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Information for members of the public

Members of the public and the media have the right to attend meetings of full
council, the cabinet and committees except where confidential information or
exempt information is likely to be disclosed, and the meeting is therefore held in
private.

For information about attending or speaking at meetings, please contact the
committee officer above or refer to the council’s website

IN 4\
\ TRAN

communication for all

If you would like this agenda in an alternative format, such as a larger or smaller
font, audio or Braille, or in a different language, please contact the committee
officer above.
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Agenda
Page nos

Apologies

To receive apologies for absence

Declarations of interest

(Please note that it is the responsibility of individual members to
declare an interest prior to the item if they arrive late for the meeting)

Planning application

Please note that members of the public, who have responded to the
planning consultations, and applicants and agents wishing to speak at
the meeting for item 3 above are required to notify the committee
officer by 10:00 on the day before the meeting.

Further information on planning applications can be obtained from the
council's website: http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/

Please note:

* The formal business of the committee will commence at 9.30;

« The committee may have a comfort break after two hours of the
meeting commencing.

* Please note that refreshments will not be provided. Water is
available

« The committee will adjourn for lunch at a convenient point between
13:00 and 14:00 if there is any remaining business.

Application no 22/00434/F - Anglia Square including land and 5-214
buildings to the North and West, Norwich

Plans 215 - 252
Appendix 1 - Full description of development 253 - 254

Appendix 2 - Application 18/00330/F - Call in decision letter and 255 -480
Planning Inspector's report

Appendix 3 - Historic England consultation responses dated May 481 - 504
2022 and 11 August 2022
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Appendix 4 - NCC Economic development manager consultation
response

Appendix 5 - Draft GNLP0506 - Land at and adjoining Anglia
Square

Appendix 6 - Applicant's comparison of the Environmental Effects
of the Proposal and the Call in scheme

Appendix 7 - Local Impact Area

Standing duties

Date of publication: Wednesday, 19 April 2023
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Report to Planning applications committee Item

27 April 2023

Report of Head of Planning and Regulatory Services

Subject Application no 22/00434/F - Anglia Square including land 3
and buildings to the North and West, Norwich

Reason Objections / major development raising issues of wider

for referral  than |ocal concern

Ward: Mancroft
Officer Sarah Ashurst - Head of Planning and Regulatory Services
contacts sarahashhurst@norwich.gov.uk

Tracy Armitage — Senior planner tracyarmitage@norwich.gov.uk

Development proposal

Hybrid (Part Full/Part Outline) application for the comprehensive redevelopment of
Anglia Square, and car parks fronting Pitt Street and Edward Street for: up to 1,100
dwellings and up to 8,000sgm (NIA) flexible retail, commercial and other non-
residential floorspace including Community Hub, up to 450 car parking spaces (at least
95% spaces for class C3 use, and up to 5% for class E/F1/F2/Sui Generis uses), car
club spaces and associated works to the highway and public realm areas. Due to the
size of this application, all plans and documents can be viewed online at
www.norwich.gov.uk/angliasquare (full description - Appendix 1)

Representations summary

Total Object Comment Support
Representations 72 46 11 15
Total received
over 4 stages of
consultations

Main issues

1. Principle of development
2. Development Viability
3. Impact of development on European designated sites
4. Principle of housing
5. Proposed retail and other town centre uses
6. Socio-economic considerations
7. Design and heritage
8. Landscaping and openspace
9. Amenity
10. Transport
11. Air quality

Other considerations

Recommendation: Approve, subject to S106 Obligation and the imposition of
planning conditions
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Appendices

Full description of development

Application 18 00330 F - Call in decision letter and PINS report

Historic England consultation responses - dated May 2022 and 11 August 2022

NCC Economic development manager consultation response

Draft GNLP0506 - Land at and adjoining Anglia Square

DA |WIN|[—~

Applicant's comparison of the environment effects of the proposal and the Call-in
scheme

~

Local Impact Area
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The Site and Surroundings

1.

The application site measures approximately 4.65 hectares and includes three
parcels of land. Most of the application site comprises the existing Anglia Square
Shopping Centre and associated adjoining land. This parcel forms an island of
land and buildings enclosed by St Crispins Road/flyover, Pitt Street, Edward
Street and Magdalen Street. Surrey Chapel and 100 Magdalen Street are both
outside of the application boundary. Two small parcels of land are located to the
north of the main site and comprise two separate areas of open land adjacent to
Edward Street and west of Beckham Place.

The main site is currently occupied by the Anglia Square Shopping Centre,
Sovereign House, Gildengate House, retail and other mixed-use properties,
fronting St Crispins Road and surface level car parking. This part of the site also
contains St Botolph Street and Cherry Lane and a service road for Anglia Square
called Upper Green Lane.

Anglia Square was developed during the 1960s and 1970s following the
construction of St Crispins Road. The urban renewal scheme comprises a precinct
of retail, leisure and office units and buildings. The existing shopping centre has a
range of retail units including large format stores occupied by QD, Iceland and
Poundland and smaller units occupied by a mix of national and independent
retailers. At the upper level there is a vacant 4 screen cinema (since 2019) and a
multi-storey carpark (closed since 2012), both accessed via St Crispins and Upper
Green Lane. Sovereign House and Gildengate House are substantial multi-storey
office buildings 6- 7 storeys in height. Sovereign House was formerly occupied by
Her Majesty’s Stationary Office (HMSO) and at one time around more than 2000
office workers were based there. Neither of these buildings have been used as
offices since the late 1990s. Gildengate House is currently used as temporary
studio space by artists whilst Sovereign House has remained unused, fallen into
disrepair and has become visibly dilapidating over the years.

Premises on Pitt Street are occupied by a few businesses and social enterprises
including Men’s Shed, Norwich Co-operative Arts, Print to the People and a car
wash.

The application includes two smaller sites, to the north of and separated from the
main site. The western of the two smaller sites fronts New Botolph Street and
Edward Street (0.27hects). The eastern of the two sites lies north of Edward
Street, to the west of its junction with Beckham Place (0.13hects). Both are in use
for surface car parking.

The eastern part of the main site is bounded by Magdalen Street fronted by
predominantly two and three storey buildings with retail units at ground floor level,
as well as a large four storey late 20th century building immediately opposite,
accommodating Roy’s department store, a post office and Riley’s Sports Bar. The
former Barclays bank/Desh on the corner of Magdalen Street and Edward Street
is connected to the shopping centre structure but excluded from the application.
Magdalen Street is a key route taking vehicular and pedestrian traffic from the
northern suburbs into the city centre, under the St Crispins Road flyover. Several
bus stops are located on Magdalen Street adjacent to the flyover.
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To the north of Edward Street, the area surrounding the land west of Beckham
Place includes a variety of generally large-scale buildings, including Dalymond
Court and 8-22 Edward Street (a pair of four storey residential apartment
buildings) to the west, and the three storey Epic Studios building to the east.
There are three storey residential properties to the north (2-10 Beckham Place).

The area to the northwest of the site is largely residential in character, comprising
predominantly two storey 19th century terraced houses. St Augustine’s Street is
lined with older two storey properties many of which have retail / commercial uses
at ground floor. Many of the properties on St Augustine’s Street and connecting
streets (e.g., Sussex St) are statutorily or locally listed. To the northwest of the
junction of New Botolph Street and St Augustine’s Street is St Augustine’s Church
(Grade | listed) the only surviving medieval church north of St Crispins Road. To
the south of the church is a distinctive Grade Il Listed terraced timber-framed
residential terrace 2-12 Gildencroft Cottages. To the south of the terrace is
Gildencroft Park which includes a large children’s play area. Adjacent to the park
there is a collection of commercial properties located towards the roundabout with
St Crispins Road, on the west side of Pitt Street.

To the south of Anglia Square is St Crispins Road which is fronted by larger scale
commercial buildings (up to 8 storeys) along with Grade Il Listed Doughty’s
Hospital. This listed building, comprises two storey 19th century terraced
almshouses for the elderly, built around a central garden.

Constraints

10.

11.

12.

Historic environment: The application site is located within the City Centre
Conservation Area (Anglia Square character area) and is in the vicinity of the
Northern City and Colegate character areas. It also falls within the Main Area of
Archaeological interest.

The site lies in the vicinity of several statutorily and locally listed buildings,
including several buildings in Magdalen Street and at the junction of Pitt Street
and St Augustine’s Street. The closest Listed Buildings are Doughty’s Hospital
(Grade I, located immediately to the south of St Crispin’s Road, opposite Upper
Green Lane), and 75 Magdalen Street (Grade Il, located immediately adjacent to
the site on the opposite side of Magdalen Street), St Augustine’s Church (Grade )
and the Gildencroft cottages (Grade Il, adjacent to St Augustine’s Street).
Buildings 43-45 Pitt Street are locally listed. There are three Grade | listed
churches nearby, to the east St Saviour's and to the south of St Crispin’s Road:
St Martin at Oak and St Mary’s Coslany.

In the last 12 months third parties have made applications to the Secretary of
State for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport for the statutory listing of buildings in
the SW sector of the site. These include:

(i) 45 Pitt Street (currently locally listed)
(i) 53 — 55 Pitt Street
(i) Brick and flint warehouse building to the rear of 47-51Pitt Street

(iv)  Former Hollywood cinema
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

In relation to (i), (ii) and (iv) Historic England carried out initial surveys in their role
as the Government’s statutory adviser on the historic Environment. The Secretary
of State considered their resulting advice and recommendations and decided not
to take any of these applications forward to full assessment. None of these
buildings have been added to the Statutory List.

The brick and flint warehouse building (iii) was subject to a full assessment by
Historic England. It was concluded that it was built in the late-C18-C19. ‘In the
rubble walls it clearly incorporates earlier fabric, possibly some reused from the
Church of St Olave, but it does not incorporate any standing remains of the church
building. The building most closely represents its later use as an industrial building
and livery stables but as such it does not have a strong claim to special
architectural or historic interest and does not therefore meet the criteria for listing
in a national context.” As a result, this building was not added to the Statutory List.

Flooding and drainage: Anglia Square is located relatively close to the existing
watercourse of the river Wensum that flows through the City Centre. Based on the
Environment Agency’s flood risk mapping data, the site is located within Flood
Zone 1 and thus has a low probability of flooding. It is also located in the Norwich
Critical Drainage Catchment Area.

Landscape and trees: the site includes two lime trees within the site and a group
of London Plane trees fronting onto St Crispin’s Road

Large District Centre: The main site falls within Anglia Square, St Augustines
and Magdalen Street Large district centre identified in the Development Plan

Relevant planning history

18.

19.

20.

The site now occupied by Anglia Square was originally cleared as part of the
construction of the inner ring road (St Crispins Road) in the 1960s and included
the clearance of land to the west of the shopping centre across to Pitt Street and
St Augustine’s Street. The original planning consent for Anglia Square included
the shopping centre, cinema, car park and offices. Additional phases of
development were designed for the western part of the site but never built, and
much of this land has remained open and undeveloped since the site was cleared
and is in use as surface car parking.

In terms of previous planning applications for the site, the most recent was
submitted in 2018 (ref. 18/00330/F). The part full/outline application related to a
4.11ha site and proposed comprehensive redevelopment of Anglia Square and
adjacent land on Edward Street for: up to 1250 dwellings, hotel, ground floor retail
and commercial floorspace, cinema, multi-storey car parks, place of worship and
associated works to the highway and public realm areas. Following resolution of
Planning Applications Committee to grant permission, this application was called-
in by the Secretary of State. The application was subject to a 4-week public local
inquiry between 28 January and 28 February 2020. The Planning Inspector
recommended that the application be approved. In a decision letter dated 12
November 2020 the Secretary of State (SofS) set out the reasons he disagreed
with this recommendation and refused planning permission (Appendix 2 — full
decision including Planning Inspector’s report).

Evidence at the call-in inquiry centred around the following main issues:
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The extent to which the proposed development is consistent with policies
for delivering a sufficient supply of homes

The extent to which the proposed development is consistent with policies
for building a strong, competitive economy

The extent to which the proposed development is consistent with national
and local policies for ensuring the vitality of town centres

The extent to which the proposed development is consistent with policies
for conserving and enhancing the historic environment

Air quality

21.  The Secretary of States conclusions on each are summarised below:

22. In relation to new homes:

While the Secretary of State recognised that the flats would meet the
technical standards required and have been carefully designed to
overcome as far as possible the disadvantages of single-aspect dwellings
(with floor to ceiling glazing, balconies, and access to communal outdoor
roof gardens), he considered that the disadvantages cannot entirely be
overcome in this way. He considered that the use of single-aspect
dwellings in such large quantities to be a significantly sub-optimal design
solution, and not outweighed by the advantages relating to access,
frontages, and safety (IR441). He therefore found, contrary to the Inspector
at IR612, that the proposal would conflict with the requirements in policy
DM13 and DM2 for a high standard of amenity for future residents.

He agreed with the Inspector that the proposal’s significant contribution to
meeting housing need in Norwich should attract significant weight, and the
proposal’s significant contribution to meeting the need for affordable
housing in Norwich should also attract significant weight (IR544).
Regarding Policy DM12, the Secretary of State disagreed with the
Inspector at IR611 that the proposal accords with the policy. Policy DM12
sets out principles for all residential development, and criteria b) within that
policy states that proposals should have no detrimental impacts upon the
character and amenity of the surrounding area (including open space and
designated and locally identified natural environmental and heritage assets)
which cannot be resolved by the imposition of conditions.

23. Inrelation to the economy

The Secretary of State agreed with the Inspector at IR452 that Anglia
Square is not fulfilling its potential to contribute to the local economy,
having regard to its size, its strategic location, and its designation as part of
a Local District Centre (LDC). He noted that, while the proposal would
result in some existing employment being displaced, overall, there would be
a significant net gain in employment (IR452. He agrees with the Inspector
that, insofar as the current condition of the site is a barrier to investment,
that barrier would be removed (IR452). He agreed that the proposal would
therefore be in accordance with those policies of the Framework which
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24.

25.

26.

27.

seek to create a strong, competitive economy, and he attached significant
weight to these benefits.

In relation to town centres:

The Secretary of State agreed with the Inspector that the proposal would
accord with the policies of the Framework relating to the vitality of town
centres (IR462), as well as with policy JCS19 (IR602), and that this benefit
should attract significant weight. However, he found conflict with some
elements of policy DM18, given the proposal does not protect and enhance
the physical, environmental and heritage assets of the city. Given the
importance of the heritage assets affected and the location of the site within
the NCCCA, he concludes overall that the proposal does not accord with
Policy DM18.

In relation to conserving and enhancing the historic environment

The Secretary of State concluded, contrary to the Inspector at IR535, that
while the proposal would have elements of both beneficial and harmful
effects on the character and appearance of the NCCCA, on balance there
would be a neutral impact on the character and appearance of the NCCCA.
In addition, there would be minor benefits to the significance of locally listed
buildings on Magdalen Street (IR538), and minor benefits to the settings of
some individual listed buildings (IR543). As these are all only minor, the
Secretary of State considers they attract only limited additional weight in
favour of the proposal.

The Secretary of State concluded that there would be harm at the upper
end of less than substantial to the settings of the two listed assets (Church
of St Augustine & 2-12 Gildencroft) and minor harm to a larger number
(IR537)), but that this would be less than substantial in terms of the
Framework in all cases. There would also be a loss of locally listed
buildings (43-45 Pitt St), and the proposal would not integrate with the
context and grain of its surroundings in some important respect.

The Framework requires any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a
designated heritage asset (including from development within its setting) to
require clear and convincing justification. It requires that great weight
should be given to the asset’s conservation; the more important the asset,
the greater the weight should be.

Air quality: The Secretary of State agreed with the Inspector that the proposal
would accord with the Framework and with DM11 (IR610), and that air quality is
not a matter that weighs against the grant of planning permission.

In terms Planning balance and overall conclusion:

The Secretary of State recognised that the regeneration of Anglia Square is
an important strategic objective, and he is supportive of the benefits in
terms of economic development and housing that such a regeneration
could bring. However, given the importance of the affected heritage assets
and the nature of the design flaws he considered that the application is not
in accordance with Policies JCS1 and DM1 in relation to the preservation
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28.

29.

and enhancement of heritage assets nor with DM9. Nor is it in accordance
with JCS2 and DM3(a)(c) and (f) concerning design, DM12(b) in relation to
heritage impacts, DM18 as it relates to DM1, and DM2 and DM13 in
relation to residential amenity.

e The proposal would secure the regeneration of a strategic brownfield site,
make a significant contribution to meeting housing need in Norwich, make a
significant contribution to meeting the need for affordable housing in
Norwich, provide a significant net gain in employment, helping to create the
conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and adapt, and insofar
as the current condition of the site is a barrier to investment, that barrier
would be removed, and support the role that Anglia Square plays in the
hierarchy of centres, promoting the long term vitality and viability of the
LDC. Each of these benefits carry significant weight in favour of the
proposal. The proposal has a neutral impact on the character and
appearance of the NCCCA. There would be minor benefits to the setting of
some listed and non-designated assets, which carry limited weight, as do
the air quality benefits identified.

¢ Although less-than-substantial in all cases, there would be harm to the
setting of a number of listed buildings, in two cases towards the upper end
of the scale. In accordance with the s.66 duty, the Secretary of State
attributes considerable weight to the harm. In addition, there would be harm
to the setting of some non-designated assets, and a non-designated
building would be demolished and lost entirely.

e The Secretary of State has concluded that the identified ‘less than
substantial’ harm to the significance of the designated heritage assets was
not outweighed by the public benefits of the proposal.

e Overall, the Secretary of State concluded that the benefits of the scheme
were not sufficient to outbalance the identified ‘less than substantial’ harm
to the significance of the designated heritage assets identified. He
considered that the balancing exercise under paragraph 196 of the
Framework was therefore not favourable to the proposal.

Early planning history - Planning consent was granted in October 2009
(08/00974/F) for comprehensive regeneration of Anglia Square and its environs
for mixed use development, including approximately 200 residential units, a
foodstore (clarify size), a bridge link from St. Crispins, a health centre, the
potential relocation of Surrey Chapel, and enhancement of landscaping including
an enlarged square. The proposal for redevelopment included the demolition of all
the units along Pitt Street (including the locally listed buildings), Surrey Chapel,
Sovereign House, Gildengate House, some of the units around the Square, and
the removal of Botolph Street and the twelve trees and open space adjacent to St
Crispins Road.

A phased planning consent was granted in March 2013 for the comprehensive
redevelopment of Anglia Square including land and buildings to the north and west
of the Square (applications reference 11/00160/F, 11/00161/F). The first phase
proposals were for mixed use development, including an enlarged Anglia Square,
a new 7,792 sqm foodstore, supported by 507 car park spaces, amendments to
the current access arrangements including enhanced pedestrian, cycle, public
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30.

31.

32.

transport accessibility, a bridge link from St Crispins Road, and closing of the
subway under the same. The application also included additional retail and other
town centre uses (Class A1, A2, A3, A4) totalling 3,565 sqm net, a créche (Class
D1) and up to 91 residential units (Class C3) in mixed private/housing association
use. Outline planning permission was also granted for 16 housing association
units on land west of Edward Street.

Planning consents were also granted for later phases of development in this area
and included additional retail and food and drink uses (Class A1/A3) totalling of
2,985 sgm; rooftop parking providing 99 spaces and 29 private flats with
temporary car parking; external refurbishment of Gildengate House offices and
improvement to existing office entrance; additional retail and food and drink uses
(Class A1/A3) of 2,094 sgm and the provision of a gym (Class D2) of 1,478 sqm.

Two further planning permissions were granted to facilitate the delivery of the
development as set out above (references 11/00162/0 and 11/00163/C).

The St Augustine’s gyratory system, as required by condition 15 of planning
permission 08/00974/F was completed resulting in the commencement of this
consent. All the other planning permissions have expired.

The proposal

33.

34.

35.

The application proposes demolition of all existing buildings on the site and a
mixed-use redevelopment scheme including up to:1100 dwellings; 8000sgm of
flexible retail/commercial floorspace, a community hub, 450 parking spaces and
new public realm. The full description of development is appended to the report
(Appendix 1).

It is proposed that the development would be delivered in four phases. Phases 1
and 2 are submitted in full detail, phases 3 and 4 in outline. Masterplan drawings
illustrate development proposed across the whole site, including the landscaping
of public spaces and streets. The detailed blocks, comprising a total of 353
dwellings, 134 parking spaces and 5906 sqm Net Internal Area (NIA) of non-
residential floorspace, are accompanied by a full set of plans showing internal
layout and the elevations of each block fagade. The outline portion of the site is
accompanied by parameter plans. These set ‘parameters’ for outline blocks in
terms of: siting (+/- 1.0m), maximum proposed building height, use (of each
proposed storey), access and extent of public realm areas. The detailed design of
these outline blocks would be subject to a further reserved matters application.

In total 12 blocks/development parcels are proposed. The table below shows the
proposed phased delivery of the blocks and summary information of housing
numbers.

Phase | Indicated Blocks Total no. No. affordable
dates of dwellings dwellings
delivery

1 2023 -2025 | A, B, C,D, 264 46

M
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Phase | Indicated Blocks Total no. No. affordable
dates of dwellings dwellings
delivery

2 2025-2026 | K/LJ3 89 28

3 2026 -2028 |H,G,J 425* 0

4 2028 - 2031 | E/F, F 322* 36*

Proposed maximum totals 1100* 110*

* Indicative maximum figures — actual figures to be determined at reserved
matters application stage

36. The proposal has been amended since first submission. A number of
amendments have been made in response to comments and feedback made
during the first and seconds rounds of consultation. The table below provides a
summary of the amended scheme. Note that the quantum of development stated
are maximum figures and indicative in respect of the outline elements of the
proposal.

Summary information

Proposal Key facts

Residential

Total no. of dwellings Up to 1100

Affordable dwellings Minimum of 10%

Tenure - Ratio of 85:15 social rent: intermediate tenure

No. of dwellings 10% of total
meeting Part M4(2)
Accessible and
Adaptable Dwellings

Total no. of open market No. of affordable dwellings
dwellings

Detailed

Block A: 142 0

4-7 storeys 138 flats + 4 duplexes

Block B - 25

2-4 storeys 11x 2 x bed houses +
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Proposal Key facts
14 x 1 bed flats
Block C - 21
3-4 storeys 21 x 1 bed flats
Block D 28 flats -
2-5 storeys 8 x1 bed + 20x 2 bed
Block M 48 -
3-7 storeys 43 flats + 5 duplexes
Block K/L 53 28
3-6 storeys 45 flats + 8 duplexes 26 x1 bed flats + 2x 2 bed
Block J3 8 flats
1-3 storeys
Total dwellings in 279 74

detailed blocks

Outline - Indicative figures (based on emerging reserved matters details)

Block E 148 32

Block F 123

Block G 146

Block H 129

Block J 131

Indicative total for 677 32

outline

Indicative overall total | 954 (up to 990) 106 (up to 110)
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Proposal

Key facts

Commercial development and other development

Flexible use

Total — up to 8000sqgm NIA (8889sgm GIA)

flexible retail, commercial and other non-residential
floorspace (retail, business, services, food and drink
premises, offices, workshops, non-residential institutions,
community hub, local community uses, and other floorspace

Community Hub
(including community
hall)

Located in Block D — ground floor and part of first floor — 697
sgm (NIA)

Public toilet and
changing places facility

Located in Block A

Car club car park

Located on Edward Street — up to 5 spaces

Appearance

Principal materials

Brick (red, grey and white of varying tones), metal work
and tile

Energy and resource
efficiency measures

The development will meet or exceed Building Regulations
2021 (as amended by 2022 & 2023 changes)

In relation to JCS 3, 56% of the development’s energy
needs will be met using air source heat pumps.

Operation

Ancillary plant and
equipment

Internal plant rooms

Roof top plant

Transport matters

Access

e Modification of existing St Crispins Road access to
provide access and egress

e Creation of car park accesses on Edward Street and
Pitt Street

¢ Creation of internal routes within the site:
Principal routes:
N-S - referred to as ‘St Georges Street’
E-W — referred to as ‘Botolph Street’

Secondary routes:
E-W - referred to as ‘Cherry Lane’
Other shorter connecting routes
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Proposal

Key facts

e Vehicular access to the site would be strictly
controlled. The routes are designed to be car free.
Emergency access and essential servicing would be
permitted.

e Cherry Lane would act as a public through route to
Magdalen Street. It would also act as a service route
and provide residents access to undercroft car
parking and a limited number of on street parking
spaces.

e St Georges Street and Cherry Lane would include
cycling routes. St Georges Street would include a
segregated cycling facility connecting into the yellow
pedalway network.

No of car parking
spaces

Up to 450 spaces — min of 95% for residents, max 5% for
non- residential use

e Detailed in full: Block A — 123 covered spaces within
undercroft (basement and ground floor) and Block C
— 11 spaces.

e Outline: Undercroft parking within blocks E, G and J
The residential car parking provision includes 100% active
electric vehicle charging point provision and 6% disabled
parking bay provision.

Limited on street parking is proposed, accessed via Cherry
Lane

Up to 5 (min of 3) car parking spaces for car club

Public parking: service layby along Edward Street will permit
20min parking bay outside refuse collection times

No of cycle parking
spaces

Detailed in full:

¢ Residential — 555 spaces in 10 secure stores
e Commercial — 63 spaces in 2 secure stores in Block
A and J3

Outline:

e Cycle parking for residential and commercial at the
same ratio

Whole site

e Public - 110 spaces distributed across the site
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Proposal Key facts

Refuse arrangements Commercial — Designated covered service yard in block M,

potential secondary yard in Outline Block J.

Residential refuse - Communal bins stores are integrated
into each block. Service bays are proposed on Pitt Street
and Edward Street for use by refuse vehicles. In addition,
Cherry Lane would act as service route.

Residential deliveries — All parcel deliveries would be made
to the community hub (Block D)

Design approach

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

The Design and Access Statement (DAS) sets out the design process describing
the site and contextual analysis and the evolution of the proposed scheme.

The DAS identifies a range of guiding design principles. These include:

e Re-establishing primary historic routes reconnecting the site to the surrounding
area and community

e Creation of public spaces at key functions

e Introducing a finer urban grain to the site

e Creation of continuous street frontages

e Creation of amenity spaces at street, podium and roof levels
e Creation of gateway buildings

e Respond to the character of Norwich — particularly in terms of street patterns,
industrial architecture, yards, terraces broken up with distinctive part walls; rich
architectural detailing and celebrating Norwich landmarks.

e Building height, no taller than Sovereign House (34.1m)

The resulting masterplan is one that consists of 12 blocks of development, 2 of
which are located on the ‘satellite’ sites to the north of the main site. The
remaining 10 blocks are arranged across the site separated by 2 primary and 7
secondary routes.

The proposed 12 blocks vary in height between 2-8 storeys. The height of each of
the detailed blocks is fixed and detailed in full on elevational drawing and cross-
sections. Height of the blocks within the outline element of the application are
shown as maximum storeys on the Building Height Parameter Plan.

The DAS describes the massing strategy in which predominantly north-south
orientated buildings are taller and the predominantly east-west buildings lower.
This strategy is proposed to optimise daylight and sunlight into the spaces and
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42.

43.

44,

routes. The Planning Statement describes further how the massing strategy has
been influenced by a number of factors including: potential impact of heritage
assets; sustainability objectives; local constraints; daylight/sunlight requirements
and the marginal viability of the site.

Blocks A, M and K/L are ‘perimeter block’ aggregations, each constructed around
an elevated internal (open) podium garden for residents. The podiums sit above,
in the case of block A covered residential parking spaces, block M a service bay
and block KL commercial floorspace. Similar podiums are shown for outline blocks
E, E/F, G and J, above 2 levels of covered residential parking spaces.

The majority of the proposed flexible commercial space is located at ground floor
level. The exception is block K/L which includes some mezzanine commercial
floorspace and a four storey element (‘Stump Cross’) which is entirely commercial.
Furthermore, outline block F, includes some mezzanine floorspace. The majority
of ground floor commercial floorspace is shown located on: the Magdalen Street
frontages of blocks KL and J3, blocks fronting the new Anglia Square and the E-W
route through the site referred to as ‘Botolph Street’. In addition, the northern
elevation of block KL includes a partial commercial frontage on to Annes Walk
Lane, two commercial units are shown fronting Edward Street and the outline
parameter plans show 3 commercial units fronting Pitt Street. The ground floor
(and part first floor) of Block D is proposed for community use.

The detailed element of the application includes landscape proposals. Public
realm proposals include (but are not confined to): a reconfigured Anglia Square, a
public garden (St Georges gardens) and the primary N-S and E-W routes running
through the site. Details of private gardens, communal residents’ gardens and
green roofs are included for the detailed blocks. A landscape masterplan and
strategy documents describe the strategy for the whole site and also includes
matters such as play, lighting and sustainable urban drainage (SUD) features.

Representations

45.

46.

Advertised on site and in the press. Adjacent and neighbouring properties have
been notified in writing. A total of 72 representations have been received citing
the issues as summarised in the table below. Representations made via the
Council’s website are available to view at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-
applications/ by entering the application number. Those made in writing on the
second consultation are held on file but cannot be viewed on-line as they contain
personal information in accordance with the General Data Protection Regulations
2018.

It should be noted that compared to the previous application there has been
significantly less representation. In relation to application 18/00330/F a total of 520
contributors submitted representations (436 objecting, 19 commenting, 63
supporting) and two petitions were received.

Issues raised Response

Sovereign House (including iconic staircase) and the | Sovereign House and the
cinema have architectural value and character and | cinema are identified as

negative buildings in the city
centre conservation area
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Issues raised

Response

are part of the history of the site and the city —
consideration should be given to retention.

appraisal that harm the
character and appearance of
the conservation area. During
the development of the current
proposals for Anglia Square
Historic England considered
whether the buildings qualified
for listed and concluded they
did not

Historic buildings on Pitt Street including the church
of St Olaves should be retained and integrated into
the scheme.

Main issue 7

Insufficient consideration of demolition and the
embodied carbon. Waste of resource, existing
buildings should be repurposed. The proposed
building will never repay the carbon debt caused by
its creation

Retaining and reusing the
existing buildings on the site
would prevent a new
development layout being
created with greater
permeability for pedestrian
movement. The developer also
concluded that the cost of
retaining, upgrading and
converting the buildings to
residential use was not viable.
There are currently no planning
policies that would allow
embodied energy to be
considered when determining
whether planning permission
should be granted.

Existing tenants will be displaced.

Main issue 5 and 6

Poor consultation with existing tenants.

Loss of Outpost (artist studio space) which provides
an affordable resource for creative community.

Main issue 6

Loss of public parking.

Main issue 10

Proposed buildings are out of scale not just to the
immediate locality but to the city as a whole.

Too dense, overbearing, overdevelopment

The blocks will utterly dominate the 2 to 3 storey
buildings/historic streets that surround the site.

Main issue 7

Page 20 of 524




Issues raised

Response

The architects claim they want to recreate Norwich's
yards and alleys but doing this with 6 to 8 storey
blocks is absurd and nonsensical.

Norwich is an individual city; this design makes it
like anywhere else. It is not a human scale.

Little regard to historic character of Norwich

Development will loom over St Augustines Church,
St Augustines Street and Magdalen Street

Visible from St James Hill and Waterloo Park
Historic street pattern is not being reinstated.

Church of St Olaves should not be demolished.

Main issue 7

Architecture is bland and generic. This design does
not respect the character of Norwich.

Soulless

Main issue 7

Shop fronts — need to be more varied

Main issue 7

Magdalen Street is the best street in Norwich; Anglia
Square is one of the most characterful areas in the
city.

There is a positive emotional feeling of being in and
around Anglia Square now.

This proposal to erase Anglia Square and replace it
with 6-8 storey blocks of expensive flats is not
something that is being done in the interest of the
existing community.

The existing character of the area should be

preserved not lost — diverse and eclectic mix of
people and shops, the range of different ethnic
restaurants and cafes and the artistic elements.

Main issue 7 and 8

Independent retailers should be protected offer vital
community support — need to retain access to
affordable shopping.

Should be a commitment to keeping not just the one
low end retailer (Poundland?) but also QD and
Savers and Iceland

Main issue 5
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Issues raised

Response

Shops need to continue to serve the needs of the
old, young families and those with limited mobility.

Provisions should be put in place provisions in place
to protect the businesses currently occupying Anglia
Square.

Concern about waiving of infrastructure payment

A decision on CIL ECR can only
be made following the grant of
planning permission, is subject
to an application process and
determination by Planning
applications committee

Impact of construction on traffic movement within
the city and on pollution

Main issue 10 and 11

Number of dwellings exceeds the 800 referred to in
GNLP policy

Main issue 1 and 2

Number of dwellings exceed the 600 referred to by | Main issue 2
Historic England
Too residential led — should be more mixed in use. Main issue 5

10% affordable housing insufficient given level of
housing need

Need for good quality social housing.

Amount of public subsidy should require higher
levels of affordable housing

Main issue 2 and 4

The interior standards of the dwellings are Main issue 9
inadequate other than for short-term occupation.
New homes have insufficient gardens. Proposed Main issue 9

standard of the residential environment is seriously
deficient.

External space — essential to mental health

Impact of air quality.

Main issue 11

Lack of public greenspace provision.

Needs to be more public parks in the area,
otherwise there will be too great a strain on
Gildencroft Park.

Main issue 8
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Issues raised

Response

The proposed community 'hub' will not replace the
established and vibrant communities who already
use Anglia Square daily. Nor replacement for a
cinema and a vibrant cultural scene.

Main issues 5 and 6

The value of the proposed dwellings is significantly
above average values in that area.

This development will profoundly change the
character of the area by pushing up property prices
and rents and pricing local residents out.

Gentrification

Main issue 6

There is no real space for nature in the plans.
The proposed courtyard gardens are a cosmetic
veneer of greenery on the roof of covered car
parking.

The scheme does not offer sufficient biodiversity
value.

Ecology benefits have been overstated.

Development should be greener and have more
trees.

Main issue 8

The buildings are tall and close together, which
means the streets will be dark.

The public space in Anglia Square at the moment
gets a lot of light and is beautiful place to sit on a
sunny day. Some of the streets will get a lot of light
and others will get very little

Main issue 8

Missed opportunity to increase Norwich’s cultural
offering by refurbishing buildings it to include concert
hall facilities.

The site also provides one the largest artist studio
complexes in the country. These are the people who
have helped to regenerate the cultural and retail
offerings of the area.

Increase in residents will place a massive strain on
the already inadequate public transport offering.

Main issue 10

The proposed flats are far too close to the back of
the Leonard Street properties and would block out
what little sun they currently get.

Main issue 9
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Issues raised Response

CCTV needed to manage anti-social behaviour Condition 43 is proposed in
relation to crime prevention and
includes CCTV

Mix of housing provision is wrong with too many Main issue 4
small units and not enough family-sized dwellings.
Too many flats.

Communal facilities are expensive to provide and
costly to manage.

Likely to create social and community problems in

the future.

Concern about GP access Main issue 6

Traffic disruption and pollution during the long Main issue 10 and Noise
construction period section

Comments in support

Existing buildings are an eyesore and need to go

Development needs to go ahead — waited for too
long

How much longer are local residents going to have
to put up with the current abandoned and rotting
buildings dominating Norwich over the Water

Scheme supports sustainable travel

The revised plans mean that no building will be over
eight storeys in height and the development will fit in
to its surroundings and not overly dominate the
nearby historic St Augustine's Church.

The building sizes, designs and layout are an
improvement from the previous plans.

Developers have been in contact and are keen to
support provision within the new development
(Men’s Shed)

Consultation responses

47. Consultation responses are summarised below the full responses are available to
view at http://planning.norwich.gov.uk/online-applications/ by entering the
application number.

Anglian Water (AW)

48. No objection subject to imposition of condition. Confirm that there are AW assets
within and close to the site. In relation to wastewater treatment, they indicate the
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foul drainage from this development is in the catchment of Whitlingham Trowse
Water Recycling Centre that will have available capacity for these flows.
Conditions are recommended regarding on-site drainage and surface water
disposal.

Broads Authority

49. Does not have any comments to make regarding this application.
Cadent Gas

50. No objection, informative note required.

Churches Conservation Trust

51.  Object to the scheme as proposed.

52.  We note the amendments made to the scheme; however, height, scale and
character of the proposed development would still be detrimental to the setting of
the church in the surrounding historic townscape and would have a significant and
negative impact on the many valued views of the city.

Church of St Augustines
53. Remain deeply concerned about this development site.

54.  Visual impacts as viewed from our church — do not agree with statements made in
Heritage and Townscape Baseline Impact Assessment. Do not in our view
represent the effect of the proposed buildings in terms of their height, darkness
and proximity all of which would significantly impact the setting of the church and
its immediate surrounds in an overpowering way.

55. Interms of green space concerned about the needs of such a densely populated
new housing and impact on the safety and well-being of our existing parish
residents. We question whether the housing mix genuinely reflects the needs of
the area and concerned about the level of affordable provision.

56. Keen that design and purposes of the community hub complement rather than
compete with church hall. Would be most interested in capital funds from the
development that would allow investment in church hall and adjacent green space.
Further investigation is required of the historical church site of St Olafs. Concern
over construction process and prolonged periods of noise, dust, and disruption.
Welcome opportunity to discuss how these can be mitigated to avoid sensitive
times of worship and public use of our site.

Council for British Archaeology (CBA)

57. Response to first consultation. The CBA believe these proposals to be a
considerable improvement on the previous scheme, although we recommend
revisions are necessary regarding the proposed demolition of some 19th century
and earlier structures. The CBA object to the demolition of 43-45 Pitt Street and
the flint warehouse on both heritage and environmental grounds.
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58.

59.

60.

61.

The CBA are aware that recent assessment of the flint and brick warehouse
structure has suggested it may contain the built remains of the lost St Olave's
medieval parish church. The CBA support and echo the stance taken by Save
Britain's Heritage regarding the retention and conservation of this structure.

If your LPA do permit the demoilition of these buildings at the corner of Pitt Street,
the CBA are concerned that these structures are included in phase 1, no
demolition of this corner of the site should be permitted until the redevelopment
phase is due to happen and secured by full planning permission. This area of the
site only has outline planning proposed at present.

The CBA recommend that development in this location should be viewed as an
opportunity for substantial public benefits, as required by paragraph 201 of the
NPPF as mitigation for the inevitable harm to buried archaeology, in the form of
genuine public participation with that archaeology. The CBA believe that an
expectation of public engagement should be included within the archaeological
conditions for any planning permissions for the proposed development, as well as
post excavation analysis and dissemination.

The CBA recommend the retention of 43-45 Pitt Street and the brick and flint
warehouse building, believed to contain remnants of the lost medieval church of St
Olaves are retained. Meeting the requirements of the Joint Core Strategy
(amended 2014), policy 11 would be best achieved through adaptively reusing
these structures. Non-designated heritage assets present fantastic opportunities
for contemporary architecture and design to reimagine buildings as part of a
place's evolution.

Environment Agency

62.

63.

64.

Initially lodged a holding objection to the application on the grounds of foul water
disposal. Latest response confirms that holding objection has been removed. The
response includes the following:

Foul water disposal: The data which we currently have access to for Whitlingham
Water Recycling Centre (WRC), which serves the catchment for this development,
shows that the WRC is operating at approximately 99.9% capacity, and has very
little headroom for accommodating additional growth connections. Through
proactive discussions with Anglian Water, we were provided with information and
assurances that there had been an anomaly in the 2021 data due to an erroneous
flow meter. We agreed with AWS that we would currently take into consideration
an assessment for Whitlingham WRC that is based on 2020 Q90 data as an
interim position for calculating headroom capacity. We are satisfied that we can
provide an updated position that now removes our holding objection, providing you
are satisfied with the risks of using backdated data as an interim position.

