey=0-2u-qufxh0q2RvKHWy-3h‬
‭IQ‬

‭10‬

‭https://planningdocs.exeter.gov.uk/servlets/direct/Kl8wpKaINjr0qmbnl3fN9tdTTID08v/2/915647/1/1/AS_PDF_FILE‬

‭8‬

https://planningdocs.exeter.gov.uk/servlets/direct/Kl8wpKaINjr0qmbnl3fN9tdTTID08v/2/915647/1/1/AS_PDF_FILE
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‭impact of the building on light levels on properties in Mary Arches Street‬‭12‬ ‭The new building should not‬

‭be taller than the current multi-storey car park to mitigate the impacts on views and overshadowing.‬

‭Statement of Community Involvement‬

‭Cllr Diana Moore raised both the impact of the development on local amenities in particular St‬

‭Bartholomew's Cemetery and pavement issues in relation to transport on North Road. It is noted these‬

‭are not included in the feedback on the pre application consultation. The further engagement with the‬

‭Cycling campaign is welcomed.‬

‭The public exhibition at our request is welcomed, and circulation of 300 leaflets is noted. However, we‬

‭have had residents contact us saying they had not received any information - other than what we as‬

‭ward Councillors had shared with them. We have also received complaints about the differing dates‬

‭provided about the closing date for objections from both residents and an organisation. We have‬

‭therefore encouraged, in good faith, people/organisations to respond regardless.‬

‭Cllr Diana Moore & Tess Read‬

‭27th July 2025‬

‭12‬ ‭https://planningdocs.exeter.gov.uk/servlets/direct/KA3Jjdsv0ocAvi7CeoEV58/2/915673/1/1/AS_PDF_FILE‬

‭9‬

https://planningdocs.exeter.gov.uk/servlets/direct/KA3Jjdsv0ocAvi7CeoEV58/2/915673/1/1/AS_PDF_FILE