Water Resources: We have evidence which indicates that groundwater
abstraction to meet current needs of the population is already in some cases
causing ecological damage to Water Framework Directive designated waterbodies
(including chalk streams where applicable) or there is a risk of causing
deterioration in the ecology if groundwater abstraction increases. This
development has the potential to increase abstraction from groundwater sources.
You should consider whether the water resource needs of the proposed
development alone, and in-combination with other proposed development that the
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relevant water company is being asked to supply, can be supplied sustainably
without adverse impact to WFD waterbodies and chalk streams. You must have
regard to River Basin Management Plans and be satisfied that adequate water
supply exists to serve development, in accordance with the policies of your Local
Plan. Any surplus in water companies’ current WRMP is subject to further
consideration of whether it can be taken without causing environmental
deterioration. Residential - Should the development be permitted, we would
expect you to ensure that the new buildings meet the highest levels of water
efficiency standards, as per the policies in the adopted local plan.

The Gardens Trust and The Norfolk Gardens Trust

65.

66.

67.

Object to the proposed development because of its effect on views from Waterloo
Park and St James Hill/Kett’'s Heights

Waterloo Park - the height and bulk of the 8 storey blocks is considered to result in
moderate harm to views

St James Hill/Kett's Heights - the height and bulk of the proposed 8 storey blocks
is a concern. The development would result in significant harm to these important
views rather than, as the applicant asserts, providing a development sitting
comfortably in the visual background.

Historic Buildings and Places

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

We have objected to previous iterations of this redevelopment scheme and
continue to object to the latest revision.

No substantive changes have been made to the scale, design and massing of this
development and the latest revision has again failed to address the heritage
concerns that have been raised on numerous occasions by Historic England and
the other statutory and heritage consultees, and during the public inquiry in 2020.

Anglia Square forms a key part of the northern end of the Norwich City Centre
Conservation Area (NCCCA) and HB&P recognises the huge opportunity to
sensitively regenerate this site to 'enhance or better reveal' the significance of the
NCCCA (Para. 206, NPPF, 2021) for the benefit of the wider city centre. The
surrounding historic environment is largely 2-3 storeys in height and of a much
more fine-grained building pattern and this should be reflected and respected in
this scheme.

It is a great concern that the key justification for the excessive height and scale of
the proposed development are those buildings that were constructed on the site
the 1960s that are deemed to be 'negative' and detracting in the NCCCA
Appraisal. This is a fundamental flaw with this application and results in a dense
collection of large, taller buildings across the whole site that completely change
the character of the wider area and dominates this part of the NCCCA. It is
particularly detrimental to the historic Magdalen Street streetscape and harms the
setting and significance of several nearby listed heritage assets.

In summary, HB&P consider that the application and the revised proposals do not
have sufficient regard to the significance, character and appearance of the
Norwich City Centre Conservation Area or to the setting of the heritage assets in
the surrounding area.
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Historic England

73. Submitted and amended schemes - Object. Response to first and second
consultations attached in full (Appendix 3)

74.  First consultation (summary) —

Historic England objects to the application on the grounds it would harm the
historic character of Norwich and fail to meet the aspirations of the planning
system of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and
creating well designed places that respond to local character and distinctiveness.

Norwich is one of England’s finest historic cities, steeped in over 1000 years of
history.

The existing failed and incomplete Anglia Square development detracts from the
historic city, and we are keen to see it sympathetically redeveloped and
townscape repaired.

There are aspects of the proposal that would have a beneficial impact on the
historic city, notably the partial repair of the historic street pattern and the
replacement of the existing buildings with a more considered design.

However, the scale of the development would be much greater than that of the
historic city.

It would perpetuate the scale of the existing development and extend this across
the site. This, and the character of the buildings, would harm the significance and
historic character of Norwich. It would fail to take the opportunity to repair the
damage of the past.

It would cause a high level of harm to the significance of St. Augustine’s Church
(grade 1) and 2-12 Gildencroft (grade Il) and harm to other listed buildings
including those on St Augustine’s Street, Magdalen Street and to Doughty’s
Hospital (grade ll). It would harm the Norwich City Centre Conservation Area.

The proposal is at odds with legislation, national and local policy and guidance.
This sets out the importance of sustaining and enhancing historic places and
making a positive impact on local character and distinctiveness. These
requirements are also reflected in national policy and guidance on good design.
The local policy requirements reinforce this.

On these grounds Historic England object to the application. We continue to
recommend that the quantum and scale of development is significantly reduced. In
this way, the redevelopment of Anglia Square could be achieved in a way which
removed the present blight, provided much-needed housing and other facilities
and responded fully to Norwich’s exceptional historic character.

Should, notwithstanding this, your Council broadly accept the case for the
proposal, there remain significant improvements that could be made. We
acknowledge notable positive changes have been made following the Inquiry
scheme and pre application discussion. We feel these could be increased through
further amendment of aspects of the scheme. In particular, at the southeast and
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75.

76.

77.

north-western parts of the development where it has the greatest impact on the
historic environment. We would be pleased to discuss these further with you and
the applicant.

Second consultation - The revisions, while resulting in modest improvements to
aspects of the scheme, do not address Historic England’s objections to the
scheme.

Third consultation - The proposed changes to the buildings’ design largely relate
to internal layouts, with minor external amendments to window, door and balcony
positions. Other changes relate to the public realm landscaping. The additional
CGl 7 of block D is helpful to illustrate the proposal but there are no significant
changes to the overall design. Historic England therefore maintains its objection.

Final response following publication of development viability evidence - The
fundamental viability question was the one we asked in our first letter, neither
review has answered this. This was that a review of viability should consider not
merely the figures, but the possibility that different approaches to development
would produce different results. If the viability appraisals generate a scheme that
is inappropriate to the character of Norwich, the assumptions on which the
calculations rest should be revisited, including land value. The independent review
seems to suggest that viability of the proposed scheme is uncertain.

Health and Safety Executive (HSE)

78.

Following feedback and amendment the HSE have confirmed that they are
‘content’ about this application.

Norfolk County Council — Lead Local Flood Authority

79.

80.

No objection subject to recommended conditions being attached to any consent if
this application is approved and the Applicant is in agreement with pre-
commencement conditions. Conditions relate to the following matters:

Water and water reuse facilities.
evidence in relation to discrete drainage areas

evidence of the achievement of permanent surface runoff rate; details of
temporary treatment units

flood defence structures at the entrance to the Basement Car Park and the
Edwards Street Service Yard

Blocks A and D, the applicant shall provide appropriate flood resistance
measures for each of the affected properties.

Furthermore, a condition is recommended in relation to off-site flooding. The
condition requires the applicant to develop and install appropriate highway
drainage improvements in accordance with the Highway Authority, Anglian Water
and the LLFA guidance along the neighbouring streets. This work is to ensure
there is no increase in surface water flood risk within the highway due to the
proposed development and the properties along the impacted road are not
negatively affected. In addition, to the improvements scheme the applicant is
required to undertake a threshold level and topographic survey of properties along
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the impacted to better inform the impact assessment and in identifying any
residual risk due to the development. Should any properties remain negatively
affected by an increase in flood risk, the developer should offer to install suitable
flood resistance measures to the properties affected by residual flood risk.

Natural England

81.
82.

83.

84.

No objection - subject to appropriate mitigation being secured.

Natural England considers that without appropriate mitigation the application
would have an adverse effect on the integrity of:

» The Broads Special Area of Conservation (SAC)
* Broadland Special Protection Area (SPA)
* Broadland Ramsar

» Breydon Water SPA

* Winterton-Horsey Dunes SAC

* Great Yarmouth and North Denes SPA

* North Norfolk Coast SAC

* North Norfolk Coast SPA

* North Norfolk Coast Ramsar

» The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC
* The Wash SPA

* The Wash Ramsar

* Norfolk Valley Fens SAC

And would damage or destroy the interest features for which the underlying Sites
of Special Scientific Interest of the above European sites have been notified.

In order to mitigate these adverse effects and make the development acceptable,
the following mitigation measures should be secured:

On-site greenspace as shown in drawings ANG-PLA-XX-XX-DR-L-0001 Revision
P05 (01.04.2022) and ANG-PLA-XX-XX-DR-L-002 Revision P05 (01.04.2022)

» Ongoing management and monitoring of the on-site greenspaces

* A financial contribution of £20,800 to improve access to and enhance the natural
greenspace at Gildencroft Park and Wensum Park

* A financial contribution of £204, 523 towards Norfolk GIRAMS
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85.

* Information provided to residents advising them of on-site and nearby recreation
opportunities

* A financial contribution to secure the necessary credits for nutrient mitigation
through the Norwich City Council mitigation scheme

Natural England advises that an appropriate planning condition or obligation is
attached to any planning permission to secure these measures.

Norfolk and Waveney Integrated Care System (ICS)

86.
87.

Seek contribution towards the costs of mitigating the impact of the development.

This detailed proposal comprises a development of 353 residential dwellings, with
a population growth of circa. 380 additional residents, in terms of net gain in
population (allowing for movement in and out of the area), which will have an
impact on the NHS funding programme for the delivery of healthcare provision
within this area and specifically within the health catchment of the development.
The ICS would expect these impacts to be assessed and mitigated. It is noted that
this proposed development is part of a larger planned re-development of Anglia
Square with a potential total of 1100 dwellings. This will have a significant impact
on a number of healthcare services in the area of which some are already
constrained.

The proposed development will have an impact on the services of local GP
practices, Acute healthcare, Mental healthcare, Community healthcare and the
Ambulance service operating within the vicinity of the application site. The
proposed developments would have an impact on healthcare provision in the area
and its implications, if unmitigated, may be unsustainable. In order to be
considered under the presumption ‘in favour of sustainable development’
advocated in the National Planning Policy Framework, the proposed
developments should provide appropriate levels of mitigation.

This development would give rise to a need for improvements to capacity, which,
in line with the ICS strategic estates strategy, would primarily come from
Improvements/extension of existing infrastructure or the building of a new facility.
It will also give rise to increased investment requirements within our acute,
community and mental healthcare settings, where the investment will be required
to provide and develop functionally suitable facilities for patients, providing the
required beds and floorspace to manage the increased demand.

Estimated capital cost calculations of additional healthcare services arising from
this proposed development (353 dwellings), as modelled through the nationally
recognised and agreed (via the Planning in Health Protocol) HUDU tool, which in
this case would be £424,082.

The ICS Estates Workstream and partner organisations do not have funding to
support development growth; therefore, it is essential to effectively mitigate
development impact and maintain sustainable healthcare services for the local
communities of Norwich that developer contributions are secured.

Assuming the above concerns and requests are considered in conjunction with the
current application process, the ICS Strategic Estates workstream would not wish
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to raise an objection to the proposed development, however without any mitigation
the development would not be sustainable.

Norfolk County Council — Local Highways Authority

88.
89.

90.

91.

92.

No objection subject to conditions.

The application offers improvements to the surrounding highway, benefiting both
the residents of the development and the wider community and promotes the use
of active and sustainable travel. The highway authority considers that all the off-
site works should be secured by condition. The works will then be delivered by a

Section 278 Agreement. If necessary, the Travel Plan will be the highway
authority’s only requirement for any S106 Agreement.

We have reviewed the revised layout plans as well as the Transport Assessment
Addendum which includes a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit (RSA) commissioned by
the applicant for the proposed off-site highway works. The RSA flags a number of
issues that will need to be addressed prior to the detailed design stage of all off
site highway works ready for technical vetting from the Highway Authority’s
internal highway design team.

It is also worth noting that the applicant proposes to plant a number of trees
around the development on the highway within proposed visibility splays and
adjacent to loading bays. The Highway Authority strongly objects to these trees on
the basis that they will restrict intervisibility between road users and will pose a
significant risk to highway safety. Notwithstanding the above, the Highway
Authority accepts the principle of all the proposed off site highway works based on
the indicative layouts that have been provided and understands that changes in
detail will be required as part of the Section 278 detailed design checking.

Norfolk County Council - Planning Obligations Team

93.

94.

95.

Education - It is predicted that the development will generate demand for
additional school places: early education age: 82, infant primary school: 108,
junior school 128, high school age: 122, sixth form age: 13. Taking into account
the other developments in this area of Norwich would generate a total additional
demand for spaces for 87 Early Education age children, 251 primary age, 130
high school age and 14 sixth form age. At the time of writing there is a decline in
both birth rate and pupil rolls influencing the current spare capacity at Early
Education, Primary, and Secondary sectors. It is anticipated that there will be a
reversal of this decline in the foreseeable future so the County Council will monitor
pupil numbers. If further expansion is required for the schools in the area a
funding claim for additional places through CIL will be submitted as this is covered
on the District Council’'s Regulation 123 list.

Library: New development will impact on the library service and mitigation is
required to increase the capacity of the library service in Norwich.

Fire Hydrant: provision will be required for the development - Prior to the first
occupation of the buildings a scheme should be submitted to and agreed by the
Council in consultation with Norfolk Fire Service, and no dwelling shall be
occupied until the hydrant serving the group of properties has been provided to
the satisfaction of the Council in consultation with Norfolk Fire Service.

Page 32 of 524



Norfolk County Council - Public Health

96.

97.

98.

99.

Public Health welcomes the submission of a separate Health Impact Assessment
(HIA) submitted as part of the application and is limiting its comments to the HIA
report.

The assessment methodology for the HIA is appropriate and is based on best
practice. Public Health agree that there are unlikely to be any significant, long term
adverse health impacts from the development compared to baseline conditions. It
should however be noted that that the area within which the development is
located (Lower Super Output Area Norwich 007E) is one of the 10% most
deprived neighbourhoods in the country, with people in the local impact areas
experiencing poorer health outcomes than Norwich as a whole, particularly in
terms of mental health.

The construction phase impacts are assessed as having medium term, adverse
impact on the following health determinants: access to healthcare services, social
infrastructure, open space and nature, as well as on air-quality, noise and
neighbourhood amenity, accessibility and active travel; crime and community
safety and social cohesion principally as a result of disruptions and route
diversions and street closures to accommodate construction activities and the
erection of hoardings. The associated risk to health, particularly for
priority/vulnerable groups will be minimised through the implementation of
Construction Environmental Management Plan via a planning condition. Given the
assessment states that opportunities for the community to participate in the
planning of services has the potential to impact positively on mental health and
wellbeing and can lead to greater community cohesion, the CEMP should commit
to including community participation, especially given the long construction
timescales envisaged. Equally a similar approach should be applied to the design
of open and communal spaces during the construction phase.

Lastly the HIA was unclear about future healthcare provision for new residents. It
states that there is existing capacity in primary care in the area, but it was unclear
if this capacity will meet the needs of the anticipated population in the area once
construction is complete. It also says that there will be commercial space that
could be used for provision of healthcare facilities but again it is unclear if this will
happen. Further work should be done with the NHS to ensure planning to meet
primary healthcare needs as this is a sizeable development.

Norfolk Fire and Rescue

100.

No objection providing the proposal meets the necessary requirements of the
current Building Regulations 2010 — Approved Document B (volume 2 — 2019
edition) as administered by the Building Control Authority. Recommend planning
conditions in relation to provision of fire hydrants.

Norfolk Historic Building Trust

101.
102.

Objection:

1. Substantial heritage harm: The overwhelming scale and bulk of the proposed
blocks are harmful to the existing character of the City Centre Conservation Area
which is predominantly characterised by two- and three-storey buildings. The 14
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103.

104.

105.

large urban blocks proposed would overwhelm the medieval city centre and the
historic grain of low-scale streets and terraces which surround Anglia Square.
Important historic buildings nearby whose settings would be particularly badly
affected are the Grade | listed St. Augustine's Church, the Grade |l Gildencroft
Almshouses, as well as listed buildings on St. Augustine's Street, Magdalen Street
and Doughty's Hospital in Golden Dog Lane. Weston Homes also propose
demolishing a row of locally-listed buildings in Pitt Street which are the sole
survivors of the area's history before redevelopment in the 1960s, including the
remains of St. Olave's Church, a relic of Norwich's Anglo-Scandinavian history,
the original Church having been dedicated to the Norwegian King St. Olaf in the
early C11th.

2. Housing type and density: The proposal for 1,100 one- and two-bedroom flats
is excessive and does not fulfil the need for larger family units in this part of the
City. In addition, the single aspect design of at least half these units, with windows
on only one side, will provide poor quality day-round even access to light and air,
with those backing onto parking facilities probably experiencing additional noise
and air pollution. It is the Trust's assertion that Norwich is already over-subscribed
with one- and two-bedroom flats and that larger, more family-oriented
accommodation with good access to safe outside space is what is sorely needed
and will substantially contribute to a more cohesive, lively, community-focused
development which is what the area used to be before the 1960s development of
Anglia Square ripped the heart out of it. To this end, like other commentators, we
commend the Ash Sakula Architects Vision, commissioned by SAVE Britain's
Heritage, for Anglia Square, to provide a more forward-thinking, sustainable,
lower-impact, community-based development, more in keeping with its historic
surroundings and geared towards providing a good quality of life for residents,
businesses and visitors.

3. Public subsidy and viability arguments: It is deeply disappointing that,
despite being set to receive £15m of government subsidy from Homes England,
Weston Homes has also been granted exemption from paying £1.3m of
Community Infrastructure Levy to Norwich City Council.

4. Sympathetic Redevelopment: Everyone agrees that Anglia Square
desperately needs regeneration but, along with other commentators, such as
Historic England, SAVE Britain's Heritage, The Norwich Society and many other
local societies, businesses, professionals and individuals, the Trust is deeply
concerned that there is a real danger of repeating the costly mistakes of the 1960s
and developing Anglia Square in a way that will not be fit for purpose. We all know
that good design hugely affects our well-being and our behaviour for the better
and that poor design does the opposite. There is a real opportunity here for a
sympathetic, sustainable, conservation-led development which can be held up as
a great example of city centre regeneration which meets the needs of residents
and businesses. We again commend The Ash Sakula plans as an example of
what can be achieved and would ask the Council and Weston Homes to revise
their plans along those lines, for the benefit of all. There is a golden opportunity
here to provide something really exemplary for the City to be proud of well into the
future, and notwithstanding the current position, we urge you to grasp it.
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Norfolk County Council - Historic Environment Service

106.

107.

108.

109.

The proposed development site has a high potential to contain heritage assets
with archaeological interest (buried archaeological remains) of at least of local and
regional significance. These include (though not exclusively) potential for evidence
of Anglo-Saxon and later settlement, the Anglo-Saxon defensive ditch and the
remains of St Olave’s Church and St Botolph’s Church and their associated burial
grounds.

The site has been subject to development which to varying degrees had an
archaeological impact. An overall deposit model, or heat map detailing the depth
and nature of impacts from previous construction will be required.

There will be the need for a large amount of archaeological work, but we are
content that this can be dealt with through a post-consent programme of
archaeological works.

A planning condition is recommended, the wording can be tailored to reflect the
phased nature of the development and allow demolition of existing structures to
existing ground level/floor slab level without the need for an approved
archaeological Written Scheme of Investigation and associated discharge of
condition application being in place.

Norfolk Police (architectural liaison)

110.

Recommend the applicant fully embraces principles of Crime Prevention through
Environmental Design (CPTED) and that security measures recommended by
Secured by Design (SBD) guidance Homes 2019 and Commercial Developments
2015. Detailed comments made in relation to the scheme particularly regarding
secure access to car parks, cycle stores and ensuring that residential frontages do
no become vulnerable to crime.

Norwich Airport

111.

Object unless conditions are attached relating to landscaping proposal ensuring
hazardous species of birds are not attracted to the site (birdstrike risk) and cranes
(during construction)

Norwich Cathedral

112.
113.

114.

(From the Dean and Chapter of Norwich Cathedral):

Are grateful for the seriousness with which Weston Homes have engaged with the
community in preparation for offering this application. The plans are on a more
human scale appropriate to Norwich and with a greater respect for the historic
shape and fabric of the neighbourhood. In an ideal world, the scale and height of
the buildings would be reduced yet further, but we recognise the commercial
pressures faced by the developers.

However, we do wish to object to the proposed demolition of the remains of the
historic church of St Olave, a significant witness to the flourishing Scandinavian
community and culture that preceded the Norman conquest. The remains should
be protected, preserved, and interpreted for the benefit of the community. This is
by no means incompatible with the continuation of the commercial development.
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Norwich City Council - Design and conservation

115.

These are included within the assessment section of the report (Main issue 7)

Norwich City Council - Ecology

116.

117.

118.

119.

The revised scheme has increased the level of vegetated areas from the previous
versions under this application and the value that the proposed development
would contribute to the ecological value of the site. The site is largely urban in
character with the dominant feature the built environment, and this would remain
the case following development.

The scheme has taken advantage of the many flat roofs present in the design by
proposing a variety of green roofs, to include sedum roofs, wildflower roofs, and
podium gardens which would include a variety of planting such as herbaceous
plants, shrubs, and small trees. The wider variety of the green roofs is supported;
however, the sedum roofs and wildflower blankets remain as the lowest scoring
type of green roof in the BNG metric, and therefore providing the lowest ecological
value for a green roof; it is a shame that their value has not been increased still
further.

The revisions have also increased the level of ornamental hedges. The number of
hedges proposed makes the species selection important. They should consist of a
mixture of species and ones that provide ecological benefits such as food as well
as shelter. Ideally the mix should include some if not all native species.

As discussed above the proposed scheme would significantly improve the
ecological value of the site, however it must be noted that the ecological value is
currently relatively poor even for an urban area. The revisions have resulted in a
scheme which would provide for a variety of habitats, and although the scheme
could be more ambitious in terms of the ecological value that it would provide, it
would result in a significant BNG and with appropriate conditions would provide a
variety of habitats which should serve to support and increase the wildlife in the
area.

Norwich City Council - Economic Development

120.

Support the application - appended to the report (Appendix 4)

Norwich City Council - Environmental protection

121.
122.

Noise:
No Objection subject to the imposition of conditions

The Environmental Noise Assessment (ENA) submitted by Stansted
Environmental Services (SES) with regards to the Anglia Square Masterplan has
been reviewed. On-site noise monitoring was carried out which aimed to
characterise the environmental noise in the vicinity of the application site. The
concerns raised in the MCAL review have been addressed by Stanstead
Environmental who have noted and agreed with the issues raised. Should the
application be approved, the matters will be further addressed through the
planning conditions.
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123.

124.
125.

126.

127.
128.

It is expected that appropriate daytime and night time internal noise levels are to
be demonstrated to be achieved such that future residents are not impacted by
excessive levels of road traffic noise.

Air quality:
No objection subject to the imposition of conditions.

Having reviewed the data, it is apparent that air quality will not be adversely
affected by the development and the conclusion is the same as the Planning
Inspector’s for the previous application, “that air quality is not a matter that weighs
against the grant of planning permission”. This conclusion is considered
appropriate for this revised scheme and therefore mitigation is not required.

Dusk Risk Assessment: Aether Ltd on behalf of Weston Homes has undertaken a
demolition and construction dust risk assessment. As stated in the introduction to
the assessment “emissions and dust from the construction phase of a
development can have a significant impact on local air quality”. The Institute of Air
Quality Management’s (IAQM) Guidance on the Assessment of Dust from
Demolition and Construction has been employed and its methodology has been
employed within the document. The recommendation from the dust risk
assessment is that a dust management plan is produced. This should be required
through the imposition of a condition. This plan is required to be extensive,
targeted and robust. It should cover all the appropriate areas identified in the
IAQM Guidance together with related nuisance issues. It is further recommended
the condition should also include matters related to asbestos dust/fibres and
odorous dusts and effluvia from the site.

Contamination:
No objection — subject to the imposition of condition

Since first submission the applicant has submitted an updated Preliminary Risk
Assessment report with an updated Envirocheck data report and walkover survey.
The PRA sufficiently characterises the site. The report makes recommendations
for an intrusive investigation. It is recommended that planning conditions are
imposed to secure this the details and implementation of further investigation,
where necessary the agreement of a remediation strategy, implementation and
verification.

Norwich City Council — City Services

129.

The applicant has submitted a Refuse Strategy. This shows the location and size
of bins stores within the detailed blocks and sets out on site management
arrangements. In general, with the exception of blocks B, C and D (smaller
blocks), the strategy relies on a weekly collection. This reduces the size of bin
stores and potential odour associated with high refuse volumes. The additional
refuse collection would need to be privately funded as it would not be covered by
council tax charges. Bins stores from which bins would be collected by the refuse
operator are positioned either adjacent to the highway (where laybys are
proposed) or in locations where refuse vehicles would not impede road traffic.
Given the location of these ‘collection stores’ there is a need for on site
management to move bins from stores elsewhere in that block (and adjacent
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blocks) ahead of scheduled collections. The strategy is acceptable, but a planning
condition is recommended to ensure that full details of on site management
arrangements and additional collections are agreed and secured prior to first
occupation. These details should also include arrangements to ensure that laybys
are available on collection days.

Norwich City Council - Housing strategy

130.

131.

132.

133.

134.

135.

136.

137.

Comment: Development proposals for this large, north city, brownfield site are
welcomed.

The housing and tenure mix largely meets need in this area of the city. The
current affordable housing need in this area is for one-bedroom flats, two-bedroom
houses and larger family homes (four or more bedroom). It is noted that the mix of
housing comprises predominantly one bed flats.

The housing options manager has confirmed that there is an ongoing and
overwhelming need for one-bedroom properties in the centre/north area and any
development of this scale will help to address this. We currently have 2017
applicants on our Choice-based Lettings (Home Options) register requiring a
social rent, one bedroom property. Of these, 663 are single people or couples
registered in the NR3 postcode area.

To address some of this need, we will design a Local Lettings policy. This will
ensure that residents in housing need in the local impact area of the development
will have the opportunity to benefit from the new homes.

The local housing needs assessment 2021 (LHNA), prepared as evidence for the
Greater Norwich Local Plan, shows a need for a mix of tenures across the city.
The requirement in Norwich across the plan period of 2018-2038 shows a need for
a total of 11854 new homes of which 6768 are for market housing and 5086 for
affordable housing.

Of these homes there is a requirement for a total of 3750 1 and 2-bedroom
apartments with 2061 of these being for affordable housing of which 1017 are
required to be for social rent and as such the proposed social rented properties
would make a significant contribution to addressing this specific need in this part
of the city.

The LHNA has shown a change in tenure requirements from the 2017 strategic
housing market assessment, with a greater need for low-cost home ownership,
however it is accepted that with a reduced level of 10% affordable housing being
viable to be delivered we would wish to focus the affordable housing delivery on
social rented dwellings to meet the greatest need. It is therefore proposed to retain
the original tenure split for the affordable housing of 85% social rented dwellings
and 15% intermediate tenure, most likely to be delivered as low-cost home
ownership to meet the identified need.

The council particularly welcomes delivery of most of the affordable housing in the
earlier phases of the scheme.
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Norwich City Council — Landscape

138.

139.

140.

141.

142.

143.

144.

145.

146.

The general approach of the Landscape strategy and Landscape masterplan are
supported.

The hierarchy of proposed streets and spaces would be largely safe, accessible,
and attractive. The layout includes a mix of reinstated historic street layout with
new public spaces. The creation of a new Botolph Street linking St Augustine’s
Street and Magdalen Street through a new Anglia Square, together with a new
north-south route comprising St George's Square and Street would tie the
development into the existing urban fabric. The key focal space of the
development retains the location of Anglia Square and its’ community functions
with an enhanced quality of space.

Street widths are somewhat constrained in relation to proposed building heights,
although the overall amount of space is sufficient to allow the streets to perform a
range of necessary functions. Streets and spaces would be multi-functional
accommodating movement, public and private amenity, biodiversity, green
infrastructure, and play.

The ratio of building heights to width of streets and spaces would cause
overshadowing and lack of sunlight in some locations. However, given the higher
density of development appropriate to the city centre context, these effects are not
excessive. Existing streets around the site perimeter would gain extra space for
public benefits, helping to mitigate the effects of taller buildings.

Residents would benefit from private and semi-private amenity space in the form
of small garden spaces, courtyards, and roof terraces. Although space would be
limited, the lack of large-scale open space provision within the development is
accepted considering the city centre location, proximity of nearby green spaces
and the alternative public realm approach. There is also potential for improving
access to and enhancing off-site green infrastructure via a Section 106
agreement.

The scale of the built form implies a need for interest and detail at street level to
provide quality and functionality in the spaces created by the built form. A lower
quantity of green space can also be offset by higher quality provision. The
Landscape masterplan includes a palette of hard and soft landscaping elements
which would be of sufficient quality to provide character and useable spaces.

The Landscape strategy highlights the concept of a layered landscape, with
accessible spaces provided at ground level, levels 1 and 2, and with roof terraces
adding another layer of landscape. Other non-accessible roof treatments provide
further green layering. The 3D layering would provide a variety of external spaces
performing a range of functions and is a positive aspect of the overall scheme.

The soft landscape scheme would increase biodiversity across the site above
existing levels and enable better ecological connectivity both within the site and
with the surrounding area.

The planting plan provides a significant number of trees in the city centre where
finding space for new trees is often difficult. The planting also includes a variety of
habitat types to support wildlife, while giving visual interest. Green infrastructure is
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147.

148.

149.

150.

integrated into the landscaping and drainage schemes for the site, the design of
communal amenity spaces and in green roof treatments.

Where there are unresolved issues, these are considered capable of being
addressed at a detailed level by Conditions. Quality outcomes for external
spaces are dependent on good detailing, which is achievable without necessarily
impacting other elements of the development.

Overall, a balance between the high-density building led approach and the
creation of safe, inclusive, and accessible spaces would be achieved.

The scheme provides a layout of streets and spaces with a level of landscape
provision which would essentially fulfil landscape policy requirements.

The public realm proposals would provide a much-needed improvement of the
existing site and would contribute to the creation of a sense of place for the
development.

Norwich City Council - Tree protection officer

151.
152.

153.

154.

155.

No objections, subject to the imposition of planning conditions

The tree group containing T14 and T15 (trees to be removed) is a significant
landscape feature in the area, and, as a group, possesses high amenity value.
Removal of T14 and T15 will diminish this value (but not to an unacceptable level).
However, it is extremely important to secure the future of this group, and the
continuing contribution it makes, therefore, | would like to see replacement
planting at the eastern end of the group utilizing species that will attain the same
stature as the retained trees (e.g., planting 3-4 heavy standard planes or limes).

Once T14 and T15 are removed, the new highway access/egress will be next to
T16. Details on distances/dimensions, and a tree protection plan with method
statements will be required prior proposed works being undertaken.

Due to the number of trees proposed as mitigation, removal of G1, T2, T3 and T6
is acceptable.

In terms of replacement planting throughout the site, restrictions may occur due to
the presence of underground services. Details around number of trees/planting pit
design/exact locations would need to be confirmed. Responsibility for
watering/aftercare of new trees would also need to be confirmed, as well as long
term responsibilities in terms of costs/future maintenance.

Norwich Cycling Campaign

156.

157.

Response to the scheme as first submitted - We broadly welcome the proposals,
and we note you have confirmed that the design of cycle routes will adhere to the
currently in-force design guidance LTN 1/20 “Cycle Infrastructure Design”.

Specific comments made to the North- South route - welcome that is to be 4m
wide, will be coloured tarmac and will have kerbs to mark its edges. We are
however concerned that the route as indicated is not continuous and has sections
where the route is unsegregated & shared with pedestrians which will disrupt the
route and introduce potential conflicts between different users. Whilst a level
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158.

159.

160.

161.

surface maybe used for pedestrian crossing points, the cycling route should be
indicated by change of surface colour or contrasting paving.

East-west cycle access and Cycling permeability - We note intention not to
provide a segregated route along the re-created east-west route (Botolph Street)
through the new Anglia Square. We are concerned that the present plans will lead
to conflict between cyclists and pedestrians. We expect to see signage saying
considerate cycling will be permitted on all the internal routes crossing the site.

Southern east-west route - We support the new east-west route along the
southern edge of the site. This will provide a useful link and expect it to be
designed for Cycling as per LTN 1/20 and should connect with Magdalen Street
near the existing flyover.

Edward Street crossing - There appeared to be some confusion on the plans so
we would like to confirm that the Yellow Pedalway crossing of Edward Street
should be a parallel light-controlled crossing, such as on Magpie Road (with
separate areas for pedestrians and cyclists) not just a Toucan crossing (which
mixes pedestrians and cyclists).

Cycle parking - These should be of the Sheffield stand design and located at
many locations throughout the development especially close to locations where
people will want to go (e.g. near Anglia Square). Stands to be installed with a
minimum clearance of 800mm from each other and any building nearby, so that
both sides can be easily accessed.

Norwich Society

162.

163.

164.

Submitted and amended schemes — Object. The Norwich Society objects to the
planning application in its revised form and believes that, as it presently stands,
the scheme should be refused permission for the following two reasons.

Heritage impact - The revisions have made only very modest changes to the scale
and massing of small areas of the overall development and have therefore failed
to address the fundamental heritage concerns that were raised in May, both by the
statutory body, Historic England, and by other consultees, including the Norwich
Society and SAVE Britain’s Heritage and many individuals. The Society believes
that the revised development proposals still pay insufficient regard to the character
and appearance of the Norwich City Centre Conservation Area and to the
important heritage assets in the vicinity. Consequently, the development will cause
significant harm to heritage interests because of its heights, massing and layout.

As the Society said in response to the first consultation, this development has not
drawn its primary inspiration from the historic buildings that once occupied this
site, nor from the site’s current neighbours, which are typically 2-3 storeys in
height. Instead, it has taken its lead from the height and bulk of Sovereign House
and other blocks which had such a harmful effect when dropped onto Norwich in
the 1960s. Taking and exploiting this precedent, and extending it across the
entire site, produces large blocks which create an abrupt change in character,
dominate their neighbours and transform the street scene to the detriment of the
Norwich City Centre Conservation Area.
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165.

166.

167.

168.

The Society fully agrees with the continuing heritage concerns which are set out in
detail in Historic England’s objection - In particular, the setting of the grade 1 listed
St. Augustine’s Church and the grade 2 listed almshouses at 2-12 Gildencroft
would still be adversely affected to a high degree. Meanwhile, the opportunity has
not been taken to correct the past harms that Anglia Square caused to the setting
of Doughty’s Hospital.

Residential environment - The latest revisions do not adequately address the
concerns which the Norwich Society and others raised in May about the poor
residential environment which is being built into the proposed development. The
Norwich Society believes that the development would not provide the standard of
residential environment that should be expected of such an important site, due to
its high density and the layout and orientation of the units proposed. On average
this proposed development contains only 2.56 habitable rooms per residential unit
and it is squeezing 229 of these units into every hectare of land. The Norwich
Society’s concern extends beyond the overall density of this residential
development and goes to the issues of layout, orientation, and amenities that arise
from it. The revisions now show a small increase in the number of dual aspect
units in the overall development, but this is only a minor improvement, and can
only be so within the constraints of the developer’s chosen master plan. Half of the
units will remain single aspect. Some will face north, or eastwards into an
enclosed courtyard, and will receive little or no direct sunlight. Others would enjoy
southern or western outlooks where the occupants would need to screen their only
habitable rooms from full sunlight at times. Eventually, something approaching
550 households at Anglia Square will find themselves not being able to move
between the warmer and cooler sides of their home during the passage of the day
or enjoy the benefit of cross ventilation. Those flats which back onto parking
podiums would potentially have to endure additional noise and air pollution
difficulties. For the great majority of future residents, personal amenity space
would be restricted to a single, small balcony.

A major residential-led development of high quality is clearly possible here and
could certainly be designed with dual aspect living throughout if the will is there.
The latest Ash Sakula alternative vision, commissioned by SAVE Britain’s
Heritage, is not the only possible alternative but it neatly serves to illustrate some
key features of a sustainable residential environment that the City Council should
be insisting upon in an age of accelerating climate change.

The Society asks the Council to vigorously assess the viability evidence now
presented in this case and reflect on the potential future consequences of any
decision that rests on the belief that there is once again no viable alternative to the
current planning application. A development’s viability rests on numerous
variables and is often subject to volatile market conditions. Of particular interest to
the Norwich Society is the site’s acquisition costs

SAVE Britain’s Heritage

169.
170.

Submitted and amended schemes - Object.

(Taken from Conclusion from response to first consultation) The existing Anglia
Square sits like a cuckoo in the nest within the remarkable medieval core of the
city, a comprehensive development that is regarded now by the vast majority of its
citizens as a mistake of the 1960s. The success of the new scheme will be judged
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171.

172.

173.

174.

175.

176.

177.

in the future not on what was there before, or the previous refused scheme, but
the quality of the new development that is built. The public inquiry has presented
the owners and developer of this site with a unique opportunity and responsibility
to build a high-quality development of an appropriate scale that fits within its
historic conservation area context. We are concerned that the plans presented do
not achieve this aim, and do not reflect the high importance that the Secretary of
State placed on heritage and design issues in his decision.

SAVE objects to these proposals on grounds that the scale, massing, and density
of blocks proposed will cause substantial and unjustified harm to the character of
the Norwich City Centre Conservation Area. Notwithstanding the three outstanding
listing applications, we consider the demolition of undesignated heritage assets
proposed under the scheme to be unacceptable and substantially harmful to the
conservation area.

We also consider the total number of units proposed to be excessive for this site,
with the number of single aspect home unacceptably high, especially for a scheme
in receipt of substantial Homes England grant funding. The mix of unit sizes fails
to accord with the objectively assessed housing needs of central Norwich, with
insufficient information provided in the plans regarding the amount and
management of private and public amenity space proposed for these units.
Inconsistencies pertaining to buildings heights in the planning documentation
provided, as highlighted above, also require clarification.

For these reasons, we consider the plans to be in contravention of national and
local planning policy for the protection of Norwich’s historic environment and the
provision of appropriate housing density, types and design. We therefore call on
the Local Planning Authority to refuse planning permission for the scheme in its
current form.

Whilst we acknowledge the reduction to building heights by one storey at two
locations across the scheme (Blocks A and D), we consider these changes to be
small in scale and therefore incapable of addressing the harm caused by the
overall scale, massing and footprint of the proposed blocks. We also note that
extra storeys have been added to Blocks E/F and F, largely annulling any sense of
overall reduction of the scheme bulk. Tweaks to dormers and roof gable heights
also do nothing to mitigate the scheme’s inherently dominant scale and character.

The scale and bulk of these blocks remains fundamentally at odds with the finer
grain and much lower scale of the surrounding streets to Anglia Square. The
amended proposals continue to seek the demolition of the unlisted historic
buildings at the southwestern corner of the site, which we consider to be
unacceptable in heritage terms. We remain of the view that as the only surviving
links to the historic fabric of the area, they should be retained as part of any
redevelopment of the site.

For these reasons, we consider the cumulative harm of the scheme on the
character and significance of Norwich City Centre Conservation Area remains
substantial in heritage terms and contrary to the adopted development plan and
the NPPF.

Second consultation response - Housing provision. Despite minor changes to the
number and type of housing units to be built between the detailed and outline
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178.

179.

180.

phases of the scheme, the total number of flats proposed (1100) remains
unchanged and excessively high for this site. The scheme therefore continues to
be at odds the emerging site allocation guidance for Anglia Square - ‘Policy
GNLPO0506’ (currently under Regulation 19 consideration) which states that: “The
site will deliver in the region of 800 homes.” We continue to question the
justification for proposing 300 more units than the policy recommendation. The
mix of housing continues to conflict with overall housing need and requirements
for affordable housing.

Design and amenity - We consider the high concentration of single aspect homes
can only be a result of the excessive number of units proposed for the site. We
continue to consider that a lower scale, conservation led approach to the re-
development of Anglia Square is the appropriate design and town planning
response to such a key site within the city centre conservation area. Our recent
and well-publicised alternative vision by Ash Sakula Architects presents such an
approach.

For the reasons outlined above, we consider the amended plans do little to allay
out previous concerns regarding the harm the scheme will cause in heritage terms
and the shortcomings identified in terms of housing provision, design and tenure.
As a result, we consider the plans remain in contravention of national and local
planning policy, and we call on the Local Planning Authority to refuse planning
permission for the scheme in its current form.

Third response - we consider the plans remain in contravention of national and
local planning policy, and we call on the Local Planning Authority to refuse
planning permission for the scheme in its current form.

The Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings

181.

182.

183.

184.

185.

Object to the proposals.

Objections to previous iterations of this scheme identified the scale and massing
of the proposed structures as fundamentally at odds with the finer grain and lower
scale of the streets surrounding Anglia Square. Indeed, Historic England observed
that the development would exacerbate the harm of the existing arrangement by
consolidating and expanding its mass. This would be detrimental to the
significance of the historic city and several listed buildings within the immediate
area.

The demolition of locally listed historic buildings in the south-west corner of the
site was also considered problematic on heritage grounds, with objections
stressing the need to retain these buildings as the only surviving links to the
historic fabric of the area.

The previous proposals were therefore unacceptable on the basis that they would
introduce substantial harm to the character and significance of Norwich'’s City
Centre Conservation Area, at odds with legislation, national and local policy, and
guidance.

Having reviewed the amendments set out in early 2023 (Revision C). There is no
change to the scale and building heights, the total number of blocks proposed, or

Page 44 of 524



186.

the overall housing totals, mix and tenure. The demolition of locally listed buildings
on Pitt Street remains integral to the proposals.

We do not consider that the recent amendments (Revision C) offer meaningful
alterations to the scheme, nor do they mitigate the substantial harm the proposals
would introduce to the character of historic Norwich.

UK Power Network

187.

No objection — informative recommended

Victorian Society

188.
189.

190.

Object to the proposals

It is incumbent on any proposed redevelopment to respect the surrounding scale
of historic buildings and ensure that the setting and views of heritage assets of
high significance are protected. Unfortunately, the present scheme fails to ensure
this, with multiple buildings between 4 and 8 storeys proposed. Amendments
made since the initial proposal have not addressed these concerns, which have
been raised by statutory consultees such as Historic Buildings and Places, and
other heritage groups. We agree with the comments of SAVE Britain’s Heritage
that the proposal would cause substantial harm to the significance of the
Conservation Area.

The proposal also continues to envisage the demolition of non-designated
heritage assets at the southern end of Pitt Street. These early C20 buildings have
local significance and represent a rare survival in an area which has seen so
much postwar development. Considering the level and density of the
redevelopment of the rest of the site, we are unconvinced of the need to demolish
these non-designated heritage assets for yet further intensive development.

Assessment of planning considerations

Relevant development plan policies

Joint Core Strategy for Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk adopted March
2011 amendments adopted Jan. 2014 (JCS)

JCS1 Addressing climate change and protecting environmental assets
JCS2 Promoting good design

JCS3 Energy and water

JCS4 Housing delivery

JCS5 The economy

JCS6 Access and transportation

JCS7 Supporting communities

JCS8 Culture, leisure and entertainment

JCS9 Strategy for growth in the Norwich policy area
JCS11 Norwich city centre

JCS19 The hierarchy of centres
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Norwich Development Management Policies Local Plan adopted Dec. 2014 (DM
Plan)

DM1  Achieving and delivering sustainable development
DM2 Ensuring satisfactory living and working conditions
DM3 Delivering high quality design

DM5  Planning effectively for flood resilience

DM6 Protecting and enhancing the natural environment
DM7 Trees and development

DM8 Planning effectively for open space and recreation
DM9 Safeguarding Norwich’s heritage

DM11 Protecting against environmental hazards

DM12 Ensuring well-planned housing development
DM13 Communal development and multiple occupation
DM16 Supporting the needs of business

DM17 Supporting small business

DM18 Promoting and supporting centres

DM19 Encouraging and promoting major office growth
DM20 Protecting and supporting city centre shopping
DM22 Planning for and safeguarding community facilities
DM28 Encouraging sustainable travel

DM29 Managing car parking demand in the city centre
DM30 Access and highway safety

DM31 Car parking and servicing

DM32 Encouraging car free and low car housing

DM33 Planning obligations and development viability

Other material considerations
Relevant sections of the National Planning Policy Framework July 2018 (NPPF):

. Achieving sustainable development

. Decision-making

. Delivering a sufficient supply of homes

. Building a strong, competitive economy

. Ensuring the vitality of town centres

. Promoting healthy and safe communities

. Promoting sustainable transport

11. Making effective use of land

12. Achieving well-designed places

14. Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change
15. Conserving and enhancing the natural environment
16. Conserving and enhancing the historic environment

O©ooO~NOOOTARDN

Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD)

Affordable housing adopted July 2019

Main town centre uses and retail frontages adopted Dec. 2014
Open space & play space adopted Oct. 2015

Landscape and Trees adopted June 2016
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Greater Norwich Local Plan

Policy 1 The Sustainable Growth Strategy

Policy 2 Sustainable Communities

Policy 3 Environmental Protection and Enhancement

Policy 4 Homes

Policy 6 The Economy (including retail)

Policy 7.1 The Norwich Urban Area including fringe parishes

Policy GNLP0506 Land at and adjacent to Anglia Square

Other

Anglia Square Policy Guidance Note (PGN) adopted 2017
Northern City Centre Area Action Plan (2010) expired

Case Assessment

191.

192.

193.

Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise. Relevant development plan polices are
detailed above. Material considerations include policies in the National Planning
Framework (NPPF), the Council’s standing duties, other policy documents and
guidance detailed above and any other matters referred to specifically in the
assessment below. The following paragraphs provide an assessment of the main
planning issues in this case against relevant policies and material considerations.

The Greater Norwich Local Plan was submitted to the Secretary of State for
independent examination on 30 July 2021. Hearing sessions commenced in
March 2022 with further sessions on topics such as the housing trajectory and
nutrient neutrality being scheduled for March 2023 and sessions relating to Gypsy
and Traveller sites being scheduled for July 2023. It is not anticipated that the plan
will be adopted until early 2024. Once adopted the plan will supersede the Joint
Core Strategy and the Site Allocations Documents for each of the authorities.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out in paragraph 48 that
Local Planning Authorities may give weight to relevant policies in emerging plans
according to:

(a) the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced its
preparation, the greater the weight that may be given);

(b) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies (the
less significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may be
given); and
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195.

196.

197.

198.

(c) the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to the
Framework (the closer the policies in the emerging plan to the policies in the
Framework, the greater the weight that may be given).

References are made throughout the report to various GNLP policies. Advice
regarding weight to be attached to individual policies is given as the policies are
discussed.

At pre-application stage the local planning authority screened the project that is
the subject of this application as Schedule 2 development under the Town and
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (EIA
Regulations) with the potential to cause significant environmental effects and
therefore ‘EIA Development’ under the EIA Regulations. The Council confirmed to
the applicants that the proposal would need to be subject to an Environmental
Impact Assessment (EIA) and an Environmental Statement (ES) would need to be
prepared. The planning application therefore includes an Environmental
Statement (ES) which considers the likely significant effects of the development
on the environment. The issues included within the ES relate to matters identified
by the LPA through a scoping exercise and include impacts on: highways, traffic
and transport, built environment; archaeology, noise, air quality, social - economic,
European protected sites and townscape and visual.

Schedule 4 of the EIA Regulations set out what should be included in an ES
including the scope of the assessment to include the consideration of direct effects
and any indirect, secondary, cumulative, transboundary, short-term, medium-term
and long-term, permanent and temporary, positive and negative effects of the
development during the construction and operational stages. The EIA process
also requires the consideration of reasonable alternatives (for example in terms of
development design, technology, location, size and scale) studied by the
developer, which are relevant to the proposed project and its specific
characteristics, and an indication of the main reasons for selecting the chosen
option, including a comparison of the environmental effects. The findings set out
in the ES are referred to throughout the report and the consideration of
Alternatives are considered in Main issue 2 of the report.

In addition, chapter 12 (including various appendices) of the ES relates to the
potential effects of the development on protected habitats. Under Regulation 61
of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (often referred to
as a “Habitats Regulation Assessment”) the local planning authority is further
required to carry a Habitats Regulation Assessment. This is addressed in Main
issue 3 of the report.

As advised in paragraph 19, the application site was the subject of a previous
planning application (ref: 18/00330/F) which was called in for a decision by the
Secretary of State. The application was jointly submitted by the landowner
(Columbia Threadneedle) and Weston Homes. The key differences between the
previous and current proposals in terms of quantum and mix of development are
set out in the table below. The planning decision for application 18/00330/F is
appended to the report (Appendix 2). The decision comprises a 134 page
Planning Inspector Report (minus Appendices, produced following the four week
planning inquiry) and the Secretary of State decision letter.
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199.

Main
200.
201.

202.

18/00330/F

22/00434/F

No of dwellings

Up to 1250

Up to 1100

Commercial space

Up to 11,000 sgm

Up to 8000 sgm

Cinema

3400sgm

Hotel

11,350sgm

Replacement
chapel

On Edward St

Chapel outside of
application site and
replacement not needed

Public multi-storey | 600 spaces -

car park

Residential parking | Up to 910 Up to 450
No of development | 6 12
blocks/parcels

Range in height 3-20 1-8
(storeys)

Gross Internal floor | 176,584sgm 114,148sgm

area (GIA)

The following assessment considers in detail the planning merits of the proposed
development. However, reference is also made to the call-in planning decision.
These are circumstances where matters of policy, assessment and judgement,
addressed in detailed at the call-in decision, are material to the evaluation and
consideration of the proposed scheme.

issue 1: Principle of development
Key policies and NPPF paragraphs — JCS11, 19, DM12, NPPF sections 5 and 11.

Anglia Square is the most significant regeneration opportunity in the northern part
of the city centre and one of Norwich City Council’s most important priorities for
regeneration.

Currently the site is significantly under-utilised, and the shopping centre is tired
and outdated. The degraded appearance of Sovereign House and the site in
general is detrimental to the local historic townscape and a highly visible indicator
of decades of dereliction and lack of developer interest in this part of the city.
Although the centre remains important for the local community the image of the
site is poor and the substantial amount of vacant floorspace and land means that
Anglia Square does not fulfil the full potential of the site. Out of hours, the centre
is unused, unwelcoming, unsightly, and attracts anti-social behaviour and
heightened levels of crime.
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204.

205.

206.

207.

The wider northern city centre is one of the most ethnically and culturally diverse
parts of the city, with distinctive local shopping, a vibrant local community and
popular location for artists and small start-ups businesses. However, this part of
the city also faces a number of challenges. The local impact area, studied as part
of the application, is amongst the 10% most deprived neighbourhoods in England
in terms of income, employment, health and disability and crime. Focusing more
closely on income, the site is also in a neighbourhood within the top 10% in the
country for the indices of income deprivation affecting older people and children.
The Health Impact Assessment submitted with the application highlights that circa
18.3% of the population within the local impact area have a long-term health
problem or disability. There is high unmet need for affordable housing. Across
Norwich there are currently 2017 applicants on the choice-based lettings (Homes
Options) register requiring a social rent one bedroom property. Of these 663 are
single people or couples registered in the NR3 postcode area.

Unlocking this site for development provides the opportunity to deliver significant
and permanent socio-economic and environmental benefits. Development of the
site has the potential to deliver environmental enhancement through the
remediation of derelict land and buildings; benefits to local people through the
creation of new jobs, a substantial number of new homes; an improved district
centre; and a significant boost to the local economy through investment and new
expenditure which will support both existing businesses and the growth of new
enterprise.

Significant inward investment in this site would be a statement of confidence in the
city of Norwich and boost the city’s profile and attractiveness to other inward
investors. The council’'s economic development manager has advised that major
redevelopment would be very high profile, the scale of the investment would put
Norwich on the “investment map” and would likely act as a catalyst attracting
further new investment into the city which could transform the myriad of stalled
brownfield city sites which currently await redevelopment. Key sites including
Barrack Street site, St Mary’s Works on Duke Street, and St George’s Works are
all within approximately 500m of Anglia Square. The development has the ability
to act as a stimulus for transformative change within the wider northern city centre
area. The timely development of Anglia Square is considered of strategic
importance and a factor in determining whether Norwich achieves its full economic
potential.

NPPF paragraph 119 states that as much use as possible should be made of
previously developed or 'brownfield' land. Paragraph 120(c) indicates that
'substantial' weight should be given to the value of using suitable brownfield land
within settlements for homes and other identified needs, and supports appropriate
opportunities to remediate despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated or unstable
land. In terms of Anglia Square, historic land uses increase the likelihood that
parts of it are contaminated. Of the 49,241sqgm Gross Internal Area (GIA) of
existing floorspace on the site, currently 67% (33,267sgm GIA) is vacant.
Continued dereliction of the site is neither a sustainable option for Anglia Square
nor for Norwich. Bringing forward such sites for development is a core objective of
the planning system and the system fails if such sites remain unutilised at a time
when sustainable development is a national priority.

Development plan policies have reflected this objective for the last two decades.
The City of Norwich Replacement Plan (2004) first identified the redevelopment
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209.

210.

211.

212.

213.

opportunity presented by Anglia Square and the scope for investment in this site
assisting in the regeneration of the surrounding area. The adopted JCS currently
provides the policy context for Anglia Square until 2026 and provides a framework
for future development of the site. The site lies within the city centre and is subject
to JCS Policy 11. This policy seeks an enhanced regional role for the city centre,
as the main focus for retail, leisure and office development, with housing and
educational development reinforcing its vibrancy. It is stated that the
redevelopment of brownfield sites will contribute to the economic, social, physical
and cultural regeneration of the city centre. Anglia Square is a large and highly
prominent brownfield site within the city centre and its redevelopment forms an
integral part of meeting the strategic objective for Norwich city centre as a whole.

JCS 11 identifies the Northern City Centre in particular for comprehensive
regeneration, with the objective of achieving physical and social regeneration,
facilitating public transport corridor enhancements, and utilising significant
redevelopment opportunities. The City Centre key diagram specifically identifies
Anglia Square as an ‘Area of change’ for mixed use development (residential,
commercial and retail) with an improved public realm. In addition, JCS policy 19
identifies Anglia Square/Magdalen Street as a Large District Centre (LDC), where
new retailing, services, offices, and other town centre uses will be encouraged at a
scale appropriate to its form and function. The LDC is intended to meet the
shopping needs of residents of north Norwich and provide for a mix of activities,
however currently the centre lacks a sufficient diversity of stores to meet this role.

The Northern City Centre Area Action Plan (NCCAAP) was adopted in March
2010 to guide the regeneration of the northern city centre area. This plan allocated
Anglia Square for a comprehensive mixed-use development anchored by a new
major supermarket. Policy LU3 set a minimum of 900 dwellings for the plan area
as a whole of which a minimum of 250 were to be provided within a redeveloped
Anglia Square. The expiry of the NCCAAP has had the effect that since April 2016
there has been no site-specific policy relating to development of Anglia Square.

Following the expiry of the NCCAAP, Norwich city council adopted the Anglia
Square Planning Guidance Note (PGN) in 2017. The council’s aim in producing
the PGN was to assist with the delivery of a viable and deliverable form of
comprehensive development on the site, which is acceptable in policy terms,
which delivers the council’s long-held aspirations for the site and stimulates the
regeneration of the wider northern city centre area. The Anglia Square PGN
remains a non-statutory guidance document but intended to be a material
consideration in planning decision taking.

The PGN, which was subject to public consultation, sets out the broad principles
of development for the site, identifies constraints, provides specific policy
guidance on a range of issues relevant to the proposed form of development
which was emerging during pre-application discussions in 2017.

The PGN includes a stated future vision for the site along with specific
development objectives. These are set out below:

Vision - A rejuvenated Anglia Square, with a distinctive identity that compliments
the neighbouring area and reflects its location in the heart of the historic northern
city centre. The development will have, a clear relationship in built form with the
surrounding area, and a safe and attractive public environment, including
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215.
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217.

218.

enhanced public spaces. Enhancement of a strong and diverse District Centre
function, serving the wider suburban areas of North Norwich, an improved
convenience offer, and enhanced leisure offer with a new cinema, cafes and
restaurants to continue the use of the area into the evening. A surface link will
cross the existing St Crispin’s Road improving walking and cycling connections
into the core city centre, and there will be an enhanced public transport offer. All
this will be supported by new residential development to create additional footfall,
natural surveillance and activity that will enhance the vitality and viability of the
Large District Centre and help to meet the housing needs of Greater Norwich.

The PGN sets a number of development objectives, including: to regenerate its
physical environment, including open spaces and public areas, and help to
preserve or enhance the historic character of the surrounding area and key views;
to revitalise the retail and service provision of Anglia Square as a key element of
the Large District Centre serving the wider area of North Norwich; and to provide
significant levels of residential development in order to make effective use of this
sustainable city centre location, thereby assisting in the delivery of new homes to
meet Norwich’s needs and creating a vibrant, sustainable community which will
support the viability of the enhanced retail and leisure provision.

The draft Greater Norwich Local Plan (GNLP) includes two policies relevant to
Anglia Square.

GNLP Strategic Policy 7.1 relates to Norwich City Centre and the role it plays as a
driver for the Greater Norwich economy. The strategy is for the city centre to
provide a high density mix of employment, housing, leisure and other uses and
that Anglia Square, as part of the city centre, will be comprehensively redeveloped
acting as a catalyst for change in that part of the city.

Draft policy GNLP0506 is the proposed site-specific policy for Anglia Square site-
specific policy (set out in full in Appendix 5). Under this policy the site is allocated
for a residential-led, mixed use development as the focus for an enhanced and
improved large district centre and to act as a catalyst for wider investment and
redevelopment within the Northern City Centre strategic regeneration area. During
the consultation stages of the plan and at the local plan examination hearing
sessions, the policy has been subject to a significant level of representation. At
issue is not the principle of comprehensive redevelopment of the site but the
proposed quantum of development, in particular the proposed number of
dwellings.

Draft policy GNLP0506 indicates that the site will deliver in the region of 800
homes. Historic England, Norwich Society (NS), Norwich Green Party (NGP) and
the landowner/Weston Homes have submitted representations to the policy and
participated (with the exception of NS and NGP) in the inquiry hearing sessions.
Historic England have challenged the soundness of the proposed quantum of
housing, indicating that site capacity has not been sufficiently justified as it is not
based on robust supporting evidence, in particular a heritage impact assessment.
It has been argued that in the absence of appropriate evidence the policy is
unlikely to deliver sustainable development that conserves and enhances the
historic environment. In their representations Historic England suggest a figure
closer to 600 dwellings might be more appropriate in terms of density and historic
grain of the city. The landowner and Weston Homes have jointly made a number
of representations to the policy, including to the dwelling numbers, indicating that
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the dwelling figure should be determined at planning application stage having
regard to the quantum of other uses that are proposed, the sensitivity of the
conservation area and development viability.

Other aspects of draft Policy GNLP0506 have also been subject to
representations by the landowner/developer, in particular the detailed wording of
policy criteria relating to retail/leisure offer and parking provision.

On this basis, whilst the GNLP is quite well advanced it is advisable to exercise
caution in the amount of weight that is given to GNLP0506. Limited weight should
be applied to GNLP0506 and the application should largely be determined in light
of the policies within the adopted Joint Core Strategy and DM policies plan.
Notwithstanding this, the emerging GNLP does show the direction of travel which,
in common with development plan policies since 2004 and the 2017 policy
guidance note, continues to identify Anglia Square as a site for comprehensive
redevelopment. Furthermore, although the ‘called in’ application was dismissed by
the Secretary of State, the reason for dismissal was not due to the principle of
development, with the inspector concluding that the regeneration of Anglia Square
is an important strategic objective. There is general consensus amongst parties
for the need for development and that it should be mixed use recognising both the
location of the site within the city centre and the role the site plays in the Anglia
Square/Magdalen Street large district centre. The proposition that the
development should be residential led is not contested and indeed all parties
recognise that the site has capacity to support a large number of new homes. On
that basis some weight can be attached to the overarching intent of the policy.
Current JCS and DM policies provide a robust framework to consider the planning
application for Anglia Square. Regeneration benefits resulting from the site being
unlocked for comprehensive regeneration are capable of being afforded
substantial weight in the planning balance. Design and quantum of development,
the impact on Norwich’s historic environment and the quality of new homes are all
material considerations in judging the acceptability of the overall scheme. These
matters and compliance with relevant development plan policies are considered in
detail in the report.

issue 2 — Development viability
Key policies and NPPF paragraphs — JCS4, DM33, NPPF paragraph 34.

As discussed in the previous section of the report the regeneration of Anglia
Square has been sought by a number of previous owners and by the Council for a
considerable period of time. Although major schemes have been proposed by
previous owners and granted planning approval in 2008 and 2013, these retail-led
developments proved unviable to implement. In the case of the 2018 planning
application the Secretary of State agreed with the Inspector’s conclusion that if
planning permission was to be granted there was a reasonable prospect that the
scheme would be delivered as a whole. However, the Secretary of State went on
to refuse permission on other grounds.

In all these cases viability has had a bearing on either the decision made by a
developer not to proceed with development or in the case of the 2018 application
influenced the quantum and mix of development being promoted by the developer
and the level of affordable housing proposed. In the absence of any reasonable
prospect of public ownership of the site, this cycle of failed regeneration attempts
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will only be broken by a development scheme which proves sufficiently attractive
for the private sector to deliver.

The Anglia Square PGN includes reference to viability, stating ‘ensuring that the
proposed redevelopment of Anglia Square will be viable will be a key
consideration affecting the deliverability of what is proposed’. The PGN
acknowledged that in 2017 there was evidence that delivering development on
this site may be compromised by a number of factors including the scale of
planning obligations requirements and the payment of the Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL).

The council in the knowledge of potential financial barriers to delivering
comprehensive development of the site took steps in 2018 to increase the
prospects of development being viable. In that year the council submitted a bid for
£12.2m of marginal viability funding from the Homes England Housing
Infrastructure Fund (HIF). The bid was successful, and Homes England notified
the Council of conditional approval of HIF funding in March 2019. This showed
that the level of potential grant funding available to support the delivery of the
Anglia Square scheme had been increased to £15m (at that time this was the third
highest grant award across 94 projects being funded nationally). It is important to
note that the bid was supported by evidence around development costs, including
substantial costs in relation to site assembly, demolition, site preparation and
remediation which at that time were in excess of £16million. Furthermore, the
grant approval process included Homes England commissioning an independent
development viability assessment. The Council entered a contract with Homes
England at that time. In October 2019 Homes England confirmed that the
‘availability period' for the HIF grant had been extended to March 2024 given the
call-in of the previous scheme and in the knowledge that the developer was
actively working on a resubmission.

Due to the passage of time, several of the deadlines and milestones in the
contract with Homes England have passed. As such, we are in technical breach of
the contract, and HE have issued a ‘Reservation of Rights’ letter. In the event of
planning permission being granted for a scheme which could benefit from this time
limited funding, the council would immediately enter into discussions with Homes
England to expedite a review of the contract and seek amends to both milestones
and deadlines, update the contract in light of the changes to the scheme and
request an extension of time to the HIF funding Availability Period (to March
2025). Homes England remain positively engaged in the process and are still
supportive of providing HIF funding to aid delivery of the scheme. Whilst
withdrawal of the HIF funding is a possibility, given on-going discussions and
positive engagement from HE, officers are of the view that this is not probable, but
Members need to note the risk.

Homes England have been clear that they will only enter discussions to revise the
contract following a decision on the application. Updated information from the
developer is being provided around cash flow, the infrastructure the HIF money
will be spent on, and a timetable for spend in order to facilitate discussions quickly
should permission be granted.

The applicant’s consultant, Carter Jonas (CJ) has submitted a Financial Viability
Assessment (FVA) with the planning application. This has been amended
following changes to the scheme, in response to comments from the council’s
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independent viability adviser — Avison Young (AY) - and to ensure that it remains
up to date, particularly in relation to construction costs.

The CJ FVA (February 2023) is based on an assessment of construction and
other development costs and residential and commercial values. In terms of
construction costs, the initial FVA (April 2022) was accompanied by a detailed
cost plan. Given build cost inflation over the past year, with the agreement of AY,
the latest version of the FVA uses Building Cost Information Service Construction
Data (BCIS) to establish residential and non-residential construction costs.
Development costs include S106 contributions totalling £4.5m, which are set out in
detail in paragraph 784 of this report. These costs are substantially higher than
those previously identified in connection with the call-in scheme given the need to
now address nutrient neutrality. For this development, nutrient neutrality mitigation
is estimated at £3.79m (based on 2023 values). In relation to value, the appraisal
assumes that the scheme will be eligible to benefit from the £15m of HIF funding.
In terms of residential values, the assessment takes average 2023 values for
comparable developments in Norwich (e.g. Canary Quay, Beckham Place, St
James Quay) and applies value growth in phases 2, 3 and 4 of the Anglia Square
development. In terms of affordable housing, the FVA includes 10% and values
assume a tenure split of 85% social rent units and 15% shared ownership/or other
intermediate housing.

Based on these and other cost assumptions the latest CJ FVA indicates the
following in relation to development profit:

Net Total Costs Profit Profit on Gross
Realisation Development
Value

CIL Paid

£313.8m

£286.6

£27.2

9.1%

With CIL
ECR

£313.8m

£278.9

£34.9m

11.7%

231.

232.

To reiterate, these profit levels are based on current development costs and the
prospect of an uplift in development values in the years over which the
development will be constructed. Avison Young refer to this as a ‘Regeneration
Uplift’.

In terms of CIL, liability for the detailed element of the application is
£2,384,609.36 and the outline is estimated at £5,285,811.29. A CIL total of
£7,670,421 (2023 charging levels) has been factored into the CIL Paid appraisal.
In paragraph 6.2 of the CJ FVA it is stated that:

CIL exceptional circumstances relief is necessary in order to ensure the
development is deliverable:

Without paying CIL, the Scheme secures 11.7% profit and there is a reasonable
chance — with cost savings and additional value uplifts - that a profit margin of
15% or greater is achievable. There is considerable market risk, but a level which
a competent developer may consider proceeding [with].
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If CIL was required to be paid — this would generate a lower (9.1%) profit margin —
this materially increases the risk to the developer, making development much less
likely.

On this basis, Weston Homes have confirmed, in the event of planning permission
being approved, their intention to make an application to Norwich City Council for
CIL exceptional circumstances relief (ECR). The CIL Regulations only allow
applications to be made for CIL ECR once development becomes ‘chargeable’,
that is after the grant of planning consent. On the grant of planning consent, only
the development covered by the detailed part of the application would become
chargeable. Development covered by the outline part of the application would
become chargeable on the approval of reserved matters and therefore if relief was
to be sought, a second ECR application would need to be made.

Following first submission of the planning application, Avison Young on behalf of
the council carried out an independent financial viability review (FVR) of the
proposed scheme. This review included a full independent cost audit of the
proposed construction costs, an assessment of residential and commercial values
and an assessment of Benchmark Land Value (BLV). The assessment of the BLV
is an important part of the financial viability assessment process. The Planning
Practice Guidance (PPG) and Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors (RICS)
Guidance on viability identifies EUV+ (Existing Use Value) as the primary
approach for assessing BLV. The EUV+ method is based on the current use value
of a site plus an appropriate site premium. The principle is that a landowner
should receive at least the value of the land in its ‘pre-permission’ use plus an
additional incentive to release the site for development. Norwich’s Affordable
Housing Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) (2019) advocates a 15%
premium on brownfield sites. AY have assessed the EUV + value for the site to be
£11.65m. AY have undertaken a further review of the latest CJ FVA (dated
February 2023). The latest CJ FVA reviewed by AY includes £11.65m as the
EUV+ for the site.

The AY latest review indicates the following:

Base Appraisal Regeneration Uplift

Including CIL

Excluding CIL

Including CIL

Excluding CIL

Net Realisation

£288.2m

£288.2m

£326.8m

£326.8m

Total Costs

£283.2m

£275.8m

£283.8m

£275.8m

Profit

£5.0m

(1.8% on
GDV)

£13.1m

(4.8% on
GDV)

£42.9m

(13.7% on
GDV)

£51.0m

(16.3% on
GDV)

236.

The AY FVR assumes the availability of HIF funding. Grant funding in the early

phases of the development has a significant impact on cash flow, finance costs
and developer risk. The AY assessment also assumes the provision of affordable
housing at 10%, 85:15 tenure split.
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238.

The viability outputs in the AY table above (columns 2 and 3) relate to the current
‘Base’ position, that is current development costs and values. For comparison
purposes columns 4 and 5, apply the ‘Regeneration Uplift’ used in the CJ FVA. AY
assumptions regarding baseline residential values are more optimistic than values
used by CJ. This accounts for most of the differential between the profit on GDV
percentages. It is important to note that both the CJ and the AY ‘Regeneration
Uplift’ appraisals do not take account of future build cost inflation or finance costs.
They therefore represent the ‘best case’ scenarios. On this basis Avison Young
have advised that they do not believe the scheme can support more than the
proposed 10% affordable housing.

The viability position raises a number of questions:

(i)  Whether it has been demonstrated that the development is providing the
maximum level of affordable housing that is viable;
(i) Whether there is a reasonable prospect that the development will be
delivered as a whole;
(iii)  Whether there are alternative development approaches that may be viable
and deliverable; and
(iv)  The weight to be attached to a deliverable scheme in the planning balance.

(i) Whether it has been demonstrated that the development is providing the
maximum level of affordable housing that is viable

239.

240.

241.

With the 10% affordable housing levels proposed, the base level profit projections
are 1.8% including CIL and 4.8% excluding CIL. The best-case scenario forecasts
produce profit levels of 9.1% (CJ) and 13.7% (AY). In all cases, the profit levels
forecast are below industry profit targets. In relation to what constitutes an
acceptable profit level for development to come forward, the PPG states that for
the purposes of plan making “an assumption of 15-20% of gross development
value (GDV) may be considered a suitable return to developers in order to
establish the viability of plan policies. Plan makers may choose to apply
alternative figures where there is evidence to support this according to the type,
scale and risk profile of planned development. A lower figure may be more
appropriate in consideration of delivery of affordable housing in circumstances
where this guarantees an end sale at a known value and reduces risk. Alternative
figures may also be appropriate for different development types.” (Reference 10-
018-20190509).

Norwich’s Affordable Housing SPD states that given the significant need for
affordable housing in Norwich, the council will require reasonable profit for the
developer to be at the lower end of the range set out in the PPG (i.e. at around
15%) but will consider enabling this to rise to 17.5% only if it is demonstrated by
the applicant that this is justified on grounds of risk and could impact on delivery of
the scheme. However, there may be exceptions to this approach, for example, as
referenced in the PPG, where a lower rate of profit may be more appropriate for
affordable housing schemes where the risk to the developer is significantly
reduced.

In relation to the above considerations, the risk profile of this development is
considered to be high. Anglia Square is a large brownfield site with significant
physical and operational constraints. A 5% cost contingency has been factored
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into the appraisals, but this is relatively low given the complexity of the site and
recent trends in the costs of building materials and labour. HIF grant has the
potential to reduce the level of risk, particularly in the early phases of the
development. However, notwithstanding this risk and potential lower profit returns,
the landowner and developer were advised by officers early on in discussions that
the provision of affordable housing was an absolute requirement of any housing
led scheme for this site. This advice was based on the scale of housing being
discussed at pre-application stage, the socio—economic objectives for the northern
city centre and the core aims of DM1 to ensure development promotes mixed,
diverse, inclusive and equitable communities. Without the proposed quantum and
mix of affordable housing the development would not be considered acceptable in
planning terms notwithstanding viability constraints. The implication of this is that
regardless of policy DM33 and evidence around development viability, the
applicants have been advised that affordable housing requirements would not be
adjusted below a meaningful minimum level of 10%.

The current viability evidence suggests developer profits are likely to be below
15% on GDV as referenced in Norwich’s SPD. The ‘best scenario’ appraisals
indicate that there is a prospect of viability improving over the course of the
development. However, these rely on assumptions regarding future residential
values along with no construction cost inflation and therefore are not at this stage
proven. On this basis, at this stage there is no reliable viability evidence to
substantiate the provision of higher levels of affordable housing than the 10%
proposed. However, AY have recommended that in the event of planning
permission being approved, the Section 106 agreement should include a
requirement for further development viability reviews to be carried out. The draft
S106 requires future reviews at: reserved matters stage; in the event of
substantial delay in the development commencing and/or a phase proceeding and
at 30% / 60%/ 90% occupation of the development. Once construction and sales
commence, reviews can be based on actual costs and values. If the appraisal(s)
indicate that developer returns are exceeding expectations and agreed profit
levels, the legal agreement would require additional affordable housing to be
provided on site unless the council agrees to financial contribution instead. In the
case of the final review (90% occupation), additional provision would be in the
form of an affordable housing financial contribution.

(i) Whether there is a reasonable prospect that the development will be delivered
as a whole

243.

244.

At the call-in inquiry a main matter for consideration by the Planning Inspector
was whether or not the development would be delivered in its entirety, i.e., what
was the risk of the development stalling before completion. Viability evidence
was central to the assessment of this issue. Where development is either not
viable or only marginally viable, there is a risk that either a developer will not be in
a position to proceed or that development may stall and not be completed. For
sites like Anglia Square where development has been identified as a strategic
objective, neither of these scenarios would deliver comprehensive development
and the broad regeneration benefits sought for the northern city centre and the
wider city.

In the CJ FVA it is stated that that the scheme is viable, and deliverable based on
the following circumstances:
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e A delivery strategy where the existing landowner (Columbia Threadneedle) is
able to partner with a developer (Weston Homes) and structure land payments/
returns in a way which maximises scheme viability through minimising the
need for project finance.

¢ Significant, stepped premiums in residential values in Norwich, driven by the
quality of placemaking and the ability to re-position this part of the city.

e Cost savings and efficiencies from a vertically integrated developer who can
deliver at a significantly lower cost level.

It is further stated that Weston are willing to progress the scheme because they
believe their development is the ‘right product’ to achieve value growth
(‘regeneration uplift’) and that as a building company they are able to achieve
significant cost efficiencies and savings going forward. Weston Homes have
indicated that their business model is different to the majority of housebuilders and
developers in that they are a vertically integrated organisation that not only buys
land and manages development but also manages the build process itself. It has
in-house operational functional capability including planning & design, utility and
infrastructure engineering, technical detail drawing and commercial estimating,
surveying and buying. Furthermore, they have wholly owned subsidiaries which
provide multi-disciplinary environmental consultancy services; plant hire (cranes,
forklifts, cabins etc.) and supply a broad range of materials (such as bathroom
fixtures, granite for paths and roads, glass for balconies etc.). This gives Weston
more control and greater certainty in managing and delivering large scale
construction projects. Notwithstanding this competitive advantage, as referred to
in paragraph 232, the applicant has stated that delivery of the scheme would be
made much less likely if the payment of CIL was a development requirement.

Based on the advice from Avison Young and input from the applicant, officers are
satisfied that the development viability position is such that, subject to planning
permission being granted, there are reasonable prospects of the development
proceeding. Furthermore, given the time limited HIF offer from Homes England,
for any development to benefit, it would need to commence in 2023 and proceed
at pace. As the HIF grant must be drawn down by the end of March 2024, works
eligible for the grant would need to be completed by that date and the
development delivered in accordance with the milestones agreed with Homes
England.

(iii) Whether there are alternative development approaches that may be viable and
deliverable

247.

Chapter 3 of the ES sets out a range of alternative development options for this
site. This information is important in two respects. Firstly, it is a requirement of
Schedule 4 of the EIA Regulations to include a ‘description of the reasonable
alternatives ...studied by the developer, which are relevant to the proposed project
and its specific characteristics, and an indication of the main reasons for selecting
the chosen option, including a comparison of the environmental effect’. It will
become evident in later sections of this report that this development is judged to
have a number of environmental effects, in particular impact on the historic
environment to which Historic England, as statutory consultee on heritage, object.
Secondly, the information is important in reaching a decision on this application
and understanding the likely development options for the site in the event of this
scheme not proceeding.
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The table below sets out alternatives considered by the applicant (rows 1-4). The
table is based on the information and analysis set out in chapter 3 and includes a
brief description of each option, 'comparison environmental effect' and the
applicant's judgement on that option. It should be noted that the applicant has
assessed all options as not leading to comparable beneficial environmental
improvements to the submitted scheme. Rows 5 and 6, have been added by

officers.
Option | Description Applicant’s assessment Applicant’s judgement
of comparison on the option
environmental effect
1 Alternative - Ruled out: No alternative
sites/site sites were considered by
boundaries the applicant due to their
‘subject to planning’
ownership of the whole
site.
2 Do Nothing Adverse environmental Significant investment in
effects related to demolition | the existing shopping
avoided centre or in the surface
level car park is not

Moderate adverse impacts | commercially viable —

on the Church of St costs not justified by a

Augustines avoided sufficient increase in
income.

Following Environmental

benefits not realised:

Moderate beneficial socio-

economic effects

(employment, expenditure

by residents and crime)

Major/moderate beneficial

socio-economic effects

(deprivation experience by

existing residents)

Moderate heritage impacts

on 71 Botolph St, former

churches of St Saviour and

St James

3 Call-in See Appendix 6 Planning permission
Scheme refused by the Secretary

of State
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Option | Description Applicant’s assessment Applicant’s judgement
of comparison on the option
environmental effect

Alternative Environmental testing of
Designs (e.g. various iterations of the
layout, scheme that were
heights, considered prior to the
massing and submission of the current
other aspects scheme.

Ash Sakula Added by officers - see
scheme paragraph 254
Residential - Added by officers — see
led scheme paragraph 257
approximately

800 dwellings

249.

250.

251.

252.

In terms of Option 1, in relation to this scheme the applicant indicates that no
alternative sites have been considered given the commercial agreement with the
landowner relates only to the redline boundary of this planning application.
However, it should be noted that the boundary of the application site is different to
the call-in scheme, in that land to the south side of Anglia Square and extending
eastwards towards Magdalen Street is now included. The inclusion of this land
allows for greater development and design flexibility.

In terms of Option 2, the ES indicates that in this scenario the site would largely
remain in its present condition. Compared to the proposed scheme this would
avoid short term adverse environmental effects related to demolition and
construction as well as the moderate adverse impact of the development on the
Church of St Augustines. Without development the socio-economic benefits
identified in terms of employment, new housing, supporting existing businesses,
reduced crime and addressing deprivation would not be realised. Additionally, the
negative impacts of the declining condition of the current buildings will become
more pronounced.

In terms of Option 3, the ES includes a detailed comparison of the environmental
effects of the proposed scheme and the call-in scheme. The assessment
highlights the difference between the two schemes in terms of built heritage and
townscape impact. In relation to the call-in scheme the applicant identified
moderate adverse impact to heritage assets on St Augustines Street as well as
eight other statutory listed buildings including Church of St Augustines, Norwich
Cathedral and the City Walls and Towers. It should be noted that the SofS found
less-than-substantial harm to the setting of a larger number of listed buildings, in
two cases towards the upper end of the scale. For the proposed scheme the
applicant identifies a moderate adverse impact on St Augustines Church.

In terms of Option 4, the ES sets out environmental testing of various iterations of
the scheme that were considered prior to the submission of the current scheme.
The project has evolved over several iterations since June 2021 through
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254.

255.

256.

consultation with various stakeholders and interested parties, including NCC and
Historic England. The applicant has indicated that through these stages of
development they have attempted to reduce harm while maintaining a viable
quantum of development and levels of regeneration benefits.

The ES concludes in the absence of the proposed development being
implemented, the site would remain in its existing condition, i.e., as a partially
vacant site in a central location. It is stated that it would also be reasonable to say
that, in the absence of the proposed development, the site’s physical fabric and
infrastructure is likely to continue to deteriorate. The opportunity to bring the site
back into full active use, contribute towards housing provision across Norwich and
generate employment opportunities would not be realised.

In terms of Option 5, at the call-in inquiry Historic England presented an
alternative development approach for the site in the form of a scheme prepared by
architects Ash Sakula. The scheme was not put forward as a deliverable planning
application. It was said to demonstrate an alternative approach that would produce
heritage benefits whilst catering for development consistent with a large district
centre. At the inquiry both Historic England and SAVE Britain’s Heritage (SAVE)
accepted that the scheme was not viable or deliverable in economic conditions at
that time nor that the situation was likely to change in a realistic timescale. On that
basis the planning Inspector stated that ‘whatever the design merits of the Ash
Sakula scheme, there is no evidence that it could actually deliver the regeneration
of the site that is promoted in the development plan’ and therefore he attached
limited weight to it. Since the call-in decision, SAVE have commissioned Ash
Sakula to progress the scheme further. The scheme, which has been presented in
the press and to the city council, comprises a mixed-use scheme with just under
800 dwellings. SAVE have indicated that the scheme is viable and capable of
being delivered without public subsidy, but they have submitted no evidence to
substantiate this claim. Therefore, as at the call-inquiry, limited weight can be
attached to this scheme as a deliverable form of development.

Historic England in their response to the submission scheme commented - The
Justification for the quantum of development is the viability of the scheme. We do
not have the capacity to undertake a detailed review of this. We would strongly
encourage your Council to commission an independent detailed review of the
work. This should consider not merely the figures, but the possibility that different
approaches to development would produce different results. If the viability
appraisals generate a scheme that is inappropriate to the character of Norwich,
the assumptions on which the calculations rest should be revisited, including land
value.

The council has commissioned independent advice on viability in relation to the
proposed scheme, and this has included an assessment of land value (EUV+).
Avison Young have undertaken this assessment having regard to RICS Guidance,
the PPG and Norwich’s Affordable Housing SPD. The FVA prepared by AY
includes their estimate of BLV figure as does the FVA produced by CJ. The
council has not asked AY to assess other different approaches to development
and it is questionable how they could do this in the absence of worked up options.
However, it is important to note that if there is broad support for the
comprehensive development of the whole site, then the BLV and the cost of
clearing and preparing the site for redevelopment become substantially fixed
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costs’ and would have a bearing on all alternatives whatever the development
approach.

Option 6. The previous paragraph is relevant in the context of the draft GNLP
policy for Anglia Square which indicates in the region of 800 dwellings for the site
and Norwich Society comments that development should be capped at 6 rather
than 8 storeys. Although a reduction in height and massing will reduce
construction costs, fixed costs remain unchanged. Furthermore, the residential
values for upper floors are higher and therefore contribute more profit towards
scheme viability. Therefore, based on the financial assessment of the proposed
scheme, a similar development approach but with fewer dwellings, would be less
viable.

(iv) The weight to be attached to a deliverable scheme in the planning balance

258.

259.

There is broad agreement that Anglia Square needs to be developed and indeed
redevelopment is now well overdue. The regeneration benefits of replacing
unsightly underused buildings with a development that can invigorate the local
economy and provides new homes are indisputable. However, there is also
evidence that despite well-resourced developer interest over the last 18 years,
attempts to unlock the site for development have failed. Such failure has
consequences. Firstly, the delay has increasingly disincentivised investment in the
site, resulting in existing buildings becoming liabilities given escalating
maintenance costs and deterioration in their suitability for beneficial occupation.
Secondly, it affects the attractiveness of the site to investors and developers. The
size and brownfield nature of the site to some degree limits potential developer
interest. When the existing condition of the site, the very substantial upfront costs
associated with demolition and site preparation, the costs and complexity of
managing a multi-phased construction project and an operational shopping centre
and finally risk associated with previous failed planning attempts, are factored in,
the field is further narrowed.

The applicant has indicated that they are willing and committed to progress this
scheme. Both the applicant’s and Avison Young’s FVA demonstrate HIF funding
underpins viability to a significant degree. At this point in time, HIF remains
available but is at risk depending on any decision on the application scheme and
given the requirement for the entire grant to be drawn down by 31st March 2024. It
is not known at this time whether the offer would be withdrawn if an eligible
scheme was not able to start this year. Therefore, there is strong evidence that
the grant of planning permission for this scheme would unlock this regeneration
site and that redevelopment would proceed. As there is no evidence that a viable
alternative development would follow in short succession the likely consequence
of this scheme not proceeding would be the continuation and worsening of the
existing situation. The council’s economic manager has commented that, ‘Anglia
Square will be cited as a high-profile failure which sends a negative message
about the city to owners/developers of other sites and to prospective purchasers’.
In this context officers consider substantial weight should be attached to the
‘prospect of delivery’ of a scheme which is both capable of removing barriers to
the redevelopment of Anglia Square and acting as a much-needed stimulus to
developers to rejuvenate other neglected or derelict sites in the city.
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Main issue 3: Impact of the development on European designated sites
of nature conservation interest

260.

261.

262.

263.

264.

265.

266.

Key policies and NPPF paragraphs JCS 1, DM1, DM6 and NPPF paragraphs 174-
188

JCS 1 requires all new development to ensure that there will be no adverse
impacts on European and Ramsar designated sites by storm water runoff, water
abstraction, or sewage discharge. JCS 1 makes specific reference to development
providing sufficient and appropriate local green infrastructure (Gl) to minimise
visitor pressure. On 9th March 2022 the Council adopted the Norfolk Green
Infrastructure and Recreational Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy (GIRAMS).
Draft GNLP Policy 3 states that all residential development will address the
potential visitor pressure, caused by residents of the development, that would
detrimentally impact on sites protected under the Habitat Regulations Directive.

Local Authorities, as competent authorities have a legal duty to help protect,
conserve and restore European sites (Special Protection Areas (SPAs)and
Special Areas of Conservation (SACs)). Protection includes prevention of
significant deterioration and significant disturbance.

The Dutch Nitrogen Case (‘Dutch-N’), heard in the court of Justice of the
European Union (CJEU), ruled that where an internationally important site (i.e.,
Special Areas of Conservation (SACs), Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and
Ramsar Sites) is failing to achieve a favourable condition due to pollution, the
potential for a new development to add to the nutrient load is "necessarily limited".
The Dutch-N case has informed the way in which regulation 63 of the Habitats
Regulation 2017 should apply to pollution related incidents. This has resulted in
greater scrutiny of proposed developments that are likely to increase nutrient
loads to internationally important sites where a reason for unfavourable condition
is an excess of a specific pollutant.

The proposed scale of residential development at Anglia Square has the potential
to impact on European and Ramsar designated sites.

The potential for recreational activities to disrupt the protection objectives of
Habitats Sites in and around Norfolk is related to the level of growth in each Local
Plan 'in combination’; specifically, an increase in population resulting from
identified new housing requirements across the County that will in turn ensure
more people visit Habitats Sites for recreation. This residential growth, combined
with an increase in tourism accommodation, will result in more people visiting and
possibly harming Habitats Sites as a result of both nutrient enrichment and
through residents visiting sensitive protected sites for recreational purposes.

Following the Dutch Nitrogen Case, on the 16 March 2022 Natural England issued
new guidance to a second tranche of local planning authorities (including Norwich
and other Norfolk authorities) concerning nutrient enrichment and the role local
authorities must play in preventing further adverse impacts to protected wetland
habitats. The importance of achieving nutrient neutrality stems from evidence that

" Joined Cases C-293/17 and C-294/17 Cootperatie Mobilisation for the Environment UA and Others v
College van gedeputeerde staten van Limburg and Others
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large quantities of nitrogen and phosphate nutrients entering water systems cause
excessive growth of algae, a process called ‘eutrophication.’ This reduces the
oxygen content of water which increases the difficulty of survival for aquatic
species; subsequently removing a food source for protected species. Local
Planning Authorities are now required to consider the impact of nutrient
enrichment before planning permission can be granted and therefore all planning
applications for certain types of developments in the affected catchments have
been put on hold until it can be demonstrated how they will mitigate any additional
nutrients arising from them.

267. Without appropriate mitigation the proposed development would have an adverse
effect on the integrity of:

» The Broads Special Area of Conservation (SAC)
* Broadland Special Protection Area (SPA)
 Broadland Ramsar

» Breydon Water SPA

» Winterton-Horsey Dunes SAC

* Great Yarmouth and North Denes SPA

* North Norfolk Coast SAC

* North Norfolk Coast SPA

* North Norfolk Coast Ramsar

» The Wash and North Norfolk Coast SAC
* The Wash SPA

* The Wash Ramsar

* Norfolk Valley Fens SAC

268. The Environmental Statement submitted with the application assesses these
impacts. Under section 63 of the Habitat Regulations the council, as competent
authority, before deciding to give consent to a project that is likely to have a
significant effect on a European Site must make an appropriate assessment of the
implications of the project for that site in view of that site/s conservation objectives.
Where the potential for likely significant effects cannot be excluded, a competent
authority must make an appropriate assessment of the implications of the plan or
project for that site, in view of the site’s conservation objectives. In relation to this
development, Appropriate Assessment in relation to both recreational impact and
nutrient neutrality is required.

Recreational disturbance avoidance

269. The Norfolk Green Infrastructure and Recreational impact Avoidance and
Mitigation Strategy (GIRAMS) has been produced to support Local Planning
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271.

272.

273.

274.

Authorities (LPAs) in Norfolk in their statutory requirement to produce ‘sound’ i.e.,
legally compliant Local Plans for their administrative or Plan making areas. Norfolk
authorities adopted GIRAMS in March 2022. The strategy addresses individual,
and the in-combination impacts of recreational impacts at Habitat sites from
residential development predicted across Norfolk. In relation to the latter, since 31
March 2022 all local authorities in Norfolk have applied, to relevant permissions, a
RAMS tariff of £210.84 (indexed link) per property. These pooled RAMS payments
will fund a package of measures to manage and reduce the impact of people
making extra visits to Special Areas of Conservations (SACs) in the county,
including the Broads and the Norfolk Coast. The second element of the strategy
relates to ‘GI’ and securing the provision on/near development sites Green
Infrastructure provision, for the purposes of avoidance in the first instance. The
principle being that if attractive Gl is available close to new homes, residents will
use that for their regular day-to-day recreation rather than visiting Natura 2000
sites.

In terms of assessing the impact of the proposed development and demonstrating
sufficient mitigation is secured to ensure the development will not adversely the
integrity of the identified European sites, the applicant's consultant, in a shadow
HRA, has set out how the development will meet the requirements of GIRAMS.

Firstly, the application for Anglia Square proposes up to 1100 dwellings. Under the
RAMS requirement, a tariff payment of up to £231,924 (subject to indexation)
would be secured through a S106 Obligation to mitigate the ‘in-combination’
impact of the development on Norfolk’s sensitive sites.

Secondly the application proposes both on site and enhanced off-site Gl provision.
As part of the Appropriate Assessment process, it is necessary to assess the
adequacy of this provision.

Adopted policies DM3 and DMS relate to green infrastructure and open space
requirements. DM3 requires all new development to make appropriate provision
for both the protection of existing and the provision of new green infrastructure as
an integral part of the overall design which complements and enhances the
development. DM8 relates to open space and recreation and requires all new
development to contribute to the provision, enhancement and maintenance of
local open space either by means of on-site provision or direct contribution
through the community infrastructure levy. Neither of these policies, or
accompanying SPD, set out detailed/specific requirements for the amount of
Gl/open space provision. Draft GNLP policy 3, refers explicitly to the issue of
visitor pressure and includes a requirement for the provision or enhancement of
adequate green infrastructure, either on the development site or nearby, to
provide for the informal recreational needs of the residents as an alternative to
visiting the protected sites. The draft policy states that provision should equate to
a minimum of 2 hectares per 1,000 population and will reflect Natural England’s
Accessible Natural Greenspace (ANG) Standard).

The site is located close to a number of existing green spaces, these are set out in
the table below. When viewed against Natural England’s ANG Standard, residents
of the new development will have access to a choice of green spaces that are
capable of offering a range of informal recreational opportunities. In particular
Marriott’'s Way and Mousehold Heath, given their natural green space qualities
and accessibility, offer good scope for providing medium to long distance walking
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/dog walking/cycling routes through a variety of landscapes - heath, woodland,
marsh and riverside. These sites are capable of providing for the recreational
opportunities of residents as an alternative to visiting protected sites.

Natural England | Green spaces Area
ANG Standard

Doorstep At least | Gildencroft Park 0.84ha
0.5ha within 200m

St Augustines church yard 0.32ha

St Leonards play space 0.03ha

Local Entrance to Marriots Way 12.56ha
(within 330m) access to
At least 2ha within | ‘Train Wood/Wensum

300m Park/Anderson’s Meadow
group’
Neighbourhood Train Wood/Wensum 12.56ha
Park/Anderson’s Meadow
At least 10ha group
within 1km
Mousehold Health 75.01ha
Waterloo Park 7.35ha
Wider Mousehold Health 75.01ha
Neighbourhood
Lionwood 13.59ha

At least 20ha
within 2km Marriotts Way 26 mile long
distance walk

Provide access to the
countryside — within city
boundary route runs adjacent
to Sweet Briar Marsh — 90
acres of fen, rough meadow,
grazing marsh, old
hedgerows and young
woodland.

275. Given the city centre location of the site and the proximity of accessible green
spaces, the shadow HRA, prepared by the applicant sets out proposals for both
on-site Gl and the enhancement of off-site Gl and concludes that with these
mitigation measures in place, the proposal will not result in adverse effects on any
of the sites in question.
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On site greenspace is shown on detailed landscape plans and described in detail
in Main issue 8 of the report.

The off-site Gl enhancement proposals have responded to input from the council’s
landscape and open space teams who have identified improvements that would
increase the resilience of local greenspaces to increased informal recreational
use. An Enhanced GI (EGI) package of measures has been specified and costed
which would deliver improvements to Wensum Park and Gildencroft Park. These
improvements have been specified to achieve two objectives of 1) improving the
local recreational use and 2) restoring / enhancing the city’s green infrastructure
network. In addition to the RAMS tariff payment, it is proposed that in the event of
planning permission being granted an additional S106 payment of £61,140 is
secured to fund the identified EGI works. The works include soft planting
proposals, management planning, improved seating and signage. The applicant
has committed to providing all new residents with an information pack containing
advice regarding on-site and nearby recreation opportunities.

Natural England have confirmed that they are satisfied with the conclusions of the
shadow HRA and that mitigation measures proposed in relation to both on site
and off site EGI should be secured in any planning permission given. On this basis
the council as competent authority under the Habitat Regulations confirms
adoption of the HRA prepared by the applicant and will secure the necessary
mitigation via planning condition and through a S106 Obligation.

Nutrient Neutrality

279.

280.

281.

In April 2022 the Norfolk Authorities agreed to work together to address the issue
of Nutrient Neutrality as all the Norfolk Authorities, and the Broads Authority area
are affected. Royal Haskoning were commissioned to work with us to develop a
mitigation strategy for Norfolk.

Progress to date has been good: the catchment mapping has been refined to
provide greater clarity for all parties on areas which are both in and out of the
relevant catchments. The Norfolk wide calculator has been produced in
collaboration with Natural England. The Norfolk nutrient budget calculator is a
catchment specific tool which has been varied to take into account regional
variances from the Natural England calculator and is designed to rapidly calculate
the nutrient loading from new residential development in the catchments of the
River Wensum SAC and the Broads SAC. The Norfolk calculator utilises the best
available scientific evidence and research alongside the latest nutrient neutrality
guidance from Natural England (2022). As a result, some of the calculator inputs
and assumptions deviate from those advised in the published guidance but there
is a detailed guidance report to evidence the assumptions in the calculator.

Natural England have written confirming that they ‘note[s] that the approach
adopted in the Norfolk calculator is broadly consistent with that which underpins
the Natural England nutrient budget calculator’ but with detailed comments on
areas where there are differences including occupancy rates, water usage and
WwTW discharge rates. In respect of these 3 areas Natural England advise that
the Norfolk Authorities, as competent authorities must be satisfied that the
evidence underpinning the assumptions in the Norfolk calculator are sufficiently
robust and appropriate and advise that the Norfolk calculator is less precautionary
than that of Natural England, but that ultimately ‘Natural England do not intend to
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283.

284.

285.

raise objection to the Norfolk Authorities using the Norfolk calculator to inform their
Appropriate Assessments’. Officers are of the view that the Norfolk calculator is
sufficiently robust to justify the grant of planning permission.

Royal Haskoning are currently working on short-, medium-, and long-term
mitigation solutions and identifying land where these could be implemented to the
greatest effect to mitigate nutrient loading from new developments. It may be
early summer before associated delivery solutions are up and running. A joint
venture is being considered by the Norfolk authorities which will oversee the
governance and administration of a catchment wide portfolio of NN mitigation
solutions, working with third parties such as Anglian Water and Water Resources
East.

Very early after the original Natural England advice was issued, the fitting of water
efficiency fixtures in existing residential properties was identified as potential form
of nutrient mitigation. Norwich City Council commenced work immediately on
developing a water usage reduction programme. On behalf of Norwich City
Council, a Water Usage Retrofitting (WUR) Study has been undertaken by Royal
Haskoning. This work has led to the development of the water saving nutrient
mitigation programme.

In December 2022 Norwich City Cabinet considered the findings of the Water
Usage Retrofitting Study. This study assessed the water savings that could be
achieved, within the catchment served by Whitlingham Water Recycling Centre
(WRC), through a 5-year programme of retrofitting water efficient fixtures and
fittings into the council housing stock. The study found that using such measures
in planned bathroom upgrades, void upgrades and in responsive repairs would
result in a reduction of existing wastewater flows to Whitlingham WRC and that
this would have the effect of freeing up headroom for new homes to be built within
that catchment. That is, the water usage saved from the retrofitted properties will
be replaced by the additional water from new dwellings. As a result, the volume of
water entering the treatment works will stay the same and providing the treatment
works operates to its defined permit limit, the effluent discharge concentration
remains the same. Given that the retrofit programme has already commenced
(April 2022) this provides the scope for mitigation credits to be made available to
developers ahead of the catchment wide portfolio measures expected to be
available later this year through the joint venture. At the 14 December 2022
meeting of Cabinet, it was agreed that this proposed city council administered
mitigation scheme would be further developed and that subject to consultation
with Natural England, credits available under the scheme would be offered in the
first instance to priority sites listed in Appendix A of the cabinet report. These sites
included Anglia Square.

During January/February 2023 the details, including the costs, of the mitigation
scheme were further developed and refined. The updated WUR Study established
that the proposed 5-year retro-fit programme would provide 175.07kg/yr of
phosphorous mitigation and 4863.08kg/yr of nitrogen mitigation, equivalent to
approximately 2151 new dwellings within the Yare catchment. The mitigation
scheme has been subsequently subject to an Appropriate Assessment
(Appropriate Assessment for Broads SAC for developments using the Norwich
City Council Water Usage Retrofitting Mitigation Scheme — dated 9 March 2023).
This demonstrates the effectiveness of the mitigation in ensuring projects will not
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287.

288.

Main

289.

290.

adversely affect the integrity of the relevant European sites (Broads SAC — Yare
Broads and Marshes SSSI| and Broads Ramsar).

In a letter dated 22 March 2023 Natural England confirmed that they are satisfied
that the evidence, around the water usage retrofitting mitigation scheme achieving
Nitrogen and Phosphorus neutrality for selected developments in the Yare sub-
catchment of the Broads SAC and Broadland Ramsar, is sound. Furthermore,
they confirmed that the document can be used as part of the council’s Appropriate
Assessment for development that will benefit from the scheme. They indicate that
a key component of the Appropriate Assessment is the close monitoring of
permissions and the rate of delivery of the retrofitting measures and highlight the
council’s commitment that permissions should not be granted using the strategy
unless the authority is fully satisfied that the provision of the requisite retrofitting
measures are assured.

The Norfolk nutrient budget calculator has been used to calculate the nutrient
budget for the for Anglia Square development. The inputs of the calculator have
been verified with involvement from Natural England. Officers are satisfied that
based on up to 1100 new dwellings and land use changes the total nutrient budget
requirements for the site are: Total Phosphorus 88.76kg/year and Total Nitrogen
2502.76kg/year. The applicant has confirmed that they wish to purchase nutrient
mitigation credits available through the Council’s Nutrient Neutral Mitigation
Scheme. Based on the development requirements the cost of nutrient mitigate
credits totals £3,790,393 (equivalent to £3,445.81/per dwelling). This amount
would be secured through a S106 Obligation which would require the purchase of
mitigation credits on a pro-rata basis prior to the commencement of each phase of
development. The cost of credits would be subject to indexation to take account of
uplift in CPI.

Norwich City Council Water Usage Retrofitting Mitigation Scheme has been
subject to Appropriate Assessment and has been found sound. On the basis that
the development seeks to benefit from this scheme this Appropriate Assessment
satisfies the council’s commitment under the Habitat Regulations. The council has
considered the proposed rate of build out of the 1100 dwellings and the timescale
at which each phase would need to secure mitigation credits. Having regard to the
predicted trajectory of each phase and the headroom for new development that
will be created by the 5-year council retrofitting programme, officers are satisfied
that this development can be granted planning permission. Approval would be
conditional on a S106 Obligation which would ensure development (each phase)
cannot commence until the council has confirmed that sufficient mitigation has
been created through the mitigation scheme and the cost of that mitigation has
been paid by the developer.

issue 4 Principle of Housing

Key policies and NPPF paragraphs JCS 4, 9, 11 DM12, DM13, NPPF section 2
and 5

The proposal is a high density residential-led urban regeneration scheme. The
application seeks consent for up to 1100 dwellings. A total of 353 are included
within the detailed part of the application. The final dwelling number will not be
determined until the approval of reserved matters for the remainder of the site.
Preliminary proposals for the outline blocks indicate around 709 dwellings
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indicative of a total of around 1062. Phasing plans submitted in support of the
application indicate that the development would be delivered in four phases
commencing in 2023 with completion expected in 2031.

291. A core objective of the NPPF is to significantly boost the supply of housing. The
NPPF emphasises the importance of delivering a wide choice of high-quality
homes and creating sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities. The NPPF in
paragraphs 119 and 120 states that as much use as possible should be made of
brownfield sites and planning decisions should give substantial weight to the value
of using suitable brownfield land for homes and other identified need and support
appropriate opportunities to remediate despoiled, degraded, derelict,
contaminated land.

292. In relation to housing supply, paragraph 74 of the NPPF requires local authorities
to:

“Identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient
to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing against their housing
requirement set out in adopted strategic policies, or against their local
housing need where the strategic policies are more than five years old’.

293. NPPF paragraph 76 requires local authorities to “monitor progress in building out
sites which have permission”, measuring housing delivery against the Housing
Delivery Test (the Test). Where the Test indicates that delivery has fallen below
95% of the local planning authority’s housing requirement over the previous 3
years, the NPPF requires the preparation of an action plan in line with national
planning guidance, to assess the causes of under-delivery and identify actions to
increase delivery in future year. In situations where the local planning authority
cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites, applications
that involve the provision of housing must be determined taking account of the
presumption in favour of sustainable development as set out in the NPPF. In these
circumstances paragraph 11(d) states planning permission should be granted
unless:

(i)  the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of
particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development
proposed?; or

(i) any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this
Framework taken as a whole”.

294. In relation to this proposal, it is relevant to note that the footnote to 11(d) i)
confirms that ‘policies in the Framework’ include those that relate to habitat sites
and designated heritage assets.

295. The current adopted local policy context for housing provision is provided by Joint
Core Strategy policy 4 (JCS 4), whilst local plan policy DM12 sets out the

2 NPPF footnote 7 reads - The policies referred to are those in this Framework (rather than those in development plans)
relating to: habitats sites (and those sites listed in paragraph 181) and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land
designated as Green Belt, Local Green Space, an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, a National Park (or within the Broads
Authority) or defined as Heritage Coast; irreplaceable habitats; designated heritage assets (and other heritage assets of
archaeological interest referred to in footnote 68 in chapter 16); and areas at risk of flooding or coastal change. <
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principles that apply to all residential developments in the Norwich area, including

the need to contribute to a diverse mix of uses in the locality, to have regard to the
housing delivery targets in the JCS, and to provide for a mix of dwellings in terms

of size, type and tenure. In terms of affordable housing tenures, JCS 4 seeks 85%
social rented housing and 15% intermediate tenures.

JCS 4, sought that between 2008 and 2026, 33,000 net additional homes (1,833
per year) would be provided within the Norwich Policy Area (NPA - this area
comprises all of the city council area plus parts of Broadland District and South
Norfolk District Councils) of which at least 8,500 were to be provided in the city
council’s administrative area. However, the evidence upon which these figures
are based is now quite old.

Draft GNLP Policy 1: The Sustainable Growth Strategy, covers the period 2018 —
2038 and identifies a requirement of around 40,550 new homes with provision
being made for a minimum of 49,492 new homes. The proposed policy states that
housing commitments are located to meet the need for homes across the area
providing good access to services, facilities and jobs, supporting sustainable
urban and rural living. Accordingly, in terms of housing distribution 32,691 new
homes are to be located in the Norwich urban area, 6672 on new allocations.
These housing numbers are based on a local housing needs assessment for the
plan period using the Government’s standard methodology and 2014-based
projections. The evidence base for this emerging policy is considered to represent
a more up to date picture of housing need and therefore moderate weight can be
attributed to this policy.

The latest published Greater Norwich Area Housing Land Supply Assessment
(HLSA) covers the period 1 April 2021 to 31 March 2026. As mentioned above,
the NPPF includes a Housing Delivery Test (Test) as an annual measurement of
housing delivery. Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk are measured jointly for
the purposes of the Test. The results of the Test show that Greater Norwich has
delivered 132% of the number of homes required between 2018/19 and 2020/21.
JCS4 sets out a three-district requirement. Given the JCS4 is more than 5 years
old, housing need is measured against local housing need (LHN). LHN figures
from Broadland, Norwich and South Norfolk are aggregated to provide a figure for
Greater Norwich. The 2021 HLSA, based upon this calculation of five-year land
supply (including the 5% buffer required by the NPPF), demonstrated a 6.01-year
supply. This figure is an aggregation of the following figures for each district:
Broadland 8.22 years, Norwich 4.37 years and South Norfolk 5.87 years. The
HLSA states that notwithstanding the existence of a housing land supply, the
Greater Norwich Authorities recognise the need for further housing land, above
and beyond the existing commitments to 2038. The Greater Norwich Plan
currently at Regulation 24 Examination stage details new allocations across the
plan area to meet the housing growth requirements set out in GNLP Policy 1.

The issue of Nutrient Neutrality has had a significant impact on housing delivery.
The inability to approve residential schemes since March 2022 within the whole of
Norwich and within parts of Broadland and South Norfolk has had an immediate
impact on 5-year land supply within Greater Norwich and the city. At this point in
time Greater Norwich Councils including the city have less than a 5-year supply of
deliverable sites for housing when having regard to the temporary impact of the
pause in granting consents due to Natural England’s Nutrient Neutrality advice.
However, it is anticipated that this will be a short-lived position and there is no
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evidence that indicates that the issue will undermine the underlying capability of
the substantial housing commitment (sum of permitted and allocation development
sites) to deliver homes in line with the yearly housing requirements once the issue
of Nutrient Neutrality is resolved. The latest published HLSA supports this along
with the advanced stage preparation of the GNLP which makes provision for
further housing allocations going forward. However, in recent months Greater
Norwich Councils have been adopting a precautionary approach when refusing
planning applications for new dwellings and determined applications on the basis
NPPF paragraph 11(d) on the basis that there is not a demonstrable five-year
supply of deliverable housing sites. As such applications have been determined
against relevant sustainable development DM policies for that district (DM 1 for
Norwich) and paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF, albeit councils have taken the view
that the weight given to the benefits of new housing from speculative windfall
development should be no greater than that which would be ascribed to housing if
a 5-year housing land supply could be demonstrated.

300. Paragraph 182 of the NPPF states that the presumption in favour of sustainable
development (and the requirements of paragraph 11) does not apply where the
plan or project is likely to have a significant effect on a habitats site (either alone
or in combination with other plans or projects) unless an appropriate assessment
has concluded that the plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the
habitats site. This proposed development has been subject to a Habitat
Regulations Assessment and the appropriate assessment has concluded that the
proposal will not affect the integrity of the habitat sites.

301. Notwithstanding what is considered a short term 5 year-land supply deficit, there
remains a significant need for the delivery of housing in Norwich. Both the 2021
HLSA and previous Annual Monitoring Reports (AMRs) have shown that the rate
of housing delivery in the city has been highly variable.

Year Delivery measured against Delivery measured at
JCS policies (no C2 or Norwich (includes C2 and
PBSA) PBSA)

2014/15 249 273

2015/16 365 413

2016/17 445 548

2017/18 237 235*

2018/19 927 1085

2019/20 495 798

2020/21 166 300

2021/22 320 316*

*Number is lower than the JCS number because we measure net homes so there was an overall
loss due to C2 residential institutions (care homes)/Purpose Built Student Accommodation
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303.

Norwich’s annualised housing requirement based on the adopted Joint Core
Strategy is 477 units per annum over the period 2008-26. When figures for both
care homes and purpose-built student accommodation are excluded, annual
housing delivery targets have been met in only two of the last 8 years. Going
forward the draft GNLP includes 38 sites within Norwich to deliver new housing up
to 2038. GNLP Policy 7.1 sets out the proposed distribution of housing across the
Norwich Urban Areas including the fringe parishes. For Norwich, Anglia Square is
the second largest proposed brownfield allocation after East Norwich. The site is
of a size to make a significant contribution to Norwich’s commitment to deliver new
homes in sustainable locations over the new plan period. The 1100 dwellings
would represent 16% of Norwich’s future housing commitment proposed to be met
on newly allocated sites.

The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of
sustainable development. Ensuring new homes are built in sustainable locations is
fundamental to meeting this objective. For Greater Norwich, failure of Norwich to
deliver their share of new homes within the city will mean that greater proportion of
housing need will need to be met in Broadland and South Norfolk, in most cases
on greenfield sites. A housing-led scheme for Anglia Square supports the NPPF
objective of making as much use as possible of brownfield land for new homes
and meeting other identified need. Paragraph 119 of the NPPF is clear that
making effective use of land is conditional on safeguarding and improving the
environment and ensuring safe and healthy living conditions. These
considerations are addressed in the report. In the event that these matters are
safeguarded, the NPPF indicates that substantial weight should be attached to
using brownfield land for homes. Furthermore, officers consider that substantial
weight should be given to the development making a significant contribution to
meeting Norwich’s housing need but only limited weight to the development
addressing a short-term deficit in the 5-year land supply.

Detailed housing proposals

304.

305.

Policy DM12 in the Development Management Policies Plan sets out the
principles that apply to all residential developments. DM12 is permissive of
residential development subject to a number of exceptions none of which apply to
this site. The policy includes a number of criteria that should be met by new
development these are considered in the following paragraphs.

DM 12 Criteria (a) - Proposals for development should not compromise the
delivery of wider regeneration proposals and should be consistent with the
overall spatial planning objectives for sustainable development set out in
the JCS and policy DM1.

The application proposes a scale and mix of development to regenerate Anglia
Square. The regeneration scheme is residential led, it is proposed that a new
residential community will form an essential part of a new mixed-use quarter. The
quantum of residential development proposed is the level the applicant indicates is
necessary for the whole regeneration scheme to be viable. In terms of criteria a)
of DM12, the case that is made is that the proposed level of housing is essential to
deliver the regeneration of the site and the wider northern city centre.

DM12 criteria (b) - Proposals should have no detrimental impacts upon the
character and amenity of the surrounding area (including open space and
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designated and locally identified natural environmental and heritage assets)
which cannot be resolved by the imposition of condition.

These matters are considered in detail in other sections of the report.

DM12 criteria (c) - Proposals should contribute to achieving a diverse mix of
uses within the locality, taking account of individual site proposals in the
Site allocations plan, other relevant development plan documents.

The proposed development includes a wide mix of uses, providing flexible ground
floor space for community uses, retail and other towncentre uses. These uses are
addressed in Main issue 5 of the report.

DM12 criteria (d) - Proposals should provide for a mix of dwellings, in terms
of size, type and tenure including (where the size and configuration of the
site makes this practicable and feasible) a proportion of family housing and
flats to meet the needs of the community. The mix will be based on the
findings of the Housing Needs Assessment or subsequent assessments.

Except for 11 houses on the northern Edward Street site, the scheme consists
entirely of flats. The mix includes predominantly 1 and 2 bed flats with a small
number of 3 bed flats and duplexes (17 x duplexes within detailed element). A
duplex comprises a flat on two floors connected by inner staircase. Table X on
page X provide details for each block. The table below shows the proposed range
of market housing types included within the detailed part of the application and the
indicative range for the whole site covered by the hybrid application (again, for
market housing).

Type

1 bed

2 bed 3 person

2 bed 4 person

3 bed

Detailed

35.1%

12.5%

48%

4.3%

Hybrid

41.5%

11.8%

43.8%

2.83%

309.

310.

All flats would meet or exceed nationally prescribed space standards. Within the
detailed parts of the proposal, flats vary both in size and internal layout. Ground
floor flats and those at podium levels have independent front doors and private
landscaped frontages. These variations help in creating a mix of typology and
choice. Notwithstanding this, given the number of units proposed, this still
represents a narrow mix of both dwelling size and type. Objections to this
application have raised concerns that the mix of dwelling type is too narrow and
that this concentration of flats will neither promote a mixed and balanced
community nor meet the needs of, or result in cohesion with, the existing
community.

The 2021 Local Housing Needs Assessment (LHNA) examines property size and
tenure issues in Norwich for the period 2018-38. The LHNA indicates that, of the
predicted need for market housing arising from the city council area (6768
dwellings), approximately 25% (1689 dwellings) is predicted to be for 1 and 2+
bedroom flats and 37% (2539) for 1- and 2-bedroom properties. The proposed
number of market dwellings within the Anglia Square development (954- 990)
therefore has the scope to meet approximately 59% of the need for 1- and 2-
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312.

313.

bedroom flats in a single location and 37% of the need for 1- and 2-bedroom
properties of all kinds. Based on this evidence there is a substantial future need
for dwellings of the size proposed and the quantum potentially deliverable on this
site would make a sizeable contribution to meeting this need.

In terms of dwelling type, the proposed range is likely to limit to some degree the
number and size of families who could be satisfactorily accommodated on the site.
DM12 acknowledges that the size and configuration of certain sites can influence
the practicality and feasibility of including family houses. In the case of Anglia
Square, the site is both within Norwich city centre and forms part of a large district
centre. In order for the role of the centre to be safeguarded, a policy compliant
redevelopment needs to include a significant quantum of floorspace at ground
floor level for town centre uses and to ensure that adequate provision is made for
the commercial delivery and servicing needs. The site is surrounded by roads, of
which St Crispins Road and Pitt Street form part of the strategic network. All the
surrounding roads carry city centre traffic levels. These factors limit the practicality
and suitability of significant proportions of the site for ground floor residential uses
particularly for larger family houses. Notwithstanding this, the hybrid part of the
application includes less commercial floor space than the detailed part of the site
and includes the scope for residential frontages away from the site edges and
where environmental conditions would be much improved. These locations would
be suitable for a townhouse typology and/or a greater proportion of duplexes. The
proposed development approach relies on the main site being divided into 10
development parcels (A, D, E/EF, F, G, H, J, J3, K/L and M) and distribution of the
housing number across these parcels. If it is accepted that a significant quantum
of dwellings is required to make the development viable, and to optimise the
capacity of a brownfield city centre site, then the scope to include conventional
housing on this site becomes highly limited. However, larger 4 person+ units and
duplexes are compatible with this approach, offering family sized accommodation
and scope for enlivening the character and function of the development at street
level. The ‘all residential’ outline blocks offer good opportunity for duplexes.

Although the proportion of traditional family houses may be low the development
is nevertheless likely to support a range of households. The new residential
quarter is likely to be attractive to young families, couples, singles, sharers and
downsizers.

The socio-economic chapter of the ES includes an assessment of the
characteristics of this part of the city in terms of demography and housing. The
census data for the locality (local impact area — see Appendix 7 indicates a high
proportion of young adults live in this part of the city and an average household
size lower than the Norwich average (1.8 persons per household in comparison to
2.1). On this basis, in terms of age profile and household size the proposed
development may share some similar characteristics with existing resident
households in this part of the city.

Tenure Mix (including Affordable housing)

314.

The development will include both privately owned and rented dwellings.
Furthermore, the development will include social rented and intermediate
properties.
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322.

JCS 4 requires all major housing development to include a proportion of affordable
housing of an appropriate tenure mix. At the time the JCS was adopted the target
proportion for housing schemes of the scale of Anglia Square was set at 33% with
approximately 85% social rent and 15% intermediate tenures. The policy has
always allowed for this figure to be reduced to reflect the impact delivering
affordable housing can have upon development viability.

Draft GNLP Policy 5 is based on the most up to date local housing information
(Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2017), the Greater Norwich Viability
Study (2019) and the Greater Norwich Local Housing Needs Assessment (2021)).
GNLP 5 requires maijor residential development proposals to provide 33%
affordable housing across the plan area, except in Norwich City Centre where the
requirement is at least 28%. GNLP 5 also allows for reductions in the provision of
affordable housing on brownfields sites through a viability appraisal at the
decision-making stage.

Until the adoption of the GNLP, the JCS remains the adopted development plan
and as such the affordable housing requirements set out in JCS4 should continue
to be afforded full weight.

Text supporting the policy states that the most recent viability study findings
conclude that centrally located brownfield sites which have higher development
costs which affect viability, are generally able to provide 28% affordable housing.
It is further stated, as national planning guidance makes it clear that where
applicants can demonstrate particular circumstances that justify the need for a
viability assessment at the planning application stage, the policy provides some
flexibility on this point for brownfield sites where exceptional costs are more likely.

Paragraph 65 of the NPPF states planning decisions for major development
involving the provision of housing should expect at least 10% of the homes to be
available for affordable home ownership.

Current national planning policy guidance provides an incentive for the developers
of brownfield sites containing vacant buildings through a mechanism referred to as
the ‘Vacant Building Credit’. Where a vacant building is brought back into any
lawful use or is demolished to be replaced by a new building, the guidance
indicates that local planning authority should offer a financial credit to the
developer equivalent to the existing gross floorspace of relevant vacant buildings
when any affordable housing contribution is calculated. The Norwich Affordable
Housing Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) sets out the vacant building
calculation.

The proposal includes the demolition of substantial vacant buildings and applying
the credit in accordance with the SPD has the effect of reducing the policy
compliant affordable level for the proposed development to 22.6% against JCS 4
policy requirements (equivalent to 248 dwellings) (or 19.2% against GNLP 5
equivalent to 209 dwellings). Both JCS 4 and emerging GNLP 5 allow for the
viable level of affordable housing to be determined at planning application stage
having regard to specific site circumstances and evidence of exceptional costs.

The application proposes a minimum of 10% affordable dwellings - tenure split
85:15 social rent: intermediate product. The submitted application documents
include an Affordable Housing Statement setting out the affordable housing
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proposal in terms of dwelling size, type, location and tenure. The proposed level of
affordable housing is below both JCS and GNLP policy compliance levels and a
Viability Report has been submitted setting out the financial justification for the
reduced number proposed. The issue of development viability is considered in
detail in Main issue 2 of this report. However, the case made in the Viability
Assessment is that development is not commercially viable with policy compliant
affordable housing provision (22.6%) and the 10% level proposed is only
achievable with the specified level of public subsidy via Housing Investment Fund
and CIL Exceptional Circumstances Relief. The independent viability review
carried out on behalf of the council, has confirmed 10% to be the viable level of
affordable housing and indeed at this level development profit is low in terms of
national and local policy guidance terms. As referenced in paragraph 239 the
best-case scenario forecasts produce profit levels of 9.1% (CJ) and 13.7% (AY)
compared to the 15-20% range referred to in Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).
The proposed S106 viability review mechanism is designed to secure additional
affordable housing provision in the event of the viability position improving.

The detailed part of the application includes affordable housing provision in
blocks B, C and K/L. This provision includes 11 x 2 bed houses, 61 x 1-bedroom
flats and 2 x 2-bedroom flats, of which 58 would be for social rent and 16 for
shared ownership. Block B and C are proposed as part of phase 1 of the
development to be delivered 2023- 2025 and block K/L in phase 2, which will be
delivered 2025 — 2026. It is proposed that the remaining tranche of affordable
provision would be in block E in phase 4. Depending on the overall dwelling total
for the development, between 32- 36 dwellings would be delivered in this phase,
all for social rent.

The council’s development strategy manager has advised that the housing and
tenure mix largely meets need in this area of the city. The current affordable
housing need in this area is for one-bedroom flats, two-bedroom houses and
larger family homes (four or more bedroom). Of the total number of affordable
dwellings required in Norwich across the plan period 2018-2038, 6768 in total,
there is a need for 1451, 1x bed dwellings. The housing options manager has
confirmed that there is an ongoing and overwhelming need for one-bedroom
properties in the centre/north area and any development of this scale will assist in
this need being met. Currently there are 2017 applicants on the council’s Choice-
based Lettings (Home Options) register requiring a social rent, one bedroom
property. Of these, 663 are single people or couples registered in the NR3
postcode area.

The council’s development strategy manager has advised that the Local Housing
Needs Assessment (LHNA) has shown a change in tenure requirements from the
2017 strategic housing market assessment, with a greater need for low-cost home
ownership. However, given the proposed 10% level of provision he supports
affordable housing provision being focused on social rented dwellings to meet the
greatest need. He advises that it is justified to retain the JCS4 tenure split for the
affordable housing of 85% social rented dwellings and 15% intermediate tenure,
most likely to be delivered as low-cost home ownership to meet the identified
need. Furthermore, on the basis of this evidence it is not considered appropriate
for the requirement of paragraph 65 of the NPPF to be met. This requires for at
least 10% of the total number of proposed homes to be available for affordable
home ownership (1100, 10%=110). The effect of doing so would be that all the
affordable provision on the site would be for affordable home ownership. This
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would significantly prejudice the ability to meet identified housing need which
remains predominantly for rented homes. The council’s development strategy
manager welcomes delivery of the majority of the affordable housing in the earlier
phases of the scheme.

In terms of DM12 the proposal provides for a viable tenure mix. Affordable
dwellings are shown distributed across the development in four locations. The
financial justification for the level of affordable housing provision is discussed in
Main Issue 2 but notwithstanding the shortfall in provision against policy
requirements, the council’s development manager has confirmed that the
proposed affordable dwellings in terms of number, type and tenure will make a
significant contribution to meet housing need in this part of the city and that given
that 43% of the provision is being made in phase 1 and 26% in phase 2 a
significant proportion of the social housing would be available in the earlier
phases of delivery. The Council will secure this delivery through the S106
agreement to ensure the affordable housing comes forward early in the
construction process.

DM12 Criteria (e) - Proposals should achieve a density in keeping with the
existing character and function of the area, taking account of the
significance of heritage assets where relevant and the proximity to local
services, and/or public transport routes.

The proposed residential density of this development of the main site (excluding
development parcels B and C) is approximately 248 dwellings per hectare (1054
dwellings/4.25Ha). This density is high and would exceed that of any other
residential scheme elsewhere within the city.

The NPPF advocates that developments make optimal use of sites and that where
appropriate seek a significant uplift in the average densities for residential
development. Sustainable locations i.e., city centres and areas well served by
public transport, are recognised as providing the optimal potential for achieving
higher densities. Paragraph 124 of the NPPF relates to achieving appropriate
densities. It is stated that decision making should support development that makes
efficient use of land, taking into account the following:

(a) the identified need for different types of housing and other forms of
development, and the availability of land suitable for accommodating it;

(b) local market conditions and viability;

(c) the availability and capacity of infrastructure and services — both existing and
proposed — as well as their potential for further improvement and the scope to
promote sustainable travel modes that limit future car use;

(d) the desirability of maintaining an area’s prevailing character and setting
(including residential gardens), or of promoting regeneration and change; and

(e) the importance of securing well-designed, attractive and healthy places

Both Local Plan policies DM12 and DM3 recognise that, where density is
excessive, this can have significant and harmful implications for historic assets, for
the character and function of an area and for the quality of the development as a
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place to live. DM12 states that proposals “should achieve a density in keeping with
the existing character and function of the area, taking account of the significance
of heritage assets where relevant and the proximity to local services, and/or public
transport routes...In the city centre, within and adjoining district and local centres
and in other locations of high accessibility higher densities will be accepted taking
account of identified housing needs and the need to protect character, local
distinctiveness and heritage significance”.

The proposed scale of residential development seeks to make the very best use of
a city centre location and to establish a substantial new community in a location
where residents will enjoy easy sustainable access to employment and a broad
range of services and facilities. Given the location, function and accessibility of
this site there is a strong case for optimising residential density to at least that
typical of other city centre sites. The applicants have sought to demonstrate that
the form and density of development proposed is justified on all grounds but have
also advised that the number of dwellings proposed is necessary to make
development viable. The implications of the number of dwellings/density on the
design, heritage impact and amenity levels is assessed in the other sections of the
report and in the conclusion.

DM12 Criteria (f) - For all proposals involving the construction of 10 or more
dwellings, at least 10% of those dwellings will be built to Lifetime Homes
standard (or equivalent).

The Design and Access Statement confirms that at least 10% of the dwellings will
be built to meet 2015 Building Regulations M4(2) for accessible and adaptable
dwellings (replaces the Lifetime Homes standard). Like Lifetime Homes, regulation
M4(2) requires dwellings to be accessible, to meet differing needs, including for
some elderly or disabled people, and to allow adaptation of the dwelling to meet
the changing needs of the occupants over time. The provision of a minimum of
120 homes meeting this standard will support a mixed and inclusive community.

issue 5 Proposed Retail and other Town Centre Uses

Key policies and NPPF paragraphs: JCS 11, JCS19, DM18, DM20, DM21 and
NPPF paragraphs 85-91

The site lies within and forms an integral part of the Anglia Square, Magdalen
Street and St Augustine’s Street Large District Centre. JCS 19 identifies Anglia
Square as one of two Large District Centres within the city centre (the other being
Riverside). These centres are second tier shopping areas within the JCS defined
retail hierarchy, one level below Norwich City Centre’s defined primary and
secondary retail areas. Large District Centres are intended to serve a wider than
local function, the principal catchment area for Anglia Square being defined as
including Norwich’s northern suburbs and extending out as far as the outer ring
road.

The adopted Norwich Local Plan (2014) carries forward the Large District Centre
designation, identifying it on the Policies Map. Policy DM18 relates to retail, leisure
and other main town centre uses in centres and policy DM20 manages change in
primary and secondary retail areas and large district centres. The Local Plan
policies are supplemented by the ‘Main town centre uses and retail frontages
Supplementary Planning Document’ (SPD) (December 2014). The SPD sets out a
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number of requirements for planning applications, that seek to maintain and
support the viability of the Large District Centre, including seeking to maintain a
minimum of 60% of the defined retail frontage in retail use; and supporting the
further expansion of hospitality uses supporting the evening economy
complementary to main town centre uses, and community uses.

JCS 11 and the Northern City Centre Area Action plan (NCCAAP) identified Anglia
Square as a location for retail growth, specifically for convenience goods.
NCCAAP Policy AS2, now expired, imposed a requirement for a new food store of
3600sgm and planning applications approved in 2013 included substantial new
retail space in this location. These developments have not come forward and
there has been evidence for some time that food store developments of the
previously planned scale are no longer being pursued by supermarket operators.
However, the objective of improving the function of this Large District Centre
remains. The Anglia Square Policy Guidance Note (PGN) (2017) states that
currently Anglia Square ‘lacks the diversity of uses required to fulfil its role as the
focus of the Large District Centre and has limited capacity to serve the day-to-day
convenience shopping needs of the local community. There is significant scope to
improve the quality and mix of the existing retail offer to not only better suit local
needs, but to create a new destination retail and leisure location for the city’.

As part of the preparation of the Greater Norwich Local Plan a number of studies
have been commissioned. A health check of the centre carried out as part of the
Greater Norwich Employment, Town Centre and Retail Study (GVA 2017)
indicates:

‘the 1970s purpose built shopping centre is aesthetically unpleasing and performs
a retail function which is little more than functional, but positively does benefit from
some reasonably sized units. The ‘anchor’ stores to the centre are relatively poor,
although reflective of the offer of this part of the centre as a focus for
discount/value retailing’. The GVA study, carried out to inform the strategic
direction of retail policies in the emerging Greater Norwich Local Plan, makes a
number of recommendations in relation to the Anglia Square, Magdalen Street
and St Augustine’s Street Large District Centre:

City Council should seek to progress the redevelopment of Anglia Square Large
District Centre.

e Redevelopment should continue to incorporate retail floorspace at ground floor
level, in order to ensure that local residents’ day to day shopping needs can be
met. This should include units of a mixture of floorplate sizes, including larger
units to enable current national retailers such as Iceland, Poundland and
Poundstretcher to continue to have a trading presence in the centre, alongside
smaller units for more specialist operators.

e Although the Retail Study has identified no quantitative need for additional
convenience goods retail floorspace to serve the Norwich urban area, there is
an opportunity for qualitative improvements to the convenience goods retail
offer in Anglia Square/Magdalen Street district centre, owing to the current
limited facilities for local resident.

e Provision of a cinema should be retained if possible.
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e A comprehensive programme of public realm improvements to Anglia
Square/Magdalen Street district centre should be progressed.

In 2020 a further study was commissioned to update the Town Centre and Retail
Study in response to Brexit and Covid-19 impacts and changes to the planning
system particularly in relation to the amalgamation of uses classes into Class E.
This study included a review of existing retail related policies including Local Plan
policies DM18, 20 and 21. In relation to DM20 which relates to large district
centres, the study recommended a move towards qualitative assessment factors,
focusing upon the character of proposed uses, contribution to active frontages and
the overall health of the centre.

In terms of GNLP0506 the policy draft includes several references to the role of
Anglia Square as an LDC. These include future redevelopment of the site allowing
for a balanced mix of uses to support the LDC, including residential, student
accommodation, retail, leisure offices, flexible workspace, hotel, leisure, hospitality
uses and community facilities. Policy criteria 3) makes specific reference to
development including a significantly improved quality of retail/leisure offer
providing a continuous active frontage between Magdalen Street and St
Augustines Street.

The application proposes the phased demolition and redevelopment of the entirety
of the existing shopping centre. The centre, currently used for a variety of uses
within the Class E town centre use class and sui generis uses (nail bar /
bookmakers/car sales), would be demolished and replaced with up to 8,000 sqm
Net Internal Area (NIA) flexible retail, commercial and other non-residential
floorspace including a Community Hub.

The table below sets out existing floorspace figures for different categories of use.
The sui-generis figure includes the large unit within the square currently used for
car sales and car wash use on Pitt Street. The vacant figure includes the former
cinema and nightclub. Excluding these figures and focusing on existing active
town centre uses, the current floorspace figures equates to 10,075sgm Gross
Internal Area (GIA).

Use class Existing sq.m Gross Internal Area (GIA)
Class E (a) — Convenience retail 1568

Class E (a) — Comparison retail 7334

Class E (a) - Retail services 219

(hairdressers, opticians)

Class E — Leisure services 338

Sui Generis 4196

Vacant 3772

Class E (g)(ii) - Offices 16,161

Retail, leisure and office uses are defined by the NPPF as main town centre uses.
Developments involving these uses (with the exception of offices) are subject to
Policy DM18 and Policy DM20. Policy DM18 is supportive of main town centre
uses within Large District Centres where their scale is appropriate to the centre’s
position in the hierarchy set out in JCS19 and does not exceed the indicative floor
spaces set out in appendix 4 of the Local Plan. Appendix 4 sets no specific
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thresholds for maximum floorspace for individual units within Large District

Centres.

342. In policy terms, given the Large District Centre designation, the re-provision of
floorspace (including large format units) for main town centre uses is acceptable
and positively supported. Indeed, the significant permanent loss of retail
floorspace in this location would potentially undermine the ability of the centre to
serve a district centre function and would be resisted on policy grounds.

343. A ‘Commercial Strategy and Town Centres uses Report’ has been submitted with
the planning application. This document sets out the applicant’s vision for the
Anglia Square development as being to ‘deliver a successful, appropriately scaled
shopping and multi-purpose environment for the Large District Centre. Importantly,
the scheme will provide a draw beyond ‘low value’ retail and introduce a range of
other facilities and attractions not currently found locally, providing an enhanced
offer and experience for local shoppers and other visitors to the northern part of
the City Centre’. It is stated that the new accommodation will be better suited to
the needs of tenants than is presently available, providing improved space for
existing (retained) tenants and attracting a broader mix of new ones thus having a
positive effect on nearly businesses and ensuring the scheme’s anchor role within
the Large District centre.

344. The table below sets out proposed non-residential floorspace in each block.

Use Class Blocks Total Proposed | Notes

floorspace (sqm

Net Internal

Area (NIA))
Class E(a-g) plus Sui- Block A 1,151sgm Scope for a
generis (drinking large format
establishments with store of 752
expanded food provision / sgm (NIA)
book makers / nail bars / dry
cleaners)
Class E(a-g) plus Sui- Block M 586sgm Scope for large
generis (drinking format of
establishments with 503sgm for a
expanded food provision / new Foodstore
book makers / nail bars / dry
cleaners)
Class E(a-g) plus Sui- Block KL | 3070sgm Scope for 2 x
generis (drinking (including a large format
establishments with 477sgm stores of
expanded food provision / mezzanine) 765sgm and
book makers / nail bars / dry 580-1sgm
cleaners)
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Use Class Blocks Total Proposed | Notes
floorspace (sqm
Net Internal
Area (NIA))

Class E(a-g) plus Sui- J3 401 sgm

generis (drinking

establishments with

expanded food provision /

book makers / nail bars / dry

cleaners)

Class F2 (b) Block D 697sgm Community
hub/community
hall

Sui generis Block A 50sgm Public toilets

Total for detailed element 5906sgm

Outline - Class E (a-g) plus | Blocks E-J | Up to 2094sqm

Sui-generis (drinking

establishments with

expanded food provision /

book makers / nail bars / dry

cleaners)

The proposed detailed floor plans submitted for blocks A, D, M, K/L and J3 include
a total 5906sgm (NIA) of floorspace for flexible commercial/community uses (74%
of the proposed total). The above table shows distribution and scope for large
format units. The detailed ground floor plans indicate the commercial floorspace
subdivided into 23 units. However, to some extent this is illustrative as the
applicant is seeking flexibility for the use and size of individual units to be
determined based on actual tenant/market interest at the time the floorspace for
each block becomes available. However, the applicant has confirmed that the four
large format units set out in the above table are firm proposals. The large format
units within Blocks A and K/L would be of a suitable size to provide relocation
options for Iceland, Poundland, Boots and / or other existing tenants. The large
format store in Block M is designed to attract a new food retailer to the centre. The
remaining 2553 sqm of floorspace in those blocks would be available for
subdivision into a range of small-medium format units.

In terms of the outline blocks, the land use parameter plans show commercial
frontages to parts of blocks E, E/F, F, H and J and the Planning Statement
indicates this would allow for up to 2094 sgm (NIA) of floorspace for flexible
commercial/community uses to come forward as part of reserved matters
applications. The parameter plans indicate that most of this floorspace would front
Anglia Square and the E-W route crossing the site. Two further commercial units
are shown on the Pitt Street frontage and on the corner fronting the St Crispins
roundabout.
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The ‘Commercial Strategy Report’ describes how other aspects of the proposal
will further support the functioning of the district centre. These include the
inclusion of community facilities within the community hub building (Block D);
provision of a public house, provision of a four storey multi-purpose commercial
building at the Magdalen Street gateway into the site and the re-provision of an
improved multi-functional public square.

In relation to community facilities, it is proposed that these would be provided in
Block D, referred to as the Community Hub. The facilities would include two
elements: a community hub and a community space. The community space would
be at the north end of Block D and comprise of a ground floor space of
approximately 146 sgm Net Internal Area (NIA) available for hire by new residents,
members of the existing community and local groups and societies. The
community hub (550sgm NIA) would occupy the ground floor and part of first floor
of the southern end of Block D and is proposed as a mixed-use space. A
significant element of the community hub would be a management suite for the
development, to oversee the management of the new residential community and
to act as a central location where all parcel deliveries would be delivered.
Residents would collect parcels from the community hub. Given the role of the hub
it is anticipated that this building will be busy with comings and goings and provide
opportunities for residents to interact and meet. It is also envisaged that the hub
will include social spaces which would be available to all (including the wider
community). The delivery and fit out of the community facilities will be secured
through the S106 agreement. A public house (with expanded food facility) is
proposed to create an additional focal point within the development — it is
anticipated that this would front the central public square. A four-storey
commercial building is proposed as part of block K/L. This building is proposed in
the approximate historic location of ‘Stump Cross’ on Magdalen Street. This
building would provide scope for independent commercial uses on each floor. A
redeveloped public square is proposed in the same location of the existing square.
It is proposed that the square would be enlarged and that a canopy would extend
over appropriately one third of the space. The Landscape Strategy describes the
square as the ‘Civic Heart’ of the development acting as an adaptable community
space with the scope for pop-up leisure uses, temporary markets and other
events.

The applicant has indicated agreement to a range of planning conditions and
Section 106 planning obligations:

Suggested planning conditions

Provision of the new foodstore (Block M) measuring min 559 sgm GIA within
delivery phase one

Restricting the sale of non-food goods within the new foodstore to no more
than 20% of the net sales area

Provision of the [1 no.] large format store (Block A), Community Hub,
Community Hall, and the WC / Changing Places facility within delivery
phase one

Provision of the [2 no.] large format stores (Block K/L) within delivery phase
two
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Suggested planning conditions

Restricting the primary use of the 3 no. large format stores (in Blocks A and
K/L) to Class E(a) retail

Limiting the provision of Sui Generis drinking establishments with expanded
food provision, bookmakers and/or nail bars within the entire scheme to no
more than 550 sgqm NIA (611 sgm GIA), of which no more than 250 sgm NIA
(278 sgm GIA) shall be used as bookmakers

Provision of no less than 200 sqm GIA of floorspace for Class E(b) food and
drink or Sui Generis drinking establishments with expanded food provision

Limiting the provision of Sui Generis dry cleaners within the entire scheme
to no more than 150 sqm NIA (167 sgm GIA)

It should be noted that 6) in the table above is in part sought by the applicant to
allow for the retention of existing sui-generis tenants - i.e currently on the site:
existing nail bar at 76 sqm and existing bookmakers at 276sqm. Furthermore, 8) is
sought to allow for the flexibility for a dry-cleaning service on the site that does not
exist presently.

The applicant has agreed to S106 Obligations in relation to (i) specification and fit-
out of the community hub and community space and the agreement of a detailed
management plan, (ii) an Anglia Square Management Plan, which would set out
arrangements for managing the impact of the redevelopment on existing tenants
and (iii) a public realm plan - setting out how the public realm will be delivered,
managed and maintained for use by the public.

In terms of assessing the acceptability of the changes to this part of the large
district centre there are several policy considerations:

(1) Whether the proposed amount, mix and format of floorspace is sufficient to
support the role and health of the district centre for the existing and new
community.

(2) Impact of the changes on the existing tenants of the centre.

(3) Whether the planning conditions and obligations proposed by the applicant
are sufficient to allow for the flexibility sought.

In relation to (1) - the amount of proposed replacement floorspace for
commercial/non-residential uses represents a reduction compared to existing
levels. If the shopping centre is looked at in isolation of existing vacant floorspace
and Pitt Street premises and floorspace being used for not typical town centre
uses (i.e., car sales) then the amount of new floor space is around 11% lower

(- 1186sgm GIA) than existing. If all the existing floorspace is included, the
reduction is more significant at around 49% (- 8526sqgm GIA). The applicant has
indicated the existing centre is not fit for purpose and that replacing existing
amounts of floorspace is not a viable or sustainable option, pointing to structural
changes in the retail and leisure markets both pre and post Covid 19 pandemic.
They indicate that these changes have substantially impacted on the demand and
value of retail, office, and leisure floorspace both in city centres and secondary
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retail locations. The applicant indicates that although existing vacancy levels
within the core of the shopping centre are low, this reflects rents being maintained
at an appropriate level for a site awaiting redevelopment (i.e., below market rent
reflecting a short notice period to allow vacant possession).

The application proposes that the new commercial units would meet
modern/future needs for businesses and be focused on the Magdalen Street
frontage, around the redeveloped Anglia Square and along the frontage of the
new East-West route which would link Magdalen Street to St Augustines Street.
This would largely maintain a similar length of active frontage to the existing
arrangement and create a substantially commercial thoroughfare through the site.
Fewer larger format units are proposed than exist at present. The 2017 GVA
assessment highlighted the importance of redevelopment including a mixture of
floorplate sizes, including larger units to enable current national retailers such as
Iceland to continue to have a trading presence in the centre, alongside smaller
units for more specialist operators. In response the applicant has confirmed they
are in dialogue with existing retailers about the plans and indicated a commitment
to the provision of 4 x large format units for Class E(a) retail use.

The role played by the existing shopping centre within the wider Large District
Centre (LDC) is an important one. The retail offer provided by both national and
independent shops, although limited, meets a day-to-day shopping need and the
provision is valued by the local community. The shopping square is often busy and
is well used for local events and performances. The presence of national retailers
within the square supports the anchor role played by the centre for the wider LDC.
However, the GVA health check highlighted the limitations of the centre, in
particular the current appearance/poor aesthetic appeal, limited supermarket
provision and the overall retail function which is little more than functional. The
proposed reduction in the amount of floorspace on the site will result in the
permanent displacement of some of the existing tenants and some may choose
not to stay. However, in considering the redevelopment of the site it is necessary
to take account of the significant changes in the retail and leisure sectors over
recent years and the long-term viability of commercial floorspace.

The NPPF rightly recognises the role town centres play at the heart of local
communities but also requires planning policies and decisions to allow centres to
diversify in a way that allows them to respond to rapid changes in the retail and
leisure industries. The NPPF highlights the role residential development can play
in supporting the vitality of centres. What is proposed as part of the proposed
redevelopment of Anglia Square will result in the qualitative improvement of the
commercial floorspace and of the public realm spaces. There is the scope for
existing large national retailers to stay along with smaller scale tenants. Extending
food retailing provision and broadening facilities on the site to include community
uses and a public house/restaurant use would allow the role of the centre to be
diversified and for activity to continue into the evening. The flexibility of uses
sought — uses within classes E, F1 and F2 — allows for a wide range of
commercial, business, service, local community and learning uses. Conditions 1, 2
and 5 (table) will ensure that retail remains a main focus of the main shopping
square. Significantly, the creation of a sizeable residential community on the site
will increase the demand for convenience shopping and other day to day services.
This increased demand for shopping and services, footfall and expenditure will
significantly benefit the long-term role and viability of the whole of the large district
centre.
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(2) Impact of the changes on the existing tenants of the centre.

The development will result in both short- and long-term impacts on existing
tenants. The scale and duration (8 years) of the demolition and construction
phases will impact on the functioning of the centre and the development once
complete will provides less commercial floorspace than at present. DM17 seeks to
protect small and medium scale business premises, which would include
minimising the impact upon them during redevelopment. To this end, the applicant
has indicated that they will seek to ensure that the shopping centre performs as
well as possible and continues to serve the local community over this period. It is
proposed that the site is developed in phases, allowing for parts of the site to
continue to operate and for new floorspace developed in earlier phases to be
available to key tenants displaced in later phases. Public access to premises
remaining open will be maintained and detailed arrangements including signage
will be set out in a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) which
would be a condition of approval. The applicant has indicated that as many of the
existing businesses as possible would remain open and accessible during the
construction period and in that regard, they have agreed to a Section 106
requirement which would obligate them to engage and support the scheme’s
tenants throughout the period of disruption. Furthermore, on the recommendation
of the city council’s Economic Development Manager the S106 also requires the
developer to fund access to independent business advice via a local enterprise
agency. This would provide tenants with practical advice over
relocation/alternative premises as well as potential business adaptation to take
advantage of new short and longer terms opportunities resulting from the
development.

These measures should assist in ensuring that centre continues to be available to
shoppers throughout the construction period. The provision of a new food store in
phase 1 will ensure that from early on in the development, improved provision is
made for day-to-day shopping needs. However, it is important to recognise that
the development will have a direct impact on all the existing business on the site
and that this impact for some tenants will be immediate. It is hoped that a
significant proportion will remain and be relocated in the new centre. But a
proportion will not, either because they are displayed by the early phases of
development at a point where no alternative accommodation can be provided or
because the scheme in the longer term does not provide suitable accommodation.
All the existing tenants will be aware of this risk as the redevelopment of this site
has been planned and publicised for many years. Continued uncertainty regarding
the centre is not favourable to businesses being able to plan and make investment
decisions. However, the impact will none the less be significant for these
businesses and the Anglia Square Management Plan will be important in
managing this impact.

(3) Whether the planning conditions and obligations proposed by the
applicant are sufficient to allow for the flexibility sought.

The applicant has proposed several planning conditions in relation to the
proposed new centre. These are designed to control the balance of uses in the
centre (paragraph 350). In addition to these conditions the following controls are
also recommended to be secured via planning condition.
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¢ Reserved matters for blocks G, H and E to include a minimum amount of
floorspace for commercial uses:
Block G — min 420sgm GIA on the Anglia Square/Botolph Street frontage;
Block H — min 360sgm GIA on Anglia Square frontage + min of 160sgm GIA on
Botolph Street frontage;
Block E — min 80 sgm GIA on Botolph Street frontage

e Provision of at least 10 x ground floor units of 70 -100sgm GIA to support the
continued role that small scale/independent retail/services play within the
square.

360. In addition to the S106 requirements already discussed, the Public Access
Obligation in the S106 agreement will secure access to the main public realm
areas and streets and require management arrangements to foster the uses of
these spaces as social and civic spaces that are accessible to the public without
restriction. The provision and management of the community hub is also included
as a S106 requirement - to ensure provision includes a mix of uses which will
deliver a community benefit including promoting social cohesion. The Sustainable
Communities Strategy, a further S106 requirement seeks to ensure that Anglia
Square continues to be promoted as a community space for events and activities.

361. On the basis of the above the proposed mix and quantum of town centre
floorspace will support the role and health of the large district centre and be
complementary to the function of Norwich city centre. Subject to the planning
conditions and S106 requirements proposed the proposal accords with policies
JCS 11, 19, DM18, DM20 and the NPPF

Main issue 6 Socio— economic considerations
362. Key policies and NPPF paragraphs: JCS 7,11 DM1and NPPF paragraph 7-10

363. As referred to in Main issue 1 a key objective of JCS 11 is to achieve the physical
and social regeneration of Anglia Square and the wider northern city centre. The
Anglia Square Policy Guidance Note (PGN) describes the northern city centre
area as one of the most ethnically and culturally diverse parts of the city, with
distinctive local shopping and leisure facilities and a vibrant local community and
is a growing location for artists and small start-up businesses. It is important that
development of this site recognises these qualities. However, this part of the city
also faces a number of challenges, and these were referred to in paragraph 203 of
the report. These challenges in relation to deprivation, health, housing, and crime
all strengthen the case for redevelopment in this part of the city which will deliver
meaningful physical, social and economic benefits.

364. JCS 7 requires all development to maintain or enhance the quality of life and the
well-being of communities, promote equality and diversity, and protect and
strengthen community cohesion. DM1 recognises this as a principle of sustainable
development along with enhancing and extending opportunities for employment
and education, protecting the natural and built environment and combating climate
change.

365. The Environmental Statement (ES) submitted with the planning application
includes an assessment of the socio-economic impacts of the proposed
development. The assessment looks at impact relative to a baseline position in
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terms of the demographic and economic profile of the local population, supply of
housing, provision of education, healthcare facilities and community facilities
including open space and sport and recreation across the area surrounding the
site. The assessment examines the potential effects of the development over the
construction and operational phases.

The table below is an edited version of table 11.6 within the ES which sets out an
assessment of the impact of development (prior to mitigation). The ‘Impact area’
varies with the topic area. Most significant socio-economic effects will
predominantly be felt close to the site (local area — see Appendix 6), particularly
those in relation to education provision, healthcare, open space, sport and
recreation and community facilities. However, certain effects, particularly those
relating to housing and the economy can be felt more widely.

Topic Receptor Impact area | Duration of | Residual
impact Effect
(including
mitigation)
Construction
Effects
Employment (jobs | Local labour | Wider Medium- Moderate
created) market term, beneficial
(construction temporary
Direct: average 276 | phase)
per annum
Indirect: 280per
annum
Existing uses/ Local Labour | Local Short term Minor
employment market adverse
Operational
Effects
Employment Local labour | Local Long-term Moderate
market permanent | beneficial
Direct: 288 (operational
phase) Wider Long-term Minor
Indirect:72-186 permanent
Uplift on existing:
104(net)
Indirect:40-106
Population Existing Local/ wider | Long-term, |~
population permanent
Approx. 2321
people
Resident Local Local Long-term Moderate
expenditure economy permanent | beneficial
£21.9-36.4m
Deprivation Levels of Local/wider | Long-term Moderate-
deprivation permanent | major
beneficial
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Topic Receptor Impact area | Duration of | Residual
impact Effect
(including
mitigation)
Housing Housing Local Long-term, Moderate to
targets/ permanent | major
Up to 1100 housing need beneficial
dwellings Wider Long-term, Moderate
permanent | beneficial
Crime Residents’ Local Long-term, | Moderate
safety permanent | beneficial
Education early Pupil and Local Long-term Negligible
years, school permanent
primary/secondary | capacity
Healthcare Capacity of Local Long-term Negligible
local services permanent
Community Provision of Local/wider | Long-term Minor
facilities community permanent | beneficial
facilities
Community Existing Local Long term Minor
Cohesion population permanent | beneficial
Open-space, sport | Provision of Local Long-term Minor
and recreation open-space permanent | beneficial
and facilities

It is predicted that there will be direct local benefits associated with job creation,
new housing and improved community facilities and open space. Significantly it is
predicted that these benefits have the potential to have a moderate — major
beneficial impact on levels of deprivation within this part of the city. Wider / city
wide benefits are predicted in employment creation and in the improved provision
of housing. These matters are considered in detail below.

Construction employment. The proposal represents a £280million development
project. The project is of strategic scale and the largest development scheme
proposed in the city centre in the last two decades. The development will support
on-going, sustainable construction employment over four development phases
spanning an eight-year period. It is estimated that this will average 276 direct
construction jobs per annum. Weston Homes have indicated that they function as
construction contractors and have in-house project managers /directors and
quantity surveyors who oversee construction and coordination of material supplies
and different sub-contractors. But all the construction labour and trades involved in
the physical demolition and construction works are external to Weston Homes and
on each project Weston Homes go out to tender to companies that operate in the
area.

In addition, employment supported by the wage spending of construction and
supply chain workers in Norwich shops, services and other businesses is
estimated at 280 indirect and induced jobs per annum The council’s Economic
Development Manager has indicated strong support for this level of employment
generation in Norwich and indicated that the proposed scale of developer
investment will boost the city’s profile and its attractiveness to other inward
investors.
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It is predicted that the development will support on-going, sustainable construction
employment over four development phases which are expected to span an eight-
year period. It is estimated that this would represent an increase of at least 9.28
per cent in the number of construction workers in the city. In addition, the eight-
year duration of the build will enable a number of fully completed apprenticeships
to be delivered. This is particularly important as it will provide the opportunity for
local residents to benefit from training and career opportunities.

A core aim of the planning system is bringing forward development which builds a
strong economy and promoting growth which generates a wide range of jobs. The
proposed constructions will positively support the council’s objectives (JCS 5 and
DM1) of enhancing employment opportunities and supporting the construction and
business sectors.

In the event of development going ahead the applicants have indicated agreement
to a Local Employment and Skills Strategy. This will commit the developer and
sub- contractors to optimising use of the local labour supply chain and
procurement and to providing training. The eight-year construction phase offers
significant opportunities for local businesses and opportunities for local people to
gain employment and training which will have a lasting positive legacy for future
job prospects.

This level of employment creation along with the direct and indirect economic
benefits of the development for the city is of strategic significance and capable of
being given considerable weight in the planning balance.

Existing Uses/ Employment/ Existing Businesses. There are several existing
businesses located on/or close to the site which would be directly or indirectly
affected by the development and construction programme. A number of existing
tenants/ businesses/enterprises are currently located in buildings which are
proposed to be demolished and therefore will be displaced during the various
construction phases. Others are located close to the site and may be disrupted by
the demolition and construction works. The ES assesses the impact of the
development on these groups as short term/temporary but adverse.

The owners of the site have indicated the following:

(a) Artist studios in Gildengate House — This building sits within phase 3 of the
construction project but demolition is scheduled to start in phase 2. ltis
envisaged that Gildengate House will remain available for temporary use as
artist studios up to the commencement of these works, subject to agreement of
lease. Accordingly, the applicants indicate that there is scope for the artists to
remain whilst the initial phase of development comes forward, ensuring a
sufficient period for the existing tenants to find alternative accommodation. It
should be noted that vehicular access to Gildengate House is via Upper Green
Lane (entered from St Crispins Road) and egress is via the unused multi-
storey car park onto Edward Street. Phase 1 demolition would remove this
egress and this would have implications for vehicular access/parking at this
upper level.

(b) In respect of the shopping centre, this matter has been already discussed in

Main issue 5 of the report. The applicant has confirmed that existing tenants
will be given the opportunity to agree commercial terms for retail
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accommodation. Discussions are underway and the proposed phased scheme
would provide suitable unit sizes to allow for the relocation such as Boots,
Greggs and Iceland. However, the first phase of demolition will be at a point
where no new commercial accommodation is available on the site and there is
limited available ground floor vacant space. Also given the reduced amount of
commercial floorspace on the site in the long term there would not be suitable
accommodation for all tenants to be relocated. These businesses will therefore
need to seek alternative off-site premises.

In the event of planning permission being approved the applicant has indicated
agreement to an Anglia Square Management Plan. This has been referred to in
paragraph 359 of the report and is intended as a means of mitigating the impact of
the development on existing businesses /tenants. The management plan would
include arrangements for the pre-development /construction period. These
arrangements will include the developer funding access to independent business
advice /support from a local enterprise agency and ensuring where practicable
continued occupancy of buildings throughout the duration of the project.
Furthermore, the plan would also include a commitment to support businesses
remaining in the centre and in the locality - by ensuring good access, signage,
proactive marketing/events etc, and sharing of information for instance with
Magdalen Area Traders Association (amongst other things). Including mitigation,
the impact on existing uses/employment is assessed as Minor Adverse in the ES.

Operational Employment (jobs created following completion of the development
project). The precise number of jobs created within the new district centre will
depend on the end-users that occupy the scheme. However, long term benefits to
the local economy are predicted through the creation of additional jobs generated
by the new and improved retail, leisure and business facilities being built. Using
employment densities to estimate the job numbers this will generate, in gross
terms, it is estimated that 288 full time equivalent (FTE) jobs could be supported
(both part-time and full-time roles). Under the same assumptions the site currently
supports an estimated 255 jobs which equates to 184 FTE jobs. On this basis, the
net employment impact will amount to an uplift of 104 FTE jobs (+ 57%). This
could be expected to make a positive impact on local employment opportunities
for Norwich residents.

This will make a sizeable, positive impact to long term local employment
opportunities for residents living nearby and within Norwich as a whole. The
increased vitality of the centre and increase in footfall has scope to generate a
further 112 jobs in the shops, services and other businesses within the local area
and wider district centre. This impact is quantified as long term, permanent and
beneficial at both the local and city-wide levels. The council’s Economic
Development Manager has indicated strong support for this level of permanent
employment growth in Norwich. A core aim of the planning system is bringing
forward development which builds a strong economy and growth which generates
a wide range of jobs. The proposed jobs created within the redeveloped centre will
positively support the council’s objectives (JCS 5 and DM1) of enhancing
employment opportunities and supporting the business, retail, leisure and
hospitality sector.

Population — Average household size in Norwich is 2.11 people. Within the

locality of the site average household size is lower at around 1.8. Applying these
averages to the 1100 residential dwellings would result in a population growth of
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between 1,980 to 2,321. Given the high proportion of 1- bedroom units it is
reasonable that the population would be more aligned to the lower average
however the ES has taken the upper figure on the basis of ensuring that the full
potential impact of the development is assessed.

Resident Expenditure - It is estimated that the households of the 1,100 new
residential units within the development could generate total gross spend of
between £21.9-36.4 million each year. This will include expenditure on
convenience (food and drink), comparison goods (clothing and footwear and
household goods), services (hairdressers etc) as well as recreation and cultural
activities. A significant proportion of this spending is likely to be retained in the
Anglia Square, Magdalen Street and St Augustines Street Large District Centre
and within Norwich city centre. On this basis it is predicted that this expenditure
has the scope to have a long term moderate beneficial impact on the local
economy.

Housing - The ES quantifies the impact of the addition of up to 1100 dwellings to
the current housing stock as permanent, moderate beneficial across the Wider
Impact Area and a permanent, moderate to major beneficial across the Local
Impact Area.

The Local Housing Needs Assessment (LHNA) (2021) identifies an ongoing need
for new housing and the 1, 2 and 3 bed dwellings proposed would make a
substantial contribution to meeting the need for smaller dwellings over the next 8-
year period. The development would enhance the quality and quantity of housing
choice within the local market of Norwich and the 10% affordable dwellings would
boost the supply of social rented accommodation in a part of the city where there
is significant identified need.

The proposed scale of development will create a new residential quarter within the
northern city centre. In order to support the growth of this new community and
cohesion with the existing resident population the applicants have proposed a
Community Hub within Block D (Phase 1). This is proposed as a shared, publicly
accessible facility offering new facilities to the location and providing the
opportunity for all to meet and benefit. Furthermore, the applicant has indicated to
the agreement and implementation of a Sustainable Communities Strategy in
relation to the development. This strategy would seek to forge links between new
residents, commercial tenants and the existing community.

In the event of planning permission being approved the agreement of a detailed
strategy would form a S106 Obligation requirement. Examples of measures
referred to in the draft include but are not limited to: promotion of a programme of
community events including cultural events; commitment to facilitating the use of
public spaces by community groups and charities; residential management
arrangements to establishment of residents association, residents’ newsletters
and meetings which would be open to representatives from other community
groups to attend. Policy DM1 requires development to promote inclusive and
equitable communities by increasing opportunities for social interaction and
community cohesion. The Sustainable Communities Strategy will provide an
appropriate framework for supporting the achievement of these development
objectives.
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Deprivation - The location of the site displays a relatively high level of deprivation
in comparison to the surrounding area; it is located in one of the 10% most
deprived neighbourhoods in the country. JCS Spatial Objective 4 recognises the
role of regeneration in reducing deprivation. It states, ‘development and growth will
be used to bring benefits to local people, especially in deprived communities.’

Government statistics on deprivation combine data on income, employment,
education and skills, health and disability, crime, barriers to housing and living
environment. Income and employment make up 45% of the measure. A positive
change in the condition of any of these factors can reduce deprivation levels.
Furthermore, there is a strong link between places (the built environment) and
social and economic inequalities. People’s health outcomes, education,
employment prospects and well-being are significantly influenced both by people’s
socio-economic status and where they live.

The proposed development has the scope to improve access to local employment
and housing, including to social rented housing. In addition, the development will
remove severely degraded/neglected buildings and replace them with new
buildings, improved facilities and publicly accessible squares and spaces. The ES
quantifies the impact of the development on deprivation levels as permanent,
moderate to major beneficial across the Local and Wider Impact Areas.

On this basis the development positively supports the policy objectives of the JCS
and DM1 in terms of bringing benefits to local people in deprived communities.

Crime - Crime data provided by Norfolk Constabulary indicates that for the past 3
years most incidents have related to theft and criminal damage from/to business
and theft from people using the existing centre.

Studies have shown a correlation between deprivation and crime levels such that
a reduction in deprivation levels can lead to a corresponding reduction in crime
levels. Furthermore, the scheme has been designed to create wide routes through
the site and improved multifunctional public spaces. The design approach to the
streets and public spaces promotes natural surveillance and with appropriate
lighting in the evening will create a sense of safety at all times. An increase in
footfall will also act as a disincentive for crime.

The Norfolk Constabulary have recommended the adoption of 'Secured by Design
(SBD) standards and specifications across the development and ongoing liaison
with the developers through the detailed design process. The developers have
confirmed they look to achieve the SBD standards with the associated award
schemes and alongside the building regulations requirements endeavour to
provide the best possible and compliant scheme. They indicate a commitment to
working together with the Norfolk Constabulary and other stakeholders to ensure
the best possible outcome for the scheme.

Education. Norfolk County Council indicate that a development of this form and
scale will generate additional demand for school spaces at all levels. The following
additional demand is predicted:
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Educational level Children generated by the development
(1100 dwellings)
Early years 82
Infant 108
Junior 128
Secondary 122
Sixth form 13
393. The Local Education Authority indicates that figures currently show capacity in

394.

395.

396.

existing schools. At the time of writing there is a decline in both birth rate and pupil
rolls influencing the current spare capacity at Early Education, Primary, and
Secondary sectors. It is anticipated that there will be a reversal of this decline in
the foreseeable future so the County Council will monitor pupil numbers. If further
expansion is required for the schools in the area a funding claim for additional
places through CIL will be submitted as this is covered on the District Council’s
Regulation 123 list.

The ES quantifies the impact of the development on education provision in the
Local Impact Area is assessed to be permanent and negligible.

Health care — The ES contains an assessment of existing GP and healthcare
provision in the locality. It predicts the development will have a negligible impact
on health care provision. The Health Impact Assessment (HIA) indicates that the
expected population of the proposed development (around 2321) will generate
additional needs and demands for healthcare and other social infrastructure which
could have an adverse impact on health and well being if there is insufficient
capacity in existing facilities. The HIA indicates that the Commissioning Group will
need to consider how needs can be met. The HIA refers to the flexible floorspace
being provided as part of the development and its suitability for healthcare uses or
offices to accommodate supporting services.

The latest consultation response (March 2023) from the Norfolk and Waveney
Integrated Care System (ICS) states that the proposed development will have an
impact on the services of local GP practices, Acute healthcare, Mental healthcare,
Community healthcare and the Ambulance service operating within the vicinity of
the application site. The practices closest to this development and therefore the
primary healthcare services directly impacted by the proposed development are:
Prospect Medical Practice, Lawson Road Surgery, Oak Street Medical Practice,
Castle Partnership Gurney, and Magdalen Medical Practice. It is stated that the
latest demand and capacity information suggests that these practices are already
running at or above capacity, will not have the space or the resource to manage
the extra demand which a development of this size would place upon them and
would need to explore options for increasing space. It is stated that this
development would give rise to a need for improvements to capacity, which, in line
with the ICS strategic estates strategy, would primarily come from improvements
to and extension of existing infrastructure or the building of a new facility.
Furthermore, it is stated that the development will also give rise to increased
investment requirements within our acute, community and mental healthcare
settings, where the investment will be required to provide and develop functionally
suitable facilities for patients, providing the required beds and floorspace to
manage the increased demand.
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397. The response states thatin line with the Government’s presumption for the
planning system to deliver sustainable development and specific advice within the
National Planning Policy Framework and the CIL (Community Infrastructure Levy)
Regulations, which the ICS believes provides for development contributions to be
secured to mitigate a development’s impact, the ICS typically suggest that
healthcare contributions should be sought to contribute to the provision of
sustainable healthcare services in the area, particularly for the additional residents
generated by development growth. Reference is also made to JCS Policy 7.

398. The ICS have provided an estimated capital cost of additional healthcare services
arising from this proposed development as modelled using HUDU tool (London
Healthy Urban Development Unit). They seek funding to mitigate the impact of the
development across all sectors of health provision, including acute, mental health,
Intermediate and primary care (see out in table below). The total amount sought
for the detailed part of the application (353 dwellings) is £424,082. They indicate
this would be sought either through an application for CIL funding or alternatively
by a developer contribution secured by S106. Applying a similar level of tariff to
the remaining dwellings in the outline would equate to a further £897,419
(approximate).

Acute Provision Total

Total Acute Capital Cost £203,437

Mental Healthcare Provision Total

Mental Health Beds Capital Cost £29,327

Intermediate Healthcare Provision Total

Total Intermediate Capital Cost £17,294

Primary & Community Healthcare Provision Total

Primary & Community Care Capital Cost £174,024

Overall Capital Cost Calculations Total
£424,082

399. They state that the ICS Estates Workstream and partner organisations do not
have funding to support development growth; therefore, it is essential this is
resolved as a matter of priority, in order to effectively mitigate development impact
and maintain sustainable healthcare services for the local communities of
Norwich. Assuming the above concerns and requests are considered in
conjunction with the current application process, the ICS state they would not wish
to raise an objection to the proposed development.

400. In response, paragraphs 92 to 103 of the NPPF relate to the promotion of healthy
and safe communities. These paragraphs include the consideration of a wide
range of matters that contribute to achieving healthy, inclusive and safe places.
The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) (005 53-005-20190722) states that plan-
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making bodies will need to discuss their emerging strategy for development at an
early stage with NHS England, local Clinical Commissioning Groups, Health and
Wellbeing Boards, Sustainability and Transformation Partnerships/Integrated Care
Systems (depending on local context), and the implications of development on
health and care infrastructure. It is further stated that it is helpful if the Director of
Public Health is consulted on any planning applications (including at the pre-
application stage) that are likely to have a significant impact on the health and
wellbeing of the local population or particular groups within it. This would allow
them to work together on any necessary mitigation measures. A health impact
assessment is a useful tool to use where there are expected to be significant
impacts. Information gathered from this engagement will assist local planning
authorities in considering whether the identified impact(s) could be addressed
through planning conditions or obligations.

JCS 7 relates to Supporting communities. In relation to health, it states
‘Appropriate and accessible health facilities and services will be provided across
the area including through new or expanded primary health facilities serving the
major growth locations. Health Impact Assessments will be required for large-
scale housing proposals. Provision will be made for the expansion of the Norfolk
and Norwich University Hospital to meet the needs of growing communities’
Health Impact Assessments consider the effect on health and social care services
along with how the design and planning of the development supports healthy
lifestyles and related factors such as crime, social cohesion air pollution etc.

The supporting text of JCS 7 states that enhancing quality of life for existing and
new communities requires a range of agencies to work together and with
developers and that forward planning and joint working should facilitate early
provision of infrastructure to support the needs of new and growing communities.

The Norfolk Planning in Health Protocol sets out a framework of engagement to
foster a closer collaboration between local planning authorities, and other health
service organisations to plan for future growth and to promote health. The Protocol
includes arrangements for consultation on planning applications (developments of
50 dwellings or more, care homes, student accommodation and any proposal
which would lead to a significant loss of public open space). It is stated that
discussions and comments provided on all planning applications will make use of
the criteria set out in the Health and Wellbeing Checklist (Appendix 1) and that
planning officers should make developers aware of this checklist. The checklist is
structured around six healthy planning themes: partnership and inclusion; healthy
environment; vibrant neighbourhoods; active lifestyles; healthy housing and
economic activity. The checklist is intended to inform design and planning of a
scheme with the aim of positively contributing to the health and well-being of the
community. It should be noted that this document does not have the status of a
supplementary planning document.

The Norfolk Strategic Planning Framework: Shared Spatial Objectives for a
Growing County and Statement of Common Ground includes the following
agreement (18):

Norfolk authorities agree to endorse the Planning in Health: An Engagement
Protocol Between Local Planning Authorities, Public Health and Health Sector
Organisations in Norfolk and undertake its commitments. Norfolk authorities agree
to consider matters relating to healthy environments and encouraging physical
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activity, and fully integrated these into a potential Norfolk-wide design guide and
local design codes (which will inform local plans and neighbourhood plans),
drawing on key guidance such as Building for a Healthier Life and Active Design.

In relation to the Draft GNLP policy 4 relates to strategic infrastructure. Health is
included under the heading of ‘Other Infrastructure’ along with energy, water
supply and sewerage networks. The policy states that Greater Norwich local
authorities and partners will work together in relation to the timely delivery of
improvements to infrastructure. Appendix 1 of the emerging GNLP sets out health
care requirements resulting from planned growth, these include primary care,
hospital, mental health and community services. No site-specific requirement has
been identified for new health facilities to be provided on the Anglia Square site.

The involvement of health partners in the development plan process is twofold.
Firstly, to ensure that the development plan can include provision for new
healthcare infrastructure, for instance expansion of the Norfolk and Norwich
University Hospital. Secondly, to ensure health partners’ forward planning is
guided by evidence regarding planned housing/population growth across Greater
Norwich and that they can seek funding accordingly.

CIL receipted within the Greater Norwich area is allocated through the
Infrastructure Investment Fund (lIF). Applications to the IIF are restricted to the
four thematic groups of Transport, Education, Green Infrastructure and
Community, as agreed within the Greater Norwich adopted CIL charging policy.
The so-called Regulation 123 list confirming the eligibility for CIL was withdrawn
from legislation in September 2019, and government has since announced that
CIL will be replaced by a new type of Infrastructure Levy. Until the future of CIL is
more certain, the Greater Norwich authorities are required to proceed with their
adopted CIL charging policy. The IIF continues to be ringfenced to the original four
thematic groups, which does not include healthcare.

The ICS have indicated that in the event of CIL funding being unavailable they
request that a S106 Obligation be used to secure the healthcare contribution.
Unfortunately, JCS 7 makes no provision for development to contribute to the
funding of additional health services. Although for major schemes (500 +
dwellings) a Health Impact Assessment is a policy requirement, this is a broad
assessment taking into account a wide range of health determinants (housing
design; access to: healthcare and social infrastructure, open space and nature,
healthy food, work; accessibility and active travel, noise and air quality; social
cohesion etc).

Notwithstanding the lack of a clear policy mechanism to secure a developer
contribution for health, such obligations can be entered into where they meet the
statutory tests set out in regulation 122 (CIL Regulations 2010, as amended by the
2011 and 2019 Regulations). These tests are that the obligation is: i) necessary to
make the development acceptable in planning terms, ii) directly related to the
development and iii) fairly and reasonable related in scale and kind to the
development.

The first test is to establish that the funding is necessary in that it serves a
planning purpose, and it is needed to enable the development to go ahead. That
is, without it planning permission for the development should be refused. This
raises an important question in relation to funding. That is where additional health
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capacity may be required as a result of new development, whether it is for the
local planning authority to require developers to meet the costs of such provision
or should/would the funding come from elsewhere. In England, the Secretary of
State (SoS) is under a duty to promote a comprehensive health service.
Parliament allocates money (raised through general taxation) to the SoS for the
NHS. NHS England’s function is to arrange for the provision of health services in
England and it must exercise its functions in relation to clinical commissioning
groups (CCGs) so as to secure that services are provided. It is officers'
understanding that CCGs have a statutory duty to provide health services to
people living in their area, including those people who move into their area. In
terms of the development of Anglia Square, some of the new occupiers are likely
to be already resident in the Norfolk and Waveney area and if not, most likely
receiving healthcare elsewhere within England. Although it is accepted that
migration can result in local pressures, the responsibility for providing health care
and ensuring the appropriate apportionment of funding across England remains
with the NHS.

The ICS have been asked to clarify the issue of funding and to date they have not
provided a response. Although it is acknowledged that the NHS is under acute
pressure and that both nationally and locally services are struggling to meet need,
officers do not consider that the local planning authority has a statutory duty to
require development to fund healthcare provision in the manner requested by the
ICS.

In relation to the second and third tests, namely that the obligation is directly
related to the development fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the
development. It is not clear how the HUDU model, devised by the London Healthy
Urban Development Unit, relates to Norwich, the wider Norfolk and Waveney Area
nor the specific impacts of the development. Nor is it clear how the sums of
money sought across the four health sectors would be used and across what
timescale. Without this detail it is not possible to judge whether the 2"¢ and 3™
tests are met.

In recognition that development can result in local pressures in close proximity to
the site a meeting has been held with Norfolk & Waveney ICS Estates to establish
interest in floorspace proposed as part of the development being used to provide
local health services. The developer identified floorspace in blocks J3 (units 1 and
2 totally 210sgm and unit 3, 192 sgqm) and F (ground floor + mezzanine 201sgm).
The ICS responded, commenting that this would be subject to lease agreement
and that there would be a cost to fit out and that following discussion with Primary
Care it was established that the space would not be big enough to allow the
estimated recommended floorspace outputs of circa 230sqgm across all healthcare
settings. The developer has subsequently provided an amended plan showing an
increase in floorspace in block F (280sgm). The developer has confirmed their
agreement to a S106 requirement which would the effect of reserving this
floorspace for health-related uses for a fixed period of time to allow firm proposals
to be developed and for funding to be secured. However, the ICS in their most
recent response has stated that ‘although potential space for health care services
may have been identified within the development, it is subject to the NHS
purchasing or leasing the space. The viability of this option requires additional
review. However, this proposal does not respond to the point made above with
regards to the lack of funding to mitigate the impacts, nor does it respond to our
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request for developer contributions in response to this particular developoment and
the impact on health and care services in the area.’

The Health Impact Assessment

The HIA assesses the baseline demographic, socio-economic and health profile of
the local population along with current living environment, levels of community
infrastructure provision and environmental conditions. It found: a relatively high
proportion of young adults aged 20-39 living in the local area, but a relatively low
proportion of children and older people; the ethnic profile of residents is broadly
comparable with Norwich and the East of England but that it is more diverse in
terms of socio-economic classification and religion.

Public health indicators suggest that the key issues in terms of children’s health
centre is around emergency admissions to hospitals for under 5s and admissions
for injuries ages under 15. Turning to adult health, hospital stays due to self-harm
is a main issue, while emergency hospital admissions for all causes is high and
incidences of lung cancer is significantly higher. The Local Impact Area is one of
the most deprived parts of the country, which experiences relatively high
incidences of crime. However, the area is well served in terms of community and
social infrastructure, as well as public transport. Air quality harm and noise
disturbance primarily emanate from the A127.

The HIA found that during the construction phase the development is expected to
result in medium- term adverse impact on a number of health determinants as a
result of the disruption of local provision of services, access across the site and
the environmental effects of demolition and building operations. It is proposed that
associated risks to health will be minimised through the implementation of a
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) which will ensure that
robust measures are in place to manage noise and dust and continued safe
pedestrian access routes through the site for tenants and the public throughout
the entire construction period. Furthermore, the applicant has agreed to a S106
Obligation in relation to an Anglia Square Management Plan. This would agree
arrangements for the operation of the shopping centre during construction to
ensure parts of the centre remain open to business and accessible.

Post construction when the site is fully occupied and operational, the HIA indicates
that the development will have beneficial impact on the health determinants in
regard to housing quality and design; access to healthcare services and social
infrastructure; access to open-space and nature; accessibility and active travel,;
crime reduction and community safety; access to healthy food; access to work and
training; social cohesion and Lifetime Neighbourhoods. These benefits are
attributed to a number of aspects of the proposal. Firstly, the proposed 1,100 new
residential units which include a mix of tenure types and dwelling sizes. Secondly
the scope for the development provides for provision of supporting
social/community services on-site in the flexible commercial floorspace which will
support an increase in the quantum and types of employment opportunities.
Thirdly the scheme will provide a wide range of services, high quality public open
spaces, and improved pedestrian and cycle connections, all of which are
pathways to better health outcomes. The city centre location of the new housing
and significant levels of secure cycle parking, given ease of access to all
shopping, services, employment and leisure, will promote active travel and health
lifestyles. New residents will have convenient access to Marriotts Way and good
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quality walking and cycling routes through natural spaces and into the countryside.
Within the site, the design offers protection from noise and traffic impacts. On the
edges of the performance of fenestration will ensure internal conditions meet
World Health Organisation (WHO) standards.

The HIA concludes that the development through providing the homes, jobs and
services that people need, reducing environmental risks and delivering well
designed buildings and safe urban spaces will create the conditions for healthy,
active lifestyles.

Open-space, Sport and Recreation - The additional population generated by the
development will place demand on open space, sports and recreation facilities.
There are a number of open spaces available within close proximity to the site -
Gildencroft, Wensum, Waterloo and Sewell parks are all located within 1mile
(17min walk). Additionally, there are two children’s play areas located nearby on
St Leonard Street and Willis Street. The landscape and open space proposals for
this scheme are considered in detail in Main issue 8.

The scheme does not allow for large amounts of onsite open greenspace.
Communal residential amenity spaces are provided within each of the blocks (at
podium and roof level) and at street level vehicle free public realm is proposed.
This includes a remodelled Anglia square which would act as a civic square and a
communal garden adjacent to the main North — South route through the site —
described as St Georges Gardens. These spaces are proposed as multi-
functional public spaces and will include tree planting, landscaping, seating and in
specified locations, play features. Given the city centre location of the site this
approach is considered appropriate. The quality of public space currently on the
site is very poor and the proposals will result in quantitative and qualitative
improvements. On this basis the impact of the development is assessed as
permanent, minor, beneficial across the Local Impact Area.

Community facilities - The estimated increase in population will give rise to
some additional demand for existing community facilities such as libraries, places
of worship and community halls.

There are facilities for local community use within close proximity to the site
including community halls, arts centres, children's centres, community centres,
youth clubs, training centres and community gardens. There are a number of
places of worship close to the site. The nearest library to the site is the Norwich
Millennium Library.

The proposals include a community hub facility in Block D. Approximately 709 m2
of floorspace is proposed for community uses including - a community space for
hire, café, flexible works space/meeting rooms. Anglia Square is currently an
important focal point for the local community providing a location for community
interaction. The proposed public squares provide the opportunity for this function
to be extended and strengthened. It is further proposed that the area under the
flyover be approved and made available for public use. Both the provision of the
community hub and the delivery of a public realm scheme for under the flyover are
matters secured by the S106 Obligation. Furthermore, the Sustainable
Communities Strategy referred to in paragraph 361 will include measures to
support the development of the new resident community and the establishment of
strong links with the existing local community. This strategy will include a
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programme of community events and activities making use of the public spaces
on the site.

In terms of addressing the increased demand for library services associated with
housing growth, CIL is available to Norfolk County Council to fund improved
provision. Norwich Millennium library is a significant city-wide asset, the funding
of which is very unlikely to be impacted in the event of this development not
contributing CIL.

Overall, the development is predicted to have a permanent, minor beneficial effect
in terms of community facilities.

Main issue 7 Design and heritage

Introduction and methodology

427.

428.

429.

430.

431.

The key development plan policies and NPPF paragraphs relating to the design
and conservation assessment of the scheme are JCS2, DM1, DM3, DM9, NPPF
sections 12 and 16.

Paragraph 126 of the NPPF states “the creation of high quality, beautiful and
sustainable buildings and places is fundamental to what the planning and
development process should achieve. Good design is a key aspect of sustainable
development, creates better places in which to live and work and helps make
development acceptable to communities.”

NPPF paragraph 134 says “Development that is not well designed should be
refused” and indicates that good design should be defined with reference to local
design policies and government guidance on design. Both JCS2 and DM3 state
that all development will be required to be designed to the highest possible
standards, creating a strong sense of place. DM3 sets out the design principles
against which development proposals will be assessed. The following design
evaluation is structured according to the attributes of good design contained in the
National Design Guide (which is structured identically to the National Model
Design Code) and the connection with the Building for a Healthy Life tool
(recommended in paragraph 133 of the NPPF) is made clear. The scheme was
also subject to independent design review (as recommended in NPPF paragraph
133) by a Design South East panel at three stages and our evaluation refers to
some of their conclusions.

The Anglia Square PGN includes within the vision, that a rejuvenated Anglia
Square will have a “distinctive identity that compliments the neighbouring area and
reflects its location in the heart of the historic northern city centre” and that the
development will have a “clear relationship in built form with the surrounding area”.
In paragraph 7.86 and 7.87 it is stated that the site provides an opportunity for
significant enhancement to the character of the conservation area and that any
future application will need to address how the proposals can successfully
integrate and improve upon the existing townscape character.

In paragraph 132 the NPPF says that “early discussion between applicants, the
local planning authority and local community about the design and style of
emerging schemes is important for clarifying expectations and reconciling local
and commercial interests. Applicants should work closely with those affected by
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their proposals to evolve designs that take account of the views of the community.
Applications that can demonstrate early, proactive and effective engagement with
the community should be looked on more favourably than those that cannot.” In
addition to several rounds of conventional consultation the current scheme has
been developed with reference to a community review panel and our evaluation of
the scheme in the design section draws on this.

The Planning (Listed Buildings &Conservation Areas) Act 1990 establishes that in
considering applications for planning permission for development which affects a
listed building or its setting, local planning authorities shall have special regard to
the desirability of preserving the building or its setting (section 66 (1)). Special
attention must also be given to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the
character or appearance of the conservation area. NPPF paragraph 195 requires
local planning authorities to identify and assess the particular significance of any
heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development
affecting the setting of a heritage asset) and take this into account when
considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise any
conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal.
“Great weight” should be given to the conservation of heritage assets (paragraph
199) and the implications of identifying levels of harm in relation to different grades
of heritage asset are explained in paragraphs 200-203 of the NPPF. Any harm to,
or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset (from its alteration or
destruction, or from development within its setting), should require clear and
convincing justification. Furthermore, DM9 requires development to maximise
opportunities to preserve, enhance or better reveal the significance of designated
heritage assets.

The proposed design of the development has attracted substantial interest from
the public, from statutory consultees and non-statutory bodies, albeit generally
less critical than the earlier call-in scheme. In general, the comments relate to:

e Quality of place, massing, height, character, local distinctiveness, and
architectural quality; and

e Impact of the design approach on the local townscape, the historic
environment, the qualities of Norwich as a cathedral city, on the lives of the
existing community and those of future residents living within the
development.

There are also supportive comments that welcome the proposed changes to the
area after a long period of decline and dysfunction.

The applicant has continued to invest heavily in a design process which seeks to
create a new vibrant mixed-use quarter north of the river (‘over the water’)
providing the opportunity for transformative change. The Design and Access
Statement (DAS) details the design process which has been followed. This has
included: a study of the history and heritage of Norwich; site and area appraisal
and evidence of how this analysis has influenced the scheme. However, it is also
evident that the commercial development brief, which prescribes a quantum and
mix of development for the site, continues to have a strong influence on the overall
height and massing of the scheme. That brief is much more conducive to the
creation of a well design scheme than the one which underpinned the call-in
scheme because a) no multi-storey car park is required and there are reduced
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levels of residential parking; b) there is less retail floorspace, no semi-basement
cinema and the format of this floorspace is more varied and flexible allowing
greater permeability and variety to the ground floor plan; ¢) no residential tower is
included, thereby removing the most controversial and visually impactful element
of the call-in scheme; and d) more development land is included at the southern
end of the site allowing a similar number of dwellings to be provided over a larger
footprint, thereby reducing the height and massing. Nevertheless, the marginal
viability of the scheme is a constraint to creating ideal conditions for integration
with the surrounding built environment. The approaches that have optimised the
level of integration are documented within the DAS and the Heritage and
Townscape Visual Impact Assessment (HTVIA).

436. The following evaluation is split into two parts which inevitably overlap in a location
like the centre of Norwich where good design needs to recognise the constraints
and cues provided by the surrounding historic built environment:

e Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment
e Design Quality evaluation
Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment
Introduction

437. The site lies within the city centre conservation area and the development will
have an impact on the city centre conservation area and the setting of several
highly graded listed buildings within it. It will change the setting of those assets
and the contribution the setting makes to the appreciation and significance of
those assets, albeit to a much lesser extent than the call-in scheme. Two locally
listed buildings on Pitt Street are proposed to be demolished.

438. The application has been accompanied by a HTVIA. The applicants summarise
the purpose of the document as being “to determine whether effects arising from
the Proposed Development on built heritage, the townscape and visual amenity
are likely to be significant and the extent to which it is likely to enhance
environmental resources or detract from them, taking into account any mitigation
measures incorporated into its design.”

439. It considers the five-step method of assessing how the development would affect
the setting of heritage assets and follows the guidance given in Historic England’s
document GPAS3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (Dec 2017). Step 1: Identify
which heritage assets and their settings are affected. Step 2: Assess the degree to
which these settings and views make a contribution to the significance of the
heritage asset(s) or allow significance to be appreciated. Step 3: Assess the
effects of the proposed development, whether beneficial or harmful, on the
significance or on the ability to appreciate it. Step 4: Explore the way to maximise
enhancement and avoid or minimise harm. Step 5: Make and document the
decision and monitor outcomes.

440. The assessment in the HTVIA provided by the applicant is a thorough and
authoritative piece of work. The applicant’s overall conclusion on the significance
of heritage assets (on page xi of the addendum to the HTVIA) is that “the
Proposed Development would give rise to predominantly beneficial effects overall
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through an enhancement to the wider setting, the visual amenity and townscape
character of the area. The form, fabric and features of that which are of special
interest would be preserved and through the replacement of poor-quality
townscape of Anglia Square the wider character”. In relation to individual assets,
they say “With regard to the effects of the proposed development on the setting of
the Grade Il listed buildings Doughty’s Hospital and 2-12 Gildencroft, it is
concluded that a low level of less than substantial harm has been identified
through change to the immediate setting.” “Overall, the wider setting of Doughty’s
Hospital and 2-12 Gildencroft would be improved.” “With regards to the Non-
Designated Heritage Assets 43-45 Pitt Street and Warehouse to the rear of 47-51
Pitt Street. The proposals would see the complete demolition of 43-45 Pitt Street
and Warehouse to the rear of 47-51 Pitt Street. The Proposed Development will
result in a radical transformation and improvement of the Character Area in spite
of the total demolition and permanent loss of nos. 43-45 Pitt Street and the
Warehouse to the rear of 47-51 Pitt Street. As such the Development will have a
major impact on the significance of this part of the Conservation Area which,

overall, is considered to be beneficial.”

The conclusions of the following assessment largely agree with those reached by
the applicant in the document and for the reasons they have articulated but there
are some areas of disagreement. To avoid repeating large volumes of content
from the HTVIA the tables are presented that are derived from the HTVIA with
areas of disagreement and replacement judgements explained.

Three organisations with a special remit for and interest in the conservation of the
historic environment have commented on the application. They are Historic
England, SAVE Britain’s Heritage and the Norwich Society. All concluded that the
scheme would harm the historic environment and summarised their position as
follows:

e Historic England - "The scale of the proposed development would contrast
markedly with that of the historic townscape of Norwich. There are aspects
of the scheme that would improve on the existing townscape, particularly in
its present, degraded, state. The layout would help to repair the historic
street plan and improve connectivity. The architectural character would also
improve on that of the existing. However, the scale and character of the
development would result in harm. The development would cause a high
level of harm to the listed buildings in the immediate environment including
St Augustine’s Church (grade 1), 2-12 Gildencroft (grade IlI) and harm to
other listed buildings on St. Augustine’s Street and Magdalene Street and
to Doughty’s Hospital (grade Il). It would harm the Norwich City Centre
Conservation Area.” (Response to revision A — their position has not
changed as a result of subsequent revisions to the scheme)

e SAVE Britain’s Heritage — “Whilst we acknowledge the reduction to building
heights by one storey at two locations across the scheme (Blocks A and D),
we consider these changes to be small in scale and therefore incapable of
addressing the harm caused by the overall scale, massing and footprint of
the proposed blocks. We also note that extra storeys have been added to
Blocks E/F and F, largely annulling any sense of overall reduction of the
scheme bulk. Tweaks to dormers and roof gable heights also do nothing to
mitigate the scheme’s inherently dominant scale and character. The scale
and bulk of these blocks remains fundamentally at odds with the finer grain
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and much lower scale of the surrounding streets to Anglia Square. The
amended proposals continue to seek the demolition of the unlisted historic
buildings at the southwestern corner of the site, which we consider to be
unacceptable in heritage terms. We remain of the view that as the only
surviving links to the historic fabric of the area, they should be retained as
part of any redevelopment of the site.” (Response to revision A). “As set out
in our previous letters of objection, we remain opposed to the number of
flats proposed under this scheme, and to its overwhelming scale and
massing, which we consider would substantially harm the unique historic
character of the Norwich City Centre Conservation Area. We also object to
the mix of units proposed, the inadequate provision of affordable housing,
and the poor layout of the majority of the flats proposed, including the
proposal for almost half of all new homes to be single aspect.” (Revision C)

Norwich Society — “The Society believes that the revised development
proposals still pay insufficient regard to the character and appearance of
the Norwich City Centre Conservation Area and to the important heritage
assets in the vicinity. Consequently, the development will cause significant
harm to heritage interests because of its heights, massing and layout”.
(Response to revision A — their position has not changed as a result of
subsequent revisions to the scheme)

443. The structure of the following assessment mirrors the HTVIA:

444,

445.

Operational effects on built heritage receptors — operational effects are
those that take effect on completion of the scheme and built heritage
receptors are heritage assets (including listed buildings, locally listed
buildings, conservation areas and registered historic parks and gardens)
that derive at least some of their significance from their setting and where
that setting will be affected (positively or negatively) by the proposed
development.

Operational effects on townscape receptors — an assessment of the effects
on townscape receptors, which are the key components that make up an
area of townscape, including its distinctive character that includes aspect
such as urban grain, building heights, scale, permeability, legibility, sense
of place and the role of water or planting.

Operational effects on visual receptors — an assessment of the effects on
specific views and on the general visual amenity experienced by people at
these viewpoints.

Effects are assessed by combining the sensitivity of receptors (a heritage asset,
townscape, or view) with the magnitude of change to them. This results in an
understanding of level of significance of the effects categorised as major,
moderate, minor, negligible or no change. A judgement is then made as to
whether the effect is beneficial, adverse, or neutral. The combination of these lead
to “resultant effects” on a scale: major beneficial, moderate beneficial, minor
beneficial, major adverse, moderate adverse, minor adverse, major neutral,
moderate neutral, minor neutral, negligible and no change.

Beneficial effects are due to:
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e Enhancement to the setting or significance of heritage assets,
e Enhancement of the overall townscape quality,

e Enhancement or reinforcement of the key characteristics of the townscape
character areas, and / or

e The introduction of features or elements of high design quality, which
enhance the existing character and visual enjoyment.

Adverse effects would harm these attributes.
446. Effects can be neutral when they:

e Preserve (or do not materially affect) the setting or significance of heritage
assets,

e The degree to which the proposal fits with the existing character,

e The contribution to the landscape that the proposed development may
make in its own right, usually by virtue of good design, even if it contrasts
with existing character,

e Where a fine balance occurs in the qualitative assessment, ‘neutral’ is
considered the centre point of the scale when balancing beneficial and
adverse effects or where change or impact to an asset is identified but
other benefits are also delivered through the proposed development.

447. If harm to heritage assets has been identified the NPPF expects (in paragraphs
199-202) this to be categorised as less than substantial or substantial and,
although the NPPF does not require it, the degree of less than substantial harm is
often attributed, as in the following assessment.

448. The HTVIA includes a set of 40 accurate visual representations / verified views of
the scheme from points across the city that are points of maximum visibility and
where the scheme is expected to have intervisibility with heritage assets. These
were agreed with the applicant after a series of site visits informed by zone of
visual influence modelling and discussions with Historic England. They are a
source of information that informs the assessment of operational effects on built
heritage, townscape and visual receptors.

Operational effects on built heritage receptors

Note: ltalics (also shown in red on website) denotes disagreement with the
applicant’s assessment.

Heritage receptor Designatio | Sensitivity | Magnitude of | Residual effect
n Change
71 Botolph Street Grade II* High Low Moderate Beneficial
2-9 Octagon Court Grade II* High Low Moderate Neutral
St Saviour’s Church Grade | High Low-Medium | Moderate Beneficial
Applicant: Low
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Heritage receptor Designatio | Sensitivity | Magnitude of | Residual effect
n Change
St Augustine’s Church | Grade | High Low-Medium | Moderate-Major
Applicant: Low | Neutral-Adverse
Applicant: Moderate
Adverse
2-12 Gildencroft Grade |l Medium Low-medium | Minor-Moderate
Applicant: Neutral-Adverse
Medium Applicant: Moderate
Adverse
31-35 Magdalen Grade II* High Negligible-Low | Minor Beneficial
Street and Gurney
Court
Old Meeting House Grade | High Low Moderate Neutral
St Mary’s Church Grade | High Low Moderate Neutral
St Martin at Oak Grade | High Low Moderate Neutral
Church
St George’s Colegate | Grade | High Low Moderate Neutral
Bacon’s House Grade II* High Low Moderate Neutral
St Clement’s Church | Grade | High Low Moderate Neutral
St James’ Church Grade | High Low Moderate Benéeficial
Anglican Cathedral Grade | Very high Negligible- Moderate Neutral
Applicant: Low
High Applicant: Low
St Giles’ Church Grade | High Low Moderate Neutral
Norwich Castle Grade | and | High Low-Medium | Moderate Neutral
Scheduled Applicant: Applicant: Major
monument Medium Neutral
Roman Catholic Grade | High Low Moderate Neutral
Cathedral of St John
the Baptist
City Hall and Police Grade II High Low Moderate Neutral
Station Applicant: No | Applicant: No rating
rating
City Walls and Towers | Scheduled | High Low Moderate Neutral
monument Applicant: Applicant: Major
Medium Neutral
Norwich City Centre Conservatio | High Low Moderate Beneficial
n Area Applicant: Applicant: Minor
Medium Beneficial
Waterloo Park Grade II* High Negligible Minor Neutral
RPG Applicant: Low | Applicant: Moderate
Beneficial
Colegate Group Grade |l Medium Low Minor Beneficial
LBs and
LLBs
Northern City Group Grade |l Medium Low-Medium | Minor-Moderate
LBs and Applicant: Low | Neutral
LLBs Applicant: Minor
Beneficial
Anglia Square Group | Grade |l Medium Medium Moderate Beneficial
LBs and
LLBs
Doughty’s Hospital Grade |l Medium Medium Moderate Neutral
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Heritage receptor Designatio | Sensitivity | Magnitude of | Residual effect
n Change

43-45 Pitt Street Locally Low Total Loss Total loss
listed Applicant: High | Applicant: Moderate
building Adverse

449.

450.

451.

452.

Former Church of St. Saviour. The applicant has ascribed a magnitude of
change rating of low to St. Saviour. They say that this large-scale redevelopment
a short distance from the building does not constitute a larger change due to the
screening and separating effect of the flyover. This is overstated and the change
in the setting would be very apparent in views at ground level where there is clear
intervisibility beneath the flyover. The applicant’s rating of moderate beneficial
effect remains appropriate.

Church of St Augustine and 2-12 Gildencroft. The impact of redeveloping
Anglia Square on the significance of St Augustine’s Church has been one of the
central issues in recent planning deliberations and decisions due to its status as a
grade | listed building that is located adjacent to the development site, with a
setting that is strongly affected by the existing site condition of Anglia Square and
the scale, massing, and architectural treatment of proposed buildings. This section
also covers 2-12 Gildencroft, which is closely associated with the church.

St Augustine’s Church (grade | listed) is the only surviving medieval church within
the city centre to the north of St Crispin’s Road. It has high architectural value,
with many features surviving from its pre-reformation origins, including its almost
square plan. The distinctive red brick tower is not original, having been refaced in
1726, but distinguishes the church from the others in the city and supports its
function as a recognisable landmark in the area. The craftsmanship invested in
the creation of the buildings lends it high aesthetic value, both externally and
internally. The church sits within a large churchyard containing the burials of
generations of inhabitants of the parish. This contributes to the church’s
communal, evidential and historical value. The size of the churchyard and its
relationship with the Gildencroft and Quaker Burial ground open spaces to the
south underline that this part of the city centre was historically less developed than
elsewhere. The churchyard is framed by the 16th century almshouses at 2-12
Gildencroft (grade II) that run along the southern edge of the churchyard and
forms a pairing of historic buildings with the church. The size of the churchyard
also allows the architecturally value and aesthetic quality of the church and 2-12
Gildencroft to be appreciated singly and in combination. The setting is more intact
to the north where the important relationship with the busy thoroughfare of St
Augustine’s Street and its many intact historic buildings remains.

Other streets of a similar character to St Augustine’s Street to the east of the
church were lost in second world war bombing and the subsequent demolition of
many more buildings in the 1960s to create the Anglia Square development. The
church’s brick tower once terminated the view along Botolph Street, that
connected Magdalen Street with St Augustine’s Street. This street was destroyed
in the development of Anglia Square and the prominence of the church as a
townscape focus was eroded, being seen across the expanse of surface car
parking when one emerges from the heart of Anglia Square, rather than a view
framed by buildings. The church is set back from St Augustine’s Street and
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therefore does not feature in views south along that street, which are focused on
and blocked by the bulk of Sovereign House.

The setting of the church to the east now features a busy road junction, extensive
surface car parks on the part of the Anglia Square site that was never built, and
the semi derelict forms of Sovereign House and the multi storey car park.
Sovereign House can be seen as a tapering wedge of building above the roofline
of the almshouses, with its blocky lift tower and profusion of telecommunications
equipment adding an awkward extra form that draws attention. These features
contribute to the feeling of detachment from the city’s historic core.

Views 23 and 24 in the HTVIA help to assess the change to the setting of the
heritage assets. The change to the setting of the church arising from the
development will be significant, introducing larger scale buildings on the Pitt Street
frontage that are visible beyond the church and 2-12 Gildencroft. The height of the
closest block E and E/F would step up and down in six modulations between four
and six storeys. Further south along Pitt Street, and therefore affecting the setting
less is block F, which contains three modulations between four and seven storeys.
All would be lower than Sovereign House but closer to these heritage assets than
Sovereign House. The closeness makes the impact on setting greater. There is a
gap in Pitt Street between block E/F and F formed by Tooley Lane.

The height parameter plans reproduced below enable a comparison to be made
between the current scheme and the call-in scheme. It demonstrates the efforts
made by the applicant and the local planning authority in modifying the scheme to
reduce the degree of harm as required by step four in Historic England’s “GPAS3:
The Setting of Heritage Assets”. In the call-in scheme there was no break in the
frontage and there were six height modulations overall rather than nine now. The
height of the buildings directly on Pitt Street ranged from five to twelve storeys,
with a twenty-storey tower strikingly prominent within the view from the churchyard
and the setting of the buildings. Given the dramatic reduction in the scale and
mass of building within the setting of these heritage assets it would follow that the

assessment of impact and harm would be commensurately lower.
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Call-in scheme

Current scheme
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The table below compares the percentage of the Pitt Street frontage occupied by
buildings of different heights in the call in and current schemes.

Percentage of Pitt Street frontage

Storey height Call-in scheme Rev C Current Scheme
(%) (%)

Ground (Tooley 0 6

Lane)

3 10 0

4 0 25

5 29 26

6 0 24

7 22 19

8 6 0

9 21 0

12 12 0

In the letter refusing to grant planning permission for the call-in scheme the
Secretary of State’s position was explained: “Given the height and bulk of the
tower and Blocks E and F rising above the existing roofline of the almshouses,
and given the tower would compete with and distract from an important view of the
church tower, the Secretary of State considers that the harm caused here would
be substantial (and in Framework terms, at the upper end of the ‘less than
substantial’ scale).” The Secretary of State’s position is a material consideration in
relation to judgements of heritage impact in relation to the current scheme.

Historic England conclude in their 31 May 2022 comments on the original
submission version of the current scheme that it would “cause a high level of harm
to the significance of St. Augustine’s Church.” The reduction in height of block D
from six to five storeys in the revision A submission did not alter this overall
judgement. The moderation of their verdict on this aspect of the scheme from
“severe harm” for the call-in scheme to “a high level of harm” for the current
scheme does not sufficiently reflect the dramatic shrinkage of the proposed
development by comparison with the call-in scheme or acknowledge that the
benchmark judgements of the Secretary of State (harm at the upper end of less
than substantial) and planning inspector (moderate harm) on the call-in scheme
are a significant material consideration.

The current scheme will undoubtedly introduce buildings that are visible from
within the churchyard of St Augustine’s and offer some competition for attention
that will detract from the appreciation St Augustine’s Church and 2-12 Gildencroft
and that is harmful to their significance.

The magnitude of change to the setting of the assets is a combination of the
extent of the setting that is experiencing change and the degree of change within
that portion of the setting. When considered in 360 degrees, between one quarter
and one third of the buildings’ settings are being changed and this change is from
a mixture of gravel surfaced car parking, remnant roads and a rubble bund to a
series of large-scale buildings inhibited by people and businesses. The existing
tall buildings on the site that are prominent within the setting are further away than
the proposed buildings would be. Therefore, most of the setting would not be
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altered but the part that is would be strongly affected. The applicant’s conclusion
of a low magnitude of change therefore underplays the change and a conclusion
of low-medium is more suitable. When combining this with a high degree of
sensitivity for St Augustine’s Church the result in a moderate-major effect. As a
grade Il listed building 2-12 Gildencroft is medium sensitivity and therefore the
effect would be minor-moderate.

The assessment now turns to whether the change is beneficial or harmful. It is
acknowledged that the new buildings will be clearly visible in the background to St
Augustine’s Church and 2-12 Gildencroft when viewed from within the churchyard
and to a greater extent than Sovereign House. The scale and mass of the new
development will sit incongruously besides the church (albeit to a much lesser
extent than the call-in scheme), which undermines the historic pre-eminence of
the tower in the area to a greater extent than the current buildings on the site. This
also disrupts the significance derived by the church from its historic and aesthetic
value as the asset forms a composition with 2-12 Gildencroft and the churchyard.

This harm needs to be balanced against the current semi-derelict condition of the
site from which the assets are currently viewed from the east and forms part of its
immediate setting. The development will set up a vista that focuses attention on St
Augustine’s Church tower from the east when walking along the new Botolph
Street from Anglia Square or St George Gardens. This would celebrate the
importance of the church as a landmark in this part of the city and it will form a
much stronger part of the pedestrian experience of moving to and from the city
centre and this will better reveal its heritage value. When combined with the
removal of derelict buildings and surface car parking this will improve the setting in
a way that largely offsets the harm arising from the visual presence of the
substantial buildings that would be constructed. A conclusion of overall adverse
effect would be harsh while a conclusion of neutral would slightly underplay the
balance of benefit and harm. For St Augustine’s Church and 2-12 Gildencroft,
conclusions of neutral-adverse are reached. When combined with sensitivity and
magnitude of change the residual effect for St Augustine’s Church is moderate-
major neutral-adverse and 2-12 Gildencroft is minor-moderate neutral-adverse. In
the case of both heritage assets the degree of harm in NPPF terms would be
towards the lower end of the less than substantial category

Anglican Cathedral. The Anglican Cathedral is the pre-eminent building in
Norwich and this pre-eminence should remain unchallenged. Its spire is the tallest
structure in the city and it is used to symbolize the city in photographs, often in
combination with the other buildings that mark the city’s skyline: City Hall, the
Castle, Roman Catholic Cathedral and St Peter Mancroft. The spire rises in
stages out of the tower and is surrounded by four spirelets forming a transcendent
piece of architecture that is visible from many places across the city, especially
from higher ground to the east and across the Cathedral meadows. Its importance
is further enhanced by its spiritual role that has been central to the practice of
Christianity in East Anglia for centuries. It is a grade | listed building.

The applicant ascribed a sensitivity rating of high to the Anglican Cathedral
because it is a grade | listed building. Table 1 on page 7 in the HTVIA
methodology section describes very high sensitivity being accorded to assets of
‘recognized international importance”. In paragraph 5.82 the Anglican Cathedral is
described as “one of the great monuments of Romanesque and gothic art and
architecture in Western Europe” meaning that it deserves a rating of very high.
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The applicant ascribed a magnitude of change to the Anglican Cathedral of low.
Given that the setting of the Anglican Cathedral is so large, and the development
will be perceived as a peripheral element in relation to the Cathedral in views from
high ground to the east and not perceived at all from the Cathedral Meadows, very
little of the setting will be affected by the development.

View 7 (St James Hill) and view 8 (Ketts Heights) feature the Cathedral in relation
to the proposed development from elevated vantage points to the east. The other
iconic Norwich landmarks are also visible from these locations. The essential
feature of these views is how they show a collection of buildings, each
architecturally distinguished, but together marking the central part of the city
where civic, commercial, and spiritual activity has been concentrated. The
proposed development of Anglia Square will make very little difference to the view
from these vantage points, constituting a small proportion of the overall field of
view, peripheral to the natural focus on the landmark buildings.

The element of setting which is of some importance in contributing to significance
that will be affected by the development is the view from the northern approach
along Aylsham Road and St Augustine’s Street. It is the height of block A that
determines whether more or less of the cathedral can be seen. In the original
submission it was proposed to be eight storeys, which led to it obscuring a portion
of the tower in views 11, 12 and 37. This was remedied in the revision of the
southern part of block A to seven storeys. While it is disappointing that no more of
the building is revealed (as called for in 7.88 of the Anglia Square Policy Guidance
note) the residual effect is now moderate neutral.

Norwich Castle. The Castle and Anglican Cathedral were the dominant buildings
introduced by the Normans to subjugate the Saxon population and transform the
face of the city. The Castle remains the most prominent building within the central
part of the city. It is the physical centre around which the city revolves. The Market
Place established by the Normans at its base and the visual relationship with City
Hall on the other side of the market further reinforces its centrality and importance.
It is a grade | listed building and scheduled monument. Like the Cathedrals any
diminution to its status in relation to other buildings in its setting would harm its
significance as a heritage asset

The applicant explains the contribution of setting to the significance of the Castle
primarily in terms of how it commanded the city from an elevated position for
defensive and symbolic purposes. This also results in it having a very large
geographical setting. Therefore, it seems inconsistent for them to conclude that
the development causes a medium magnitude of change when, although clearly
visible, it would sit comfortably below the skyline. It also seems inconsistent with
the lower level of change ascribed to buildings closer to the site such as St
Saviour’s Church. A more appropriate level would be low-medium leading to a
residual effect of moderate neutral.

City Hall. The applicant has not provided an assessment of the operational effect
of the development on City Hall as an individual building separate from its
grouping as a city landmark. Its role on the skyline and relationship with the
development is similar to the Roman Catholic Cathedral and therefore the same
assessment with a conclusion of moderate neutral would be appropriate.
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City Walls. The city wall was built in the fourteen century and is a scheduled
monument. The section on Magpie Road was revealed a few years ago through
the demolition of the Magpie Printers building and the simple landscape treatment
provided in front of the monument. It is opposite the pedestrian crossing at the top
of St Augustine’s Street and reflects the importance of this key gateway into the
medieval city. The alignment of Magpie Road and Bakers Road further highlights
the importance of this heritage asset and contributes to the sense of Norwich
being a defended city with a profound history. The applicant correctly identifies
that the only section of City Wall that would be affected is that on Magpie Road
and that the development would be marginal to the perception and appreciation of
that section of wall. It is therefore surprising and extreme for the magnitude of
change to be given as medium and it should be reduced to low resulting in a
residual effect of moderate neutral.

Waterloo Park. The applicant has not provided a written assessment of the
operational effect of the development on Waterloo Park, although the discussion
in relation to view 36 gives an indication of their thinking. Waterloo Park, and
especially the roof terrace on the listed pavilion building from which view 36 was
obtained, is in an elevated position affording views over the city to the south that
are heavily filtered through trees on the southern edge of the park. The obscured
nature of the view, the limited change to the skyline and the fact that the design of
the park with its edge screening and hedging rooms promotes an inward focus,
leads to a conclusion of negligible rather than the low change to the significance of
the asset ascribed by the applicant. In terms of the quality of the change, the
benefit derived from the removal of the ungainly water tower on Sovereign House
and lift towers on the multi-storey car park will be negated by the development
appearing as a strip of building slightly above the current level of the skyline
reducing the sense of the city as made up of a texture of many built components.
The residual effect is therefore considered to be minor neutral rather than
moderate beneficial as proposed by the applicant.

Northern City Group and Anglia Square Group. The Northern City Group is a
set of listed buildings on St Augustine’s Street (note that 2-12 Gildencroft was
treated separately from rev A onwards) and the Anglia Square Group is a set of
listed buildings on Magdalen Street north of the flyover. The Council agrees with
the applicant that the Anglia Square Group (Magdalen Street north) will
experience a moderate beneficial effect from the development because buildings
that are universally recognized as being of low architectural quality between
Anne’s Walk and the flyover will all be replaced by new buildings of much higher
quality. This is illustrated in views 25 (outside 107 Magdalen Street) and view 31
(corner of 59 Magdalen Street). Historic England assert that harm will be caused
to the significance of listed buildings on Magdalen Street, however this is at odds
with their complimentary remarks about the frontage of block K. It appears that
their dislike of the architectural treatment of the Stump Cross building has
obscured the benefit that they ought to acknowledge in relation to the setting of
the listed buildings in the northern part of Magdalen Street. SAVE Britain’s
Heritage offer no specific assessment of the effect of the scheme on Magdalen
Street, perhaps because acknowledging its merits would dilute its determination to
offer a trenchantly critical message overall. In relation to the Northern City Group /
St Augustine’s Street, the Council agrees with the applicant’s judgement that the
scheme is capable of having a beneficial effect for the reasons they cite but the
high visibility of buildings in the outline portion of the scheme means that the
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Council considers the magnitude of change to be greater than the applicant and
their judgement that the scheme will have a positive effect cannot be fully
substantiated until the architectural treatment of the outline scheme is known. A
minor-moderate neutral effect is therefore currently offered.

Doughty’s Hospital. Doughty’s Hospital (grade Il listed) lies immediately to the
south of Anglia Square and St Crispin’s Road. It is an aesthetically pleasing
courtyard enclave of homes for elderly people. The view from within the courtyard
is currently blighted by Gildengate House and the top of Sovereign House which
sprouts randomly and discordantly behind the roof of the Hospital.

Doughty’s Hospital lies to the south of the development separated from it by St
Crispin’s Road. The principal buildings are arranged symmetrically around a
courtyard space. The buildings are two stories with a continuous roofline giving it a
horizontal emphasis punctuated by tall chimneys. The intimacy and separateness
of the space is currently markedly harmed by the presence of Gildengate House
as a linear slab rising behind Doughty’s. This harm is increased by the oversailing
lift core at the east end of the building which conflicts with the symmetry of
Doughty’s. The new buildings on Anglia Square will also be very visible within the
view and different in orientation and character leading to a medium level of
change. The two taller elements of block J will run perpendicular to St Crispins
Road and the north wing of Doughty’s, which will be more complementary to the
setting of the listed building and potentially draw the eye away from the intimacy of
the courtyard less. While this part of the development is still in outline and with the
potential for bolt on balconies to be prominent it is prudent to offer a conclusion
that the residual effect will be moderately neutral.

Historic England conclude that “The new development would still rise above the
two-storey building, resulting in a measure of harm.” It is not clear whether Historic
England are attributing harm due to what they perceive to be a worsening of the
existing harm or the continuation of it. We consider there to be no harm to the
significance of Doughty’s in the sense that the proposed buildings are no worse
than those currently seen in the setting of the building, and possibly better. This
has been achieved by following step 4 in Historic England’s GPA3: The Setting of
Heritage Assets that requires the applicant to explore the way to maximise
enhancement and avoid or minimise harm. The iterations of the scheme have
progressively and deliberately improved the relationship with Doughty’s. The call-
in scheme featured a cluster of primary building elements ranging from 8-10
storeys that were highly visible from Doughty’s courtyard to a greater extent than
Gildengate House and lacking the sympathetic symmetry that is sought. By the
submission scheme this had dropped to buildings ranging from 4-8 storeys.
Historic England’s position on the current scheme disregards the benchmark
judgements on the call-in scheme of the Secretary of State (whose letter failed to
mention the impact on Doughty’s Hospital) and the planning inspector, who found
minor harm.

43-45 Pitt Street. 43-45 Pitt Street are locally listed building that are identified as
making a positive contribution to the City Centre Conservation Area. Their
significance is derived from their architectural and historic interest. 43-45 Pitt
Street was constructed in the late 19" century and number 43 has a former pub
frontage. They are part of a group of buildings in the south-west corner of the site
that pre-date the development of Anglia Square. They feature attractive
architectural features such as the stucco surround to the former pub windows and

Page 117 of 524



478.

479.

480.

481.

corner door, moulded brick cornice projections over other doors, a dentil eaves
cornice and sash windows. These non-designated heritage assets would
experience substantial harm due to the total loss of their significance and built
fabric through demolition. This would also result in less than substantial harm (at
the lowest possible level) to the City Centre Conservation Area due to the loss of
the positive contribution they make to its character and appearance. This harm
would be outweighed by the various benefits to the conservation areas derived
from other aspects of the development that are described elsewhere in this report.

The loss of these buildings has been accepted as a necessary precursor to a
viable redevelopment of the site that fulfils its potential in all permutations of
development proposed in recent years, including unimplemented schemes that
received planning permission. The Planning Inspector accepted the benefits of the
call-in scheme would outweigh the harm caused by the total loss of significance of
these building.

Policy DM9 indicates that the loss of locally identified heritage assets will only be
acceptable where: a) there are demonstrable and overriding benefits associated
with the development; and b) it can be demonstrated that there would be no
reasonably practicable or viable means of retaining the asset within a
development.

The erection of two new buildings facing Pitt Street as part of block F require the
removal of these existing buildings because they are on the same footprint. These
new buildings will provide around 123 homes and 306sgm commercial floorspace,
which is a considerable planning benefit. The omission of this part of the site from
the wider development would adversely impact viability and the prospects of
delivery of the scheme as a whole. No alternative area within the development
could accommodate these units without unacceptable harm to the surrounding
historic environment and / or a poor design outcome. The two parts of the test in
DMS9 are therefore met.

There is a former stables / warehouse building to the rear of 47-51 Pitt Street that
would also be demolished and its significance totally lost to facilitate the
redevelopment of Anglia Square. In early summer 2022, following the original
planning submission, some concerned individuals and organisations campaigned
to have the building listed because they thought it contained extant standing
remains of the Church of St Olave that once stood on the site. Following a formal
application for listing, Historic England considered whether this building met the
criteria for listing and decided that it did not. Their report of 1 July 2022 gave the
following reasons for their decision:

“Architectural interest:
e The building does not display high quality craftsmanship in its construction;
e [tis not a rare or innovative building type;

e The structure has been altered over time so that it lacks internal features
and an overall degree of survival.

Historic interest:
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e The presence of reused materials in the walls of the building is not unusual
and does not outweigh the common nature of the building type;

e Beyond the reuse of building materials the structure does not appear to
bear any relationship with the former church building associated with the
site.”

DM9 has a policy element on how to deal with other heritage assets that are
identified during the process of decision making on applications: “Where heritage
assets newly identified through this process are demonstrated to have local
significance, development proposals affecting them will be determined in
accordance with the criteria for existing locally identified assets as set out in this
policy.” The building undoubtedly has some heritage value. It is a borderline case
in terms of its eligibility for local listing due to some uncertainty over the exact
chronology of its development. However, the question of whether it is worthy of
locally listed status is not of decisive importance because the same reasoning
would apply as to 43/45 Pitt Street in considering compliance with DM9 in terms of
the justification for demolition.

The phasing strategy envisages a gap between the demolition of these buildings
in phase one and the erection of the replacement buildings in phase four. This
creates a risk that the buildings may be lost and the benefits that justify their loss
not secured. It is understood that sufficient time would be needed for a thorough
archaeological investigation of this part of the site following demolition.
Furthermore, a condition is proposed by the Council’s archeological advisor that
would require the historic building recording and the controlled and supervised
dismantling of the former stable / warehouse building to the rear of 47-51 Pitt
Street. DM9 expects a legally binding commitment to be obtained from the
developer to implement a viable scheme before any works affecting the asset
(such as demolition) are carried out and the proposed phasing would not enable
this to be secured. Phase 1 demolition of buildings on Pitt Street is less than ideal,
bringing forward sooner in the programme the disruption of this street frontage
and the displacement of tenants from these premises. However, the applicant has
indicated that given the level of archaeological investigation that is likely to be
required in this sector of the site, demolition needs to be undertaken in phase 1 to
de-risk future delay in the build programme and to allow HIF grant to support the
cost of these works. These considerations are material and justify departing from
DM9 on this point.

Norwich City Centre Conservation Area. Norwich is a city with an immense
wealth of characterful and important heritage assets. Its defining characteristics
are captured well in Historic England’s response to the call-in scheme: “Norwich is
one of England’s — and Europe’s — great historic cities. Set in the valley of the
River Wensum, the historic centre of Norwich can still be read as having been
defined by the longest circuit of city walls in medieval England. Containing more
medieval churches than any city north of Alps, large numbers of historic buildings,
many of exceptional interest, and streets and spaces rich in character, the centre
of Norwich is an extraordinary historic place. The heart of the city is articulated by
its major landmarks. On the hills to the south of the river, stand the castle, City
Hall, the Roman Catholic cathedral, and a number of the most prominent
churches, including St Peter Mancroft and St Giles. Below them, near the river, is
the medieval cathedral, one of the great churches of Europe, whose spire rises to
form the central landmark of the city. Norwich north of the river has its own
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character, the streets within the circuit of the walls still rich in historic incident, but
without the landmarks of the south.”

In the applicant’s otherwise sound methodology, conservation areas are ascribed
a medium sensitivity rating, equivalent to a grade |l listed building. However, this
does not acknowledge the variability of townscape quality, size and density of
individual heritage assets within a conservation area. Norwich City Centre
Conservation Area is universally acknowledged as one of the greatest places of
urban historic interest in the country and therefore is should be given a sensitivity
rating of at least high.

In terms of considering the development in the context of the city centre
conservation area, the management and enhancement policies set out in the
conservation area appraisal are material considerations. The appraisal identifies
that the Anglia Square character area has the lowest significance in the whole
conservation area and therefore has the most potential for beneficial change.
These are the policies and an assessment of the extent to which they are fulfilled:

o Historic street patterns and historic building lines in areas of low
significance, like Anglia Square, must be reinstated according to
cartographic and visual evidence, unless the proposals create a well-
designed alternative layout (B2) with special mention given to
reinstating an historic route between Magdalen Street and St
Augustine’s Street (Anglia Square character area M&E3). The scheme
achieves this to a large extent and is a considerable benefit to the
conservation area. The proposed Botolph Street closely follows the
alignment of its predecessor connecting Magdalen Street with St
Augustine’s Street and the extension to St George’s Street closely follows
its predecessor but enhances the connectivity over historical precedent by
intersecting with Edward Street. The location of Stump Cross at the
bifurcation point of Magdalen Street and Botolph Street will be celebrated
through the close reinstatement of Botolph Street and the bold design of
the southern fagade of block L. Block B will echo the former footprint of
Rose Yard.

e Remove negative landmarks, such as Sovereign House and
Gildengate House (C1). This is achieved through the demolition of
Sovereign House and Gildengate House. The multistorey car park (not
identified as a negative landmark in the conservation area appraisal but has
become one through its vacancy and increasing dereliction) will also be
demolished.

e Preserve and enhance views of citywide and local landmarks (C2).
Open up views of the major landmarks of the historic city and visually
reconnect the northern City to the area south of the river through
development at Anglia Square (p36). The tower of St Augustine’s Church
is a local landmark that will be celebrated in the restored alignment of
Botolph Street. Views of citywide landmarks are preserved but not
enhanced or opened-up.

e Appropriate scale of new buildings (D2) — In areas of low significance

(such as Anglia Square) the prevailing scale of existing traditional
buildings should be respected but the careful siting of taller buildings
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and use of larger scaled buildings in appropriate locations will be
encouraged, provided they do not negatively impact on important
views of citywide and local landmarks or affect the setting of listed
buildings. The proposals have been informed by a detailed study of the
historic context of the area, which has enabled the taller and larger scaled
building to be appropriately located in a way that is consistent with the
qualified encouragement for such buildings in this management policy. The
scheme minimizes the potential for jarring relationships with neighbouring
streets and buildings through more modestly scaled buildings on the site
edges. However, some harm to the significance of St Augustine’s Church
and 2-12 Gildencroft has been found though the effect on their setting.

e Where the redevelopment of Anglia Square meets existing
development along Magdalen Street the existing scale of buildings
should be respected (Anglia Square character area M&E1). The
development of a well-designed new four storey building on the Magdalen
Street frontage is combined with slightly moving back the building line,
thereby respecting the existing scale of buildings on Magdalen Street,
which are predominantly three storeys in the narrow sections. It would also
replace the visually poor building that currently occupies this part of the
street.

e Large-scale buildings appropriate near the ring road (Anglia Square
character area M&E2). This permissive policy was relied on when
developing the call-in scheme but ultimately not supported by the Secretary
of State whose letter said “the bulk and massing of the built form proposed
is not sympathetic to its context. In particular, he is concerned that the
frontage to St Crispins Road would include 8, 10 and 12 storey buildings
...~ The current scheme therefore features buildings that range between
four and eight stories, with the tallest element set well-back from the road.

e Retain the significant open space of Anglia Square in any new
development (Anglia Square character area M&E4). This open space
would be retained and enhanced and an additional open space called St
George’s Gardens would be provided.

Conclusion — Impact on built heritage receptors

487.

It is clearly a material consideration to consider the judgement made by the
Secretary of State and the Planning Inspector in relation to the previous scheme
that was the subject of a public inquiry (18/00330/F) (the call-in scheme)
considering the changes made for the current scheme, most notably the absence
of a 20-storey tower and removal of three bulky blocks, being replaced by several
blocks with an undulating storey height and a finer street pattern. This is
something that Historic England and (to an even greater extent) SAVE have failed
to do when asserting that heritage assets will be harmed in the current scheme to
a greater extent than the secretary of state and planning inspector found the call-
in scheme would have harmed them. Examples are Doughty’s Hospital, buildings
on Magdalen Street, St Augustine’s Street and the city centre conservation area
as a whole. The table below compares the degree of harm and extent of the
benefit to heritage assets found by the council in relation to the call-in scheme and
the current scheme with the conclusions of the Secretary of State and Planning
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Inspector for the call-in scheme. In almost every case the degree of harm is less,

harm has been switched to benefit or there is no effect on the asset.

Asset (LB grade) Call-in scheme Current
scheme
effect /
(harm to
significance)

Secretary of Planning Council Council
State Inspector

Anglican Cathedral Minor harm’ Minor harm’ Moderate Moderate

(Grade 1) harm neutral
No harm

St Helen’s Church Minor harm Minor harm’ Minor harm No effect

(Grade I) No harm

St Andrew’s Church Minor harm Minor harm Minor harm No effect

(Grade I) No harm

St Clement’s Church Minor harm Minor harm Major harm Moderate

(Grade I) neutral
No harm

St George’s Colegate | Not mentioned | Minor harm Minor harm? | Moderate

Church neutral

(Grade I) No overall
harm

St Augustine’s Church | Harm at upper | Moderate Minor harm Moderate-

(Grade 1) end of less harm major neutral-

than adverse

substantial Lower end of
less than
substantial
harm

Norwich Castle No harm No harm Minor harm Moderate

(Grade |, scheduled neutral

monument) No overall
harm

St Peter Mancroft No harm No harm Negligible No effect

Church harm No harm

(Grade I)

The Guildhall Not mentioned | No harm Minor harm No effect

(Grade I) No harm

St Andrews and Not mentioned | No harm Minor harm No effect

Blackfriars Halls No harm

(Grade |, scheduled

monument)

St Peter Hungate Not mentioned | No harm Negligible No effect

church harm No harm

(Grade I)

St Martin at Oak Not mentioned | Not harmful Minor harm Moderate

Church neutral

(Grade I) No harm

St Mary’s Church Not mentioned | Very limited Negligible Moderate

(Grade I) and not harm neutral

harmful No harm
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Asset (LB grade) Call-in scheme Current
scheme
effect /
(harm to
significance)

Secretary of Planning Council Council
State Inspector

St Saviour’s Church Neutral Neutral Negligible Moderate

(Grade 1) benefit beneficial
No harm

RC Cathedral No harm No harm to Moderate No effect

(Grade I) ability to harm No harm

appreciate
conservation
area in distant
views

St James Church Not mentioned | No impact on Negligible Moderate

(Grade I) ability to benefit beneficial

experience No harm
asset

City Wall No effect No effect Minor harm Moderate

(scheduled neutral

monument) No harm

Bacon’s House Not mentioned | Minor harm Not Moderate

(Grade 11¥) individually neutral

mentioned No harm

City Hall No harm No harm Minor harm Moderate

(Grade 11¥) neutral
No harm

Britons Arms Not mentioned | No harm Negligible No effect

(Grade I1*) harm No harm

Pykerell's House Not mentioned | Not mentioned | Negligible No effect

(Grade II*) harm No harm

71 Botolph Street Not individually | Not individually | Not Moderate

(Grade 11¥) mentioned mentioned individually beneficial

mentioned No harm

31-35 Magdalen Not individually | Not individually | Not Minor

Street and Gurney mentioned mentioned individually beneficial

Court mentioned No harm

(Grade II*)

45-51 London Street Minor harm Minor harm Moderate No effect

(Grade Il) harm No harm

Doughty’s Hospital Not mentioned | Minor harm Minor harm Moderate

(Grade II) neutral
No harm

2-12 Gildencroft Harm at upper | Moderate Minor harm Minor-

(Grade II) end of less harm moderate

than neutral-

substantial adverse
Lower end of
less than
substantial
harm

1 Guildhall Hill Not mentioned | No harm Minor harm No effect

(Grade II) No harm
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Asset (LB grade) Call-in scheme Current
scheme
effect /
(harm to
significance)

Secretary of Planning Council Council
State Inspector

Maids Head Hotel Not mentioned | Not materially | Minor harm No effect

(Grade II) detract from No harm

the asset

47-49 St Martin’s Not mentioned | Not harmful Moderate No effect

Lane harm No harm

(Grade Il)

Fye Bridge Street Minor harm Minor harm Major harm No effect

group No harm

Wensum Street group | Minor harm Minor harm Major harm No effect
No harm

St Augustine’s Street | Minor harm Minor harm Major harm Minor-

group?® moderate
neutral
No harm

Magdalen Street Some Some Major benefit | Moderate

group* enhancement | enhancement beneficial

of setting of setting No harm

Upper Close group Not mentioned | No effect Negligible No effect

harm No harm

43-45 Pitt Street Not mentioned | Total loss Total loss Total loss

(Local listing)

Waterloo Park No harm No harm Minor harm Minor neutral

(RHPG II*) No harm

City centre Broadly neutral | Benefit Minor- Moderate

conservation area moderate beneficial

harm No harm

1 As seen from Cathedral Meadow

2 As part of a group.

3 Similar category to “Northern City group” in analysis of current scheme but included buildings to the south
of Anglia Square in call-in scheme assessment.

4 Similar category to “Anglia Square group” in analysis of current scheme

Operational effects on townscape receptors

Townscape Sensitivity Magnitude of | Impact: Residual Effect
receptor change Harmful /
Neutral /
Beneficial
Low Density Low Low Beneficial | Negligible
Residential Applicant: Minor
Beneficial
Northern City Medium-Low Medium Beneficial | Minor-Moderate
Beneficial
Applicant: Minor
Beneficial
Anglia Square Low High Beneficial | Moderate Beneficial
Colegate Medium-High Low Neutral Minor Neutral
Applicant: | Applicant: Minor
Beneficial | Beneficial

Page 124 of 524




Townscape Sensitivity Magnitude of | Impact: Residual Effect
receptor change Harmful /

Neutral /

Beneficial
Northern Medium Low Beneficial | Minor Beneficial
Riverside
Elm Hill & Medium High Negligible Neutral Negligible Neutral
Maddermarket
Civic Medium High Negligible Neutral Negligible Neutral
Cathedral Close | High Nil Nil Nil

488. There is a discrepancy in the level of sensitivity accorded by the applicant to three

489.

490.

townscape character areas between the text in section 8 of the HTVIA and the
summary table in section 10. The low-density residential area is deemed medium
sensitivity in the text and medium-low in the summary; northern city is deemed
medium in the text and low in the summary; and Colegate is deemed high in the
text and medium in the summary.

The applicant has explained the sensitivity ascribed to the low-density residential
townscape character area in paragraph 8.113 of the HTVIA: “The area, is judged
to be medium sensitivity, owing to the mostly consistent low rise terraced and
semi-detached residential character and concentration of Grade-Il listed buildings
and conservation areas.” However, there appears to be a degree of confusion
here that points to a lower rating of sensitivity being appropriate. The reference to
“a concentration of Grade-Il listed buildings and conservation areas” is not correct
because the only designated heritage assets are in the far north of the area
around the junction of Magdalen Road and Denmark Road where a small part of
the Sewell conservation area overlaps, and one finds a group of Grade Il listed
properties at 135-145 EIm Terrace on Magdalen Road and the Grade Il listed
Christ Church. Also, the level of sensitivity is higher than that given to the northern
city character area that is within the City Centre Conservation Area and contains
many listed buildings, albeit it has a less homogenous character than the low-
density residential character area. It is also worth noting that “low density
residential” is a misnomer because the density in residential households is higher
here than in any other part of Norwich even though the buildings are
comparatively low scale. These factors lead to a conclusion that the sensitivity for
the low-density residential area should be low with a negligible rather than minor
beneficial effect and the sensitivity for the northern city area should be medium-
low with an effect that is minor-moderate beneficial rather than minor beneficial.

In relation to Colegate, a sensitivity rating of medium-high would be more
appropriate. This is mid-way between the two discrepant levels ascribed by the
applicant and balances the very fine, coherent and distinctive townscape
character within Colegate itself with the more fragmentary character of some of
the backland areas nearby occupied by surface car parks. In combination with a
low magnitude of change this results in minor/moderate effect. The applicant has
forecast a beneficial effect but the outline nature of this part of the planning
application suggests a cautious neutral judgement should be applied until the
submission of architectural details allows the real effect to be determined.
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Operational effects on visual receptors

Visual Receptor | Sensitivity | Magnitude | Impact Significance and Nature
(View number) of Change of Residual Effects*
1 Constitution Hill | Low Nil Neutral Nil
2 Constitution Hill | Low Negligible Neutral Negligible
/ Denmark Rd / St
Clement’s Hill
3 Angel Rd Low Low Neutral Minor Neutral
Applicant: Negligible
Call-in scheme: Moderate
Neutral
4 Heath Rd / Low Medium Beneficial | Minor Beneficial
Shipstone Rd
5 Magdalen Rd/ | Low Low Neutral Low Neutral
Sprowston Rd Applicant: Negligible
6 Mousehold Ave | Medium Medium Beneficial | Moderate Beneficial
Call-in scheme: Moderate
Neutral
7 St James’ Hill High Low Neutral Moderate Neutral
Applicant: Applicant: | Applicant: Major Beneficial
Medium Beneficial | Call-in scheme: Moderate
Adverse
8 Kett’'s Heights High Low Neutral Moderate Neutral
Applicant: Applicant: | Applicant: Major Beneficial
Medium Beneficial | Call-in scheme: Moderate
Neutral
9 Kett’s Hill Low Medium Beneficial | Minor Beneficial
Call-in scheme: Minor
Adverse
10 Castle High Medium Beneficial | Major Beneficial
Rampart Call-in scheme: Maijor
Adverse
11 Aylsham Rd Medium Medium Neutral Moderate Neutral
(west path)
12 St Augustine’s | Medium Medium Neutral Moderate Neutral
St / Magpie Rd Applicant: | Applicant: Moderate
Beneficial | Beneficial
Call-in scheme: Moderate
Adverse
13 St Augustine’s | Medium Medium Beneficial | Moderate Beneficial
St/ Sussex St Call-in scheme: Major
Adverse
14 Magpie Rd Medium Low Beneficial | Minor Beneficial
Call-in scheme: Major
Neutral
15 Edward St/ Low High Beneficial | Moderate Beneficial
Magpie Rd
16 St James’ Low / Medium Beneficial | Minor Beneficial
Church Medium Call-in scheme: Moderate
Beneficial
17 Tombland High Negligible | NA Negligible
Applicant: Applicant: | Applicant: Moderate
Low Beneficial | Beneficial
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Visual Receptor | Sensitivity | Magnitude | Impact Significance and Nature
(View number) of Change of Residual Effects*
18 Wensum St/ Medium Nil Neutral Nil
Elm Hill Call-in scheme: Major
Adverse
19 Magdalen St Medium Low Beneficial | Minor Beneficial
(south of St
Clement’s
Church)
20 Oak St/ St Medium Low Neutral Minor Neutral
Martin’s Lane Applicant: Applicant: | Applicant: Moderate
Medium Beneficial | Beneficial
Call-in scheme: Moderate
Adverse
21 St Crispin’s Rd | Low Medium Beneficial | Minor Beneficial
/ Oak Street Call-in scheme: Moderate
Beneficial
22 Quaker burial | Low Low Beneficial | Negligible Beneficial
ground Call-in scheme: Moderate
Neutral
23 St Augustine’s | Low- High Neutral Major Neutral
Church porch Medium
24 North east cnr | High Low- Neutral- Moderate-Major Neutral-
St Augustine’s Medium Adverse | Adverse
Churchyard Applicant: Applicant: | Applicant: Major Neutral
Medium Neutral Call-in scheme: Major
Neutral
25 o/s 107 Low Medium- Beneficial | Minor-Moderate Beneficial
Magdalen St High Call-in scheme: Major
Beneficial
26 Cowgate / Bull | Low Medium Neutral Minor Beneficial
Close Applicant: | Call-in scheme: Moderate
Beneficial | Adverse
27 St George’s St | Medium Low Neutral Minor Neutral
Applicant: Applicant: | Applicant: Moderate-Minor
High- Beneficial | Beneficial
Medium
28 Calvert St Medium Negligible- | Beneficial | Minor-Negligible Beneficial
Low
29 o/s 25 Medium Low Beneficial | Minor Beneficial
Magdalen Street | Applicant:
Low-
Medium
30 o/s 39 Medium Medium Beneficial | Moderate Beneficial
Magdalen St Applicant: Applicant: Minor Beneficial
Low
31 Cnr 59 Low High Beneficial | Moderate Beneficial
Magdalen St
32 Doughty’s Medium High Neutral Major Neutral
Hospital Beneficial | Applicant: Major Beneficial
Call-in scheme: Moderate
Neutral
33 St George’s St | Low High Beneficial | Moderate Beneficial
/ St Crispin’'s Rd
34 St Mary’s Medium Low Beneficial | Minor Beneficial

Plain / Duke St
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Visual Receptor | Sensitivity | Magnitude | Impact Significance and Nature

(View number) of Change of Residual Effects*

35 St Crispin’s Low High Neutral Moderate Neutral

roundabout Applicant: | Applicant: Moderate

Beneficial | Beneficial

36 Waterloo Park | High Low Neutral Moderate Neutral

37 Aylsham Rd Medium Medium Neutral Moderate Neutral

(middle of road) Applicant: Applicant: | Applicant: Minor Beneficial

Low Beneficial | Call-in scheme: Major

Adverse

38 Rosemary Medium Nil Neutral Nil

Lane Call-in scheme: Moderate
Adverse

39 Castle Medium Medium Beneficial | Moderate Beneficial

battlements Call-in scheme: Major
Neutral

40 Cathedral High Nil Neutral Nil

Meadow Call-in scheme: Moderate
Adverse

* The reference to call-in scheme in the table refers to the LPA judgement on the effect of the
call-in scheme on the same views.

491.

492.

493.

494,

View 7 — Motram Monument, St James Hill. The assessment of this view by the
applicant asserts that an improved architectural quality of the new scheme will be
a benefit compared to the current scheme in terms of the varied materiality and
roof form and how the roofs on the right-hand side of the development will
“pleasingly reflect the rows of long pitched roof terraces further north”. The image
supplied does not support this conclusion, perhaps due to the limitations of a
rendered view at long range. It also seems unlikely that a development entirely
composed of different coloured brick could qualify as displaying varied materiality.
It is therefore more appropriate to consider the effect on this important visual
receptor and visitors to the location as major neutral rather than major beneficial.

View 8 — Kett’s Heights. It is not evident from the image provided that the
development would necessarily result in a beneficial effect or a negative effect at
this long-range and with the development sitting comfortably below the skyline. An
effect of major neutral rather than major beneficial is considered appropriate.

View 12 — Junc St Augustine’s Street / Magpie Road. The development will
very slightly obscure part of the Anglican Cathedral spire in this view. The
detriment arising from this will be offset by the removal of the jarring water tower
on the top of Sovereign House from view along with the introduction of buildings
that lead the eye towards the reinstated entrance to Botolph Street, albeit with the
buildings appearing to squeeze the entrance and appear less clear and inviting
from this distance. A conclusion of moderate neutral is therefore considered to be
more appropriate than moderate beneficial.

View 15 — Junc Edward Street / Magpie Road. In this view the buildings
currently on the site share a roof line and a strong horizontal emphasis. This
creates a monolithic edifice relieved only by the lumpy extrusion on the roof of
each building and the different material treatments. In certain lights (such as the
one captured in the existing image within the HTVIA) Sovereign House can
appear sleek but this effect is increasingly undermined by its progressive
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496.

497.

498.

499.

500.

deterioration. The unbuilt west and north portions of the site are glimpsed in this
view. The alterations to the massing of blocks A and D have moderated the abrupt
density transition that results from the juxtaposition of the empty land in the
foreground and the proposed development beyond. The proposed building
provides a variety of forms and brick tones and textures and fills the unbuilt
sections of the site, which is an enhancement on the existing and the call-in
scheme leading to agreement with the applicant that this view is moderate
beneficial.

View 17 — Tombland. The applicant says that the scheme “will be barely
discernable to the viewer” from viewpoint 17 and HTVIA methodology defines
negligible as “a minimal amount of change” so negligible should be applied here
not low, leading to negligible effect rather than moderate beneficial.

View 20 — Junc Oak Street / St Martin’s Lane. The alteration to the view here
occupies a small component of the view in the far distance and therefore a low
magnitude of change seems more appropriate than medium. The beneficial effect
ascribed to the scheme from a sensitive stepping up from foreground to
background rooftops and the removal of the water tower on Sovereign House from
the view are premature in the absence of architectural information that would be
provided with a reserved matters application. An effect of minor neutral is
therefore considered more appropriate than moderate beneficial.

Views 23— St Augustine’s Church porch. The applicants reasoning and
conclusion that the effect of the development in view 23 (outside the church porch)
is major neutral is supported following the reduction in height of block D from six to
five storeys since the original submission.

View 24 - St Augustine’s churchyard. The applicant indicates that the quality of
architecture of blocks E and F will redeem the intrusion of new buildings
exceeding the height and prominence of Sovereign House resulting in a neutral
effect but until architectural information is received for these blocks through a
subsequent reserved matters submission it is prudent to exercise caution and a
neutral-adverse judgement is selected. Furthermore, it appears that the change of
part of the roof form from pitched to flat roof between the original submission and
revision A may make the job of integration more difficult, as suggested by Historic
England in their comments of 11 August 2022. A low-medium magnitude of
change (rather than medium) is considered appropriate, given the modest
component of the view that the new building would occupy and the fact that
Sovereign House is already visible and occupies part of this visual area.
Therefore, a moderate-major neutral-adverse effect is considered to arise in
relation to the visual receptor at view 24.

View 26 — Junc Cowgate / Bull Close. An enhancement of the view is claimed
due to sensitive residential design and varied roof forms. The minor amendments
to east elevation of block M in revision A did increase the ratio of fenestration to
blank surfaces tipping it from neutral to a positive change by comparison with the
monolithic view of the derelict multi-storey car park.

View 27 — St George’s Street. The sensitivity of this view is overstated given that
that the buildings are mostly modern and ordinary, and the conservation area
status has not been considered an attribute that should elevate the view sensitivity
elsewhere e.g., on Magdalen Street at the junction with Edward Street. A medium
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502.

503.

504.

505.

506.

sensitively would be more appropriate. It is unclear why a beneficial effect is being
claimed given that no negative building on the site is being removed from the view
and in the absence of any architectural information about the new scheme.
Therefore, a neutral effect should be shown at this stage. This leads to an effect
on the view that is minor neutral.

View 30 — Outside 39 Magdalen Street. The sensitivity of the view is erroneously
rated by the applicant as low on the basis that “there are no other visible heritage
assets here” apart from the conservation area. This is incorrect because both
buildings that fill the view on the west side of Magdalen Street are listed. A rating
of medium should therefore be applied leading to an effect on the view of
moderate beneficial.

View 32 — Doughty’s Hospital. The same reasoning as explained in paragraphs
473-475 applies here.

View 35 — Duke Street roundabout. It is premature to conclude that the result
will be beneficial in the absence of any architectural information, the loss of both
43/45 Pitt Street and the dynamic helical stair tower on Sovereign House and the
retention of the blank Surrey Chapel building. Therefore, at this stage a neutral
rating should be given.

View 37 — Aylsham Road (additional view). This view is experienced by
thousands of bus passengers and motorists a day when they crest the ridge on
Aylsham Road and begin their descent into Norwich. It is the first view of the
Anglican Cathedral on this major approach to the city and it announces ones’
arrival, as it has done for centuries. While the immediate townscape may not be
especially sensitive it is the reveal of the Cathedral that makes it sensitive.
Therefore at least medium sensitivity should be given rather than low. This view is
currently seriously harmed by the bulk of Sovereign House at the centre of the
view and the Anglia Square Policy Guidance Note in paragraph 7.88 seeks a form
of development that will reveal more of the Cathedral. The original submission
would have had a harmful effect by obscuring part of the Cathedral, but the
reduction in height of part of block A from eight storeys to seven since the original
submission avoids this and results in a neutral effect.

Although the evaluation of effect here is notably less positive than the applicant in
relation to several view receptors, overall and on balance the effect will still be
beneficial. The most significant enhancements are likely to be enjoyed at
Mousehold Avenue (view 6), the Castle Ramparts (view 10), the junction of St
Augustine’s Street and Sussex Street (view 13), the junction of Edward Street and
Magpie Road (view 15), outside 39 Magdalen Street (view 30), at the corner of 59
Magdalen Street (view 31), at the junction of St George’s Street and St Crispin’s
Road (view 33) and the from the battlements of Norwich Castle (view 39).

A small number of visual receptors that would experience worse visual effects
than under the call-in scheme:

e View 16 — Outside St James church

e View 21 — Junction St Cripsins Road / Oak Street
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508.

509.

e View 24 — Seating area in north-west corner of St Augustine’s church yard
(only a slight worsening due to a precautionary approach in the absence of
architectural detail)

e View 25 — Outside 107 Magdalen Street

Far more visual receptors will experience no effects or better effects compared
with the call-in scheme:

e View 3 — Angel Road

¢ View 6 — Mousehold Avenue

e View 7 — St James’ Hill

e View 9 — Kett’s Hill

e View 10 — Castle Rampart

e View 12 — St Augustine’s Street / Magpie Road

e View 13 — St Augustine’s Street / Sussex Street

e View 14 — Magpie Road

e View 18 — Wensum Street / EIm Hill

e View 20 — Oak Street / St Martin’s Lane

e View 22 — Quaker Burial Ground

e View 26 — Cowgate / Bull Close

e View 37 — Aylsham Road (middle of the road)

e View 38 — Rosemary Lane

e View 39 — Castle Battlements

e View 40 — Cathedral Meadow
In the preceding analysis harm to the significance of two heritage assets due to
change to their setting has been identified (at the lower end of the spectrum of
less than substantial) — St Augustine’s Church, and 2-12 Gildencroft. This needs
to be given great weight in the decision, especially in relation to St Augustine’s
Church with its grade | status. The total loss of significance and built fabric and
through demolition of the non-designated assets 43/45 Pitt Street and the
warehouse to the rear of 47-51 Pitt Street will also arise causing substantial harm
to those assets.
Set against this harm, and significantly outweighing it, are benefits to the historic
environment. The following listed buildings benefit: 71 Botolph Street, Former

Church of St Saviour, 31-35 Magdalen Street and Gurney Court, Former Church
of St James, Colegate Group and the Anglia Square Group. It is acknowledged
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510.

that the buildings proposed are generally of a larger scale than those that
characterise the conservation area generally. This is in part a response to viability
considerations and a desire to optimize the quantity of accommodation in this
highly sustainable location, but also reflects the more heterogeneous nature of the
Anglia Square character area and its recent history as a place of bold architecture
that elicits affection from many people who live and work in the area.

Several aspects of the development mean that even with this scale and density of
buildings the City Centre Conservation Area benefits overall through the:

e Removal of buildings of poor architectural quality that are identified as
negative in the conservation area appraisal, many of which are empty and
becoming increasingly visually derelict.

e Reinstatement of Botolph Street linking Magdalen Street with St
Augustine’s Street, close to its former alignment.

e Using the alignment of Botolph Street to create a new vista focused on the
tower of St Augustine’s Church, which heightens its presence as a historic
landmark within the area.

e Extension of St George’s Street providing a north-south pedestrian and
cycle link including reducing the vehicular dominance of the entrance from
St Crispin’s Road.

e Celebration of Stump Cross through a reconfigured space fronted by new
buildings of a higher architectural quality.

e Creating a higher quality new frontage on Magdalen Street.

e Disconnecting Anglia Square from the flyover by demolishing the Upper
Green Lane bridge.

e Retaining, enlarging and enhancing the Anglia Square public space.

¢ Planting trees and other vegetation across the site.

Design quality evaluation

511.

512.

Introduction

The NPPF says in paragraph 126 that “The creation of high quality, beautiful and
sustainable buildings is fundamental to what the planning and development
process should achieve.” Paragraph 134 says “Development that is not well
designed should be refused, especially where it fails to reflect local design policies
and government guidance on design”.

References to “beauty” are still quite new in government planning policy, having
been introduced into the NPPF in July 2021. There is no definition of beauty in the
glossary to the NPPF. The Oxford English Dictionary definition is: “A combination
of qualities, such as shape, colour, or form, that pleases the aesthetic senses,
especially the sight’. This implies that beauty elicits a positive emotional response,
but this can be subject to a considerable amount of subjectivity. Beauty is treated
as a component of well-designed places in the NPPF and a place can be
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considered well-designed in planning policy terms if it meets relevant design
policies and has been assessed using processes that are endorsed by
government. This assessment is structured around the government’s framework
for design evaluation as expressed in the National Design Guide and National
Model Design Code. They relate well to criteria within Building for a Healthy Life
(also endorsed in the NPPF) and the design policies in our Development
Management Policies Plan, especially DM3. These relationships are shown in the
table below.

513. The government recommends the use of independent design review panels. An
exceptionally thorough design review process was taken for Anglia Square though
which the scheme was reviewed on four occasions during the pre-application
process by the Design South East panel (DRP1 02.11.21; DRP2 05.01.22; DRP3
25.02.22; DRP4 21.06.22). DRP4 reviewed the original planning submission while
the earlier reviews were at pre-application stage. Design South East also
established a Community Review Panel of local residents, business owners and
community organisations that met four times (CRP1 12.10.21, CRP2 19.10.21,
CRP3 22.11.21, CRP4 22.02.22). The applicants and the local planning authority
were present at all eight meetings to explain the scheme and listen to the
feedback so that it could inform the design process. Letters were produced
summarising the views expressed and reference is made in the remainder of this
section to observations made by both panels that are relevant to the submitted

scheme.
National Design Guide / Building for a Development Management Policies
National Model Design Healthy Life Plan

Code
Context - enhances the surroundings

C1 | Understand and relate | Making the most DM3b. Long views
well to the site, its local | of what's there
and wider context Green and blue DMa3c. Local distinctiveness and
infrastructure character
DM3e. Density
DM3h. Materials and details
DMS3i. Green infrastructure,
landscaping and biodiversity
C2 | Value heritage, local Making the most DM3b. Long views

of what's there
A memorable
character

history and culture

DM3c. Local distinctiveness and
character
DM9. Safeguarding Norwich'’s heritage

Identity - attractive and distinctive

11 Respond to existing Making the most
local character and of what's there

DM3a. Gateways

identity A memorable DM3c. Local distinctiveness and
character character
Easy to find your DM3e. Density
way around

DM3f. Height, massing, scale and form
DM7. Trees and development
DM9. Safeguarding Norwich’s heritage

A memorable

character

DM3c. Local distinctiveness and
character
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National Design Guide /
National Model Design
Code

Building for a Development Management Policies
Healthy Life Plan

Well-designed, high DM3h. Materials and details

quality and attractive
places and buildings

DM9. Safeguarding Norwich’s heritage

Create character and

identity

A memorable
character

DM3b. Long views

DM3c. Local distinctiveness and
character

DM3h. Materials and details

DM9. Safeguarding Norwich'’s heritage

Built form - A coherent pattern of
development

B1 | Compact form of Walking, cycling DM3d. Layout and siting
development and public
transport
Facilities and DM3e. Density
services
Homes for DM12. Principles for all residential
everyone development
B2 | Appropriate building Homes for DM3a. Gateways
types and forms everyone
Making the most DM3c. Local distinctiveness and
of what's there character
Well defined DM3d. Layout and siting
streets and
spaces
Cycle and car DM3e. Density
parking
DM3f. Height, massing, scale and form
DM9. Safeguarding Norwich'’s heritage
DM12. Principles for all residential
development
B3 | Destinations Natural DM3b. Long views
connections
Walking, cycling DMai. Green infrastructure,
and public landscaping and biodiversity
transport
Facilities and
services
A memorable
character
Green and blue
infrastructure
Movement - accessible and easy to move
around
M1 | A connected network Natural DM3d. Layout and siting
of routes for all modes | connections
of transport Walking, cycling DM3g. Design of roads and streets
and public
transport
Easy to find your DMa3i. Green infrastructure,
way around landscaping and biodiversity

Healthy streets

DM28. Encouraging sustainable travel
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National Design Guide / Building for a Development Management Policies
National Model Design Healthy Life Plan
Code
Cycle and car
parking
Green and blue
infrastructure
M2 | Active travel Natural DM3d. Layout and siting
connections
Well defined DM3g. Design of roads and streets
streets and
spaces
Easy to find your DM28. Encouraging sustainable travel
way around
Healthy streets DM31. Car parking and servicing
M3 | Well-considered Cycle and car DM31. Car parking and servicing

parking, servicing and
utilities infrastructure
for all users

parking

Back of the
pavement, front of
home

DM2. Amenity

Nature - enhanced and optimised

N1 | Provide a network of Natural DM3d. Layout and siting
high quality, green connections
open spaces with a Facilities and DM3h. Materials and details
variety of landscapes services
and activities, including | Green and blue DM3i. Green infrastructure,
play infrastructure landscaping and biodiversity
DM7. Trees and development
N2 | Improve and enhance | Well defined DM3i. Green infrastructure,
water management streets and landscaping and biodiversity
spaces
Green and blue DMa3j. Energy efficiency and climate
infrastructure change
DMS. Planning effectively for flood
resilience
DM7. Trees and development
N3 | Support rich and varied | Well defined DM3g. Design of roads and streets
biodiversity streets and
spaces
Healthy streets DMS3i. Green infrastructure,
landscaping and biodiversity
Green and blue DM6. Protecting and enhancing the
infrastructure natural environment
DM7. Trees and development
Public spaces - safe, social and inclusive
P1 | Create well-located, Well defined DM3d. Layout and siting
high quality and streets and
attractive public spaces

spaces

Healthy streets

DM3g. Design of roads and streets

Green and blue
infrastructure

DM3h. Materials and details

DM3i. Green infrastructure,
landscaping and biodiversity

DM31. Car parking and servicing
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National Design Guide / Building for a Development Management Policies
National Model Design Healthy Life Plan
Code
P2 | Provide well-designed | Well defined DM3d. Layout and siting
spaces that are safe streets and
spaces
Healthy streets DM3g. Design of roads and streets
DM31. Car parking and servicing
P3 | Make sure public Facilities and DM3d. Layout and siting
spaces support social services
interaction Healthy streets DM3g. Design of roads and streets
Green and blue DMS3i. Green infrastructure,
infrastructure landscaping and biodiversity
DM31. Car parking and servicing
Uses - mixed and integrated
U1 | A mix of uses Facilities and DM3c. Local distinctiveness and
services character
Easy to find your DM3e. Density
way around
U2 | A mix of home tenures, | Homes for DM12. Principles for all residential
types and sizes everyone development
U3 | Socially inclusive Facilities and DM2. Amenity
services
Homes for DM12. Principles for all residential
everyone development
Homes & buildings - functional, healthy and
sustainable
H1 | Healthy, comfortable Healthy streets DMS3i. Green infrastructure,
and safe internal and landscaping and biodiversity
external environment Green and blue DM2. Amenity
infrastructure
H2 | Well-related to external | Well defined DM3d. Layout and siting
amenity and public streets and
spaces spaces
Healthy streets DM3g. Design of roads and streets
DM2. Amenity
H3 | Attention to detail: Back of the DM3h. Materials and details

storage, waste,
servicing and utilities

pavement, front of
home

DM2. Amenity

Resources - efficient and resilient

R1

Follow the energy
hierarchy

DMa3j. Energy efficiency and climate
change

DM4. Providing for renewable and low
carbon energy

R2 | Careful selection of DM3;|. Energy efficiency and climate
materials and change
construction
techniques
R3 | Maximise resilience Natural DMS3i. Green infrastructure,
connections landscaping and biodiversity
Walking, cycling DMaj. Energy efficiency and climate
and public change
transport
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National Design Guide / Building for a Development Management Policies
National Model Design Healthy Life Plan
Code

Making the most
of what's there
Blue and green
infrastructure

Lifespan - made to last

L1

Well-managed and Green and blue DMS3i. Green infrastructure,
maintained infrastructure landscaping and biodiversity

L2

Adaptable to changing DMaj. Energy efficiency and climate
needs and evolving change

technologies DM12. Principles for all residential
development

L3

A sense of ownership | Well defined
streets and
spaces

Back of the
pavement, front of
home

514.

515.

516.

517.

Context - enhances the surroundings

This section concentrates on issues of context and integration, particularly as they
relate to the surroundings. The next section looks at whether the development
creates identity and distinctiveness given that its geographical extent and recent
history creates a degree of freedom of expression, particularly within the scheme
and where public uses are proposed.

The tension with developing Anglia Square successfully is trying to simultaneously
integrate with the existing surroundings, acknowledge what was there on the site
before Anglia Square, capture the boldness and distinctiveness of the spirit that
informed the design of the buildings currently on the site, and build in a way that
covers costs and achieves a modest profit that justifies the development risk that
is being taken. This is a significant challenge and goes some way to explaining
why the site has stood dormant for so long.

When considering the application of planning policy calling for integration with
context there is a tendency to disregard the existing condition of the site. This is
wrong for two reasons: firstly, the presence of tall and bulky buildings on the site is
the point of comparison in judging the magnitude of change and whether the
change is beneficial or detrimental; and secondly the judgement of whether the
development is successful should not be overly determined by whether it politely
and humbly integrates into its surroundings. To do so would be to deny the value
of a bolder vision of post-war development that infused Anglia Square and
motivated its designers to make it stand out and which is a source of pride to
many local people.

The surroundings of the site are not homogenous, and its character is well
described in the City Centre Conservation Area Appraisal. It is not consistently
low-rise and there are buildings of considerable height on and adjacent to the site
that have been present for around fifty years, such as Sovereign House and St
Crispin’s House. Other voices, such as those at the community review panel, find

Page 137 of 524



518.

519.

520.

value in the bold ambitions and raw quality of the current buildings on Anglia
Square, and do not want to lose their spirit when they are replaced. This was
captured in the CRP1 letter: “The local community enjoy its special character
which was described as ‘gritty’ and ‘robust’. This character was described as
reflective of the community Anglia Square serves, although it was acknowledged
that the buildings and infrastructure of the Square have become dated and are in
need of rejuvenation. There were comments that any renewal of the Square
should not lose the existing strong characteristic of contrast and difference which
Anglia Square provides and which adds to the wider interest of the city.” The
Council does not agree with those organisations who advocate an approach that
is entirely guided by a mission that this development proposal must “fit in” and
defer to a low-rise benchmark that predates the current buildings on the site.

The local planning authority has been advocating design solutions that straddle
both objectives by identifying certain parts of the development that have particular
significance and warrant a bold (but not necessarily big) approach, even when on
the edge of the scheme so that Anglia Square remains a distinctive part of the city
centre but one that embraces its historic surroundings more successfully than the
current site conditions. These are:

e Stump Cross (block L), which is a point of arrival from the south on
Magdalen Street and has a transport interchange function)

e Block D, which is a point of arrival from St Augustine’s Street from the
north-west and Edward Street from the north and has a community use

e South-west corner of block G, which is a point of arrival from the south on
St George’s Street opposite the crossing of St Crispin’s Road, which has
the potential to echo the strong architectural style of this element of
Sovereign House.

The assessment of heritage impacts in the preceding section shows that in
relation to almost all heritage assets and by comparison with what is there now the
development manages the contextual relationship well. DRP1 said: “Generally, we
are comfortable with the overall approach to height and massing”, although they
went on to say “There is a risk that the southwest corner of the site will feel too
high, particularly because of the height of upcoming development around this
location. This combination of intense development with the high-traffic roundabout
means this whole corner could feel unattractive.” DRP2 said: “The stepping up
works, and the logic of which locations are higher and lower makes sense.
However, in places there is a risk of the approach feeling repetitive or
monotonous. There could be some locations that are even higher and some that
are even lower and more intimate, particularly on tighter narrower streets. This
could give more of a range of scales and a more diverse character across the
whole site.”

In terms of the height of the development this scheme seeks to achieve an
acceptable relationship with the surrounding context by having no buildings that
exceed the height of Sovereign House, placing the tallest buildings in the middle
of the site and falling away towards the edges with four to seven stories presented
to Pitt Street, three to five stories on Edward Street and three to four storeys on
Magdalen Street.
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Pitt Street is wider than most in the area and it widens out further at its junction
with St Augustine’s Street and New Botolph Street. The relationship with St
Augustine’s Church and 2-12 Gildencroft is discussed in the section above
concerning the effect on heritage assets. However, it is worth noting here that the
relationship with the Pitt Street and St Augustine’s Street context is eased by
several measures — the frontage of block E steps up and down between 4, 5 and 6
storey; there is a mix of uses, particularly at the junction of Botolph Street with
New Botolph Street; and St Augustine’s Street is reconnected with the city centre
via new streets and public spaces leading to Magdalen Street and St George’s
Street. It will be possible and important at reserved matters stage (if the current
application is approved) to secure vertical division in the fagade of block E and
variation in its character with neighbouring blocks to create interest.

Magdalen Street will be widened at the point where block K is inserted allowing
four stories to fit comfortably, especially given that the character of the street is
more fragmented here with the bulky building accommodating Roys immediately
opposite. The most problematic building in this edge context was block D until it
was lowered by one storey in response to feedback on the original submission.

There are local features of special interest in Magdalen Street and St Augustine’s
Street that are identified in the conservation area appraisal which provide some
cues to the architectural treatment of new buildings in the vicinity:

e Wider north — south commercial streets that have continuous building lines
and multiple building frontages with ground floor activity interrupted by
regular entrances to east-west oriented side alleys and courtyards
accessed through archway.

e Buildings dating from c¢17-19 of up to three storeys in height of red brick
with pantile roofs.

¢ Richly detailed elevations consisting of decorative joinery and, red brick,
some flint and plaster/render, fenestration, ornate doorcases, patterned
walls and traditional shopfronts.

Block K presents an appearance of vertical subdivision into narrow plots that
complements the prevailing character of development on Magdalen Street. This is
a welcome replacement for the jettied overhang and low horizontal emphasis of
the current building. The Juliette balconies and French windows that are proposed
for the flats in blocks K and J3 are less compatible with that character, although
the subtle and creative allusions to mourning crepe designs in the balustrades is a
welcome enhancement following the original submission.

The cat-slide roof on block J3 feels bold and responds to local vernacular. Larger
windows in the north elevation could have provided more interest to that elevation
and more illumination for the bedrooms within but the augmentation of the brick
detailing in revision A is welcome as is the addition of a dark grey pantile roof in
revision B.

The main material to be used is red brick, which is a contextually local and
vernacular material for the area. However, the proposed header bond panels and
coursing is not the way this material has traditionally been used in the area. The
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use of Flemish bond brickwork with headers in a darker brick along the east
elevations of blocks J3 and M would be more compatible with the surroundings.

The textured brickwork proposed on the north elevation of block J3 facing Botolph
Street and the upper parts of block A are attractive and interesting. The brick
fluting detail seen on block A could be incorporated horizontally as well as
vertically in other parts of the development. Such a horizontal emphasis is more
characteristic of the existing brutalist buildings on the Site. We like to see more
extensive use of brick patterning techniques in Anglia Square to further enliven the
facades.

Block B1 has a simple design that successfully reinstates lost red brick terraced
weaving houses on roughly same footprint with a pleasing rhythm of openings. St
Augustine’s Street is characterised by an unusually complete roofscape of red
clay pantiles with some black and blue clay examples. The roofing material
proposed for blocks B1 and B2 was beneficially changed to blue pantile following
the original submission.

The layout and movement framework of the proposed development responds
coherently to the local context by knitting together surrounding streets and
reinstating lost streets on an alignment close to that which existed before Anglia
Square was built. Botolph Street is a particularly important example of this. It will
terminate and focus on St Augustine’s Church at the west end and the resurrected
heart of Norwich Over the Water at Stump Cross to the east where it touches
Magdalen Street. The naming of streets, alleys and yards can commemorate their
predecessors and highlight the continuity of extended streets, such as St George’s
Street. Some of the physical fabric of surviving surfaces, such as the granite setts
and kerb stones to the west of Sovereign House can be reused in the surface of
the extended section of St George’s Street. This needs to be covered by a
planning condition. There is more on this in the sections on movement and public
spaces.

Identity — attractive and distinctive

The applicant’s attempt to make the case that architectural expressions are
loosely derived from types of building that once stood on the site. Yards and
factories are identified as historic design inspirations for some of the proposed
buildings and their relationship with spaces. However, the yard analogy is being
stretched in the context of buildings that are much taller than their predecessors
and the factory reference is hard to apply to residential buildings that are newly
built rather than converted from buildings previously used as factories. The
Council’s greater concern through the design development has been to ensure
there is sufficient variation in the character and distinctiveness of the design that
the architectural expression should live up to the bold spirit of what is there now
and which many of the people who attended the community review panel
meetings value. DRP4 said that “more should be done to inject variety and
distinctiveness into the architecture” and recommended the applications should
“introduce more differentiation, variety and definition of character into the buildings
throughout, in particular the Stump Cross building, Block D, and prominent corner
buildings”. This is discussed below in relation to the detailed components of the
application. Any reserved matters applications will present an opportunity to
introduce further variety.
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The Chamberlain’s factory building that once stood on the site with its north-lit roof
pitch, curtain walling and multi-paned glazed windows is quoted by the applicants
as an inspiration for the design of block K1. This building is an anchor of the
scheme addressing Anglia Square. It is not fettered by the contextual constraints
of surrounding historic buildings and warrants a bold treatment that does not need
to be influenced by factory precedents. The final form of the fagcade that addresses
Anglia Square is a strong piece of architecture which robustly spans the length of
the square from Botolph Street to Anne’s Walk. Its most satisfying aspect is the
differentiation of levels by increasing the portion of wall surface to window surface
from the bottom to the top of the building. This complements the commercial use
at the bottom of the building and the domestic use above, with the attic storey
further differentiated. The increasing transparency of the balcony metalwork from
bottom to top echoes the gradation from transparency to solidity of the main
building surface and has the functional benefit of preventing visual intrusion into
lower flats.

In accordance with the Council’s aim for certain buildings to capture the ambitious
and distinctive spirit of Anglia Square, we have encouraged the applicants to
make block D one of the most distinctive buildings on the site due to its gateway
location and community use. It is the only building on the site with a curvaceous
plan, which sets it apart. It is appreciated in the round more than any other
building due to its smaller footprint and encircling streets. Its incorporation of
community uses means it is a building that should feel human scaled and
welcoming. The vertical fluted brickwork contributes to the differentiation of the
residential use of the upper floors from the community use below and the light-
coloured brick further sets it apart from its neighbours. These can be seen as a
diluted reference to the site’s 1960s chapter of brutal architecture, characterized
by strong forms, a horizontal emphasis and the use of concrete (another light-
coloured material). Excessive height would also undermine the desired emphasis
on its horizontal layering that correspond with building uses. The reduction in
height from six to five storeys following the original submission has helped to
achieve a horizonal emphasis to the building that complements its curvaceous
form. Nevertheless, Historic England conclude that “The form and height of Block
D fails to respond to its context...”. The Council does not take such a critical
approach following the reduction in height because the building now achieves the
delicate balance between having a strong presence whilst not harming the wider
historic context or feeling hostile in scale when approaching the main public
entrance on Botolph Street. This entrance feels generous, welcoming and
appropriately scaled. The corner facing St Augustine’s Street is less successful
because it lacks both a public entrance and any special architectural emphasis.

The spiral staircases on Sovereign House are identified in the Anglia Square
character appraisal as providing townscape interest. A reinterpretation of this
feature on the prominent south-west corner of block G could offer an interesting
flourish and a respectful acknowledgement of what was there before. This would
be a matter to consider at the reserved matters stage.

Bolt on balconies are heavily deployed across the site. While offering some useful
private outdoor space, architecturally they can conceal interesting features of the
building and they also reduce light to windows below. Where balconies are
attached, a variety of metalwork patterning would help lend distinctiveness and
solidity. DRP3 encouraged the architects to “use balcony design to contribute to
variety across the site.” They have responded in revisions to the original
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submission with balconies in a rich blue colour on block K1 facing Anglia Square
that move from solid to more widely spaced balustrades up through the building
and block K2 and block J3 facing Magdalen Street will feature Juliette balconies
with a balustrade design that is inspired by the pattern of silk mourning fabric that
was formerly made on the site by the Norwich Crape Company. These changes
are beneficial, and it is hoped that similarly creative approaches are used in the
parts of the site that would be subject to reserved matters application (if the
current application is approved) along with a greater proportion of recessed
balconies that are formed within the envelope of the building.

Concrete features strongly in Anglia Square currently and will be entirely absent
from the external surfaces of the new development. This will erase an important
stage in the architectural history of the area, and it would have been good to see
concrete used in at least one new building as a prominent feature. The City Centre
Conservation Area appraisal gives license for this: “... areas of Low significance, a
wider range of contemporary materials can be used, provided that they either
respect the traditional building materials of the area or create a successful
contrast with them.” However, the extensive use of concrete would not be
appropriate given its high level of embodied energy.

The proposed use of dark brick in block J3 and light brick in block L surrounding
the Stump Cross space is bold and will help to give distinction to this space and its
buildings. There is a concern that the proposed use of black brick facing the
flyover will make that space feel gloomy and it would be better if some lighter
bricks were used as highlights in combination with lighter window frames. Block L
successfully addresses the space and is a homage to buildings that previously
existed at this pivotal point where Magdalen Street and Botolph Street met. The
removal of the westernmost bay of block L following the original submission has
helped to ensure that the sense of Botolph Street branching off to the left is
obtained in views from south of the flyover on Magdalen Street (e.g. views 19 and
30). Further detailed interest could be given to the building at close range by
chamfering the brickwork around the loggia and window surrounds like the brick
columns of 44-48 Sackville Place nearby.

The floorscape and canopy in Anglia Square itself are another place where
extrovert and memorable approaches are needed. The Council encouraged the
bold use of colour and pattern rather than a polite use of stone and the applicant
has responded to this in their revisions following the original submission. Further
work is needed on the design of the canopy, which should be focused in one place
as a single element or form a set of overlapping mini canopies that cover an
extensive area and provide shelter from the elements where seating can be
located. DRP4 made a similar observation: “Ensure the canopy in Anglia Square
is of sufficient size to protect against inclement weather." These elements
combined with a small number of feature trees at the northern end would provide
delight for users of the space and residents looking down from above. More
information can be found in the landscape comments provided separately.

Shopfront treatments offer an opportunity for the enhancement of the
development’s individuality and character. High quality shopfronts with attractive
design are a key character of Norwich’s historic and commercial streets and some
of the city’s finest late nineteenth and early twentieth century shopfronts line
nearby Magdalen Street and St Augustine’s Street. These shopfronts consist of
traditional timber frames with painted facias, pilasters, corbels and recessed
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entrances that capture the human scale, proportionality and craftsmanship / finer
details that help create positive townscape.

The applicant has provided a document of ‘coloured shop front drawings’ detailing
the shopfronts for some of the development blocks, although the Magdalen Street
frontage of block KL is not included and neither is information about the proposed
materials. The architectural framing is being treated as part of the detailed
application for which consent is sought but approval of individual shop fascias
would be sought by the occupants. A condition should be attached to any
permission for the development that requires these to be individually submitted for
approval but should conform to a Shopfront and sign design guide that would also
be required by condition.

Successful features of the coloured shopfront drawings are:

e The brick pilasters seen at Block A that help break shopfronts into smaller
units which are more reflective of the mullion divides seen on traditional
shopfronts.

e Arched openings seen on Block K helpfully dilute the risk of a monotonous
rectilinearity in the buildings and shopfronts. In a greater quantity and if
made a feature of the development, the arches may compliment the yard
openings seen across the city which could positively acknowledge the
scheme context.

Weak features of the shopfront drawings are:

e The great expanse and height of glazing on the red brick element of the
north side of block KL facing Botolph Street that lacks human scale and
contrasts strongly with the character of shopfronts on Magdalen Street. The
same criticism can be made of the grey brick element of the same
elevation, which has a central fascia flanked by two square planes of glass,
which would be better with a continuous fascia.

e Apparent, lack of hanging signs to create character.

Applying uniform lettering across the scheme such as signage for ‘Anne’s Walk’,
‘Bike Store’ and ‘Anglia Square’ has the potential to improve the development’s
individuality.

The typography of street signage could offer a further layer of coherence to the
development (such as for ‘Anne’s Walk’, ‘Bike Store’ and ‘Changing Places
Toilet’), although the typeface shown on the drawings lacks interest. Rather than
applying it conventionally to the walls on plates it could be set within the skin of
the building in a contrasting material, such as ceramic. Street name plates might
be combined with the brackets for wall-mounted lanterns on the corner of
buildings, which also illuminate the lettering.

Built form — a coherent pattern of development
The positioning of buildings as perimeter blocks framing squares, streets and

yards will give a high degree of coherence to the development. Many residents will
benefit from podium gardens within the blocks. The new streets provide a much
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higher degree of connectivity than the existing situation and point towards features
outside the site e.g., St Augustine’s Church, activity on Magdalen Street, St
George’s Street and trees in the Quaker Burial Ground.

It is desirable for the public to be able to walk through Sovereign Yard within block
H between Botolph Street and Sovereign Way and this feature of the scheme is
welcome along with the recent change to the dual frontage building between
Sovereign Yard and Botolph Street from residential to commercial that will support
the creation of activity and interest within the courtyard if it were used as a café or
restaurant. The parameter plan designates Sovereign Yard as semi-public, and
clarification is needed about what restrictions are proposed. It ought to be open
24/7 unless problems arise following its completion that can only be resolved
through gating at night.

The orientation of taller blocks in a north-south alignment is a wise strategy to
admit light into the middle of blocks from the south but in some places the
juxtaposition of the tall ends of these blocks across narrower streets and lanes
leads to an uncomfortable height to width ratio that may feel oppressive in places,
although a pleasing contrast between containment and release might be achieved
when entering or leaving St Georges Gardens and Anglia Square. Examples are:

e Southern section of Beckham Place between blocks A and M

e The entrance to the middle section of Botolph Street off Anglia Square
between blocks A and H

e Southern end of Calvert Yard between blocks G and J
e East end of Tooley Lane between blocks E/F and F
e West end of Sovereign Way between blocks H and G

Stump Cross has always been the most important focus of activity north of the
River Wensum where the routes from the north of the city converge on Magdalen
Street. The construction of Anglia Square and the replacement of Botolph Street
with the existing Sovereign Way injured this. Sovereign Way currently runs
perpendicular to Magdalen Street and is covered by the bulk of the cinema
building above it and denies it light. The flow was lost along with the opportunity to
locate a building with presence at the bifurcation point of these routes. The new
configuration offers a version of Botolph Street that flows better than Sovereign
Way by growing out of the splayed building line on block J3. This building line also
gives a wider area to accommodate the intensity of movement and social activity
that occurs at Stump Cross. Further collaboration between the applicant, Norfolk
County Council and Norwich City Council will be necessary following a grant of
planning permission to address the recommendation of DRP4 that the local
authority should “Work with the applicant to resolve and finalise the plans for
Stump Cross.”

Block L is a key building that forms the northern edge of the Stump Cross space.
Historic England are critical of the way it is designed. They say: “The new building
at Stumps Cross on Magdalen Street, Block L, would be too tall and assertive in
its character. Neither the height nor the design would relate to the surrounding
context. It has been designed as a focal point, reinstating one lost to the
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1960s/70s development. A building that addresses Stumps Cross would be
positive. However, the generous four stories, articulated in an assertive grid-like
facade, would be out of scale with the adjacent traditional buildings, as well as
stylistically at odds with them. The proposed corner building would also not relate
to the proposed design of the new terrace buildings to the north and south of it on
Magdalen Street, making the whole composition lack coherence. The odd
juxtaposition with the new terrace is seen in views 25 and 31.”

Buildings of presence and classical symmetry have stood on approximately this
site in the past serving as a visual marker of the point where Magdalen Street and
Botolph Street diverge. We have worked with the applicant to capture the spirit of
these buildings in the new proposal and furthermore to treat this as a landmark
building that appropriately marks the entrance to the development, fronts an
important public space and has commercial use throughout. They propose a
building with a regular grid composed of five bays and four storeys. The grid of
brick piers is further emphasised by the ground floor being a colonnade and the
top storey a terrace with a view over the flyover to the city centre skyline
punctuated by the Castle and Cathedral. The use of a colonnade at the bottom of
block L will add further spatial richness and shelter from the weather. By moving
the building line of block L north after the original submission the applicants have
avoided various problems that would otherwise have occurred thereby keeping the
view of Magdalen Street from within Anglia Square open when walking along
Botolph Street, creating space for pedestrian circulation around the building,
avoiding a hidden space in the corner of the block L where it joins block K and
retaining sufficient space for bus stops on Magdalen Street. The building is also
set apart from the adjacent new building elements on Magdalen Street and
Botolph Street by being one storey taller and faced in light brick.

The retention of Surrey Chapel, a two-storey building, creates a problem in
dealing with the neighbouring building elements that comprise block F. Several
principles apply: the new buildings should not prevent Surrey Chapel being
redeveloped in the future; the residential amenity of people living in block F should
not be spoiled by any redevelopment of the Surrey Chapel site; and the
architectural relationship between block F and Surrey Chapel, while it continues to
exist, should be satisfactory.

An eight-storey element of block F presents its south elevation to Surrey Chapel
and can be seen above it from St Crispin’s Road. At its closest point this block will
be six metres away from the rear wing of Surrey Chapel. A six-storey element lies
to the west and at its closest point will be seven metres away from Surrey Chapel.
The proximity and scale of block F will not prevent Surrey Chapel being
redeveloped but any replacement building is likely to have a smaller footprint and /
or height than it would otherwise.

If viability considerations mean neither the footprint nor height of block F can be
altered, it will be important to ensure that the layout of flats and the position and
design of balconies on the elevations facing Surrey Chapel do not rely exclusively
on these elevation for their light and outlook. Since block F is in outline this will
need to be given careful consideration in developing the details for a reserved
matters application. Furthermore, the expression of these prominent building
elements will need to be handled well because they will be highly prominent when
viewed from the south, with an awkward and abrupt juxtaposition of height
between Surrey Chapel and the new building that will need to be mitigated (or

Page 145 of 524



553.

554.

555.

556.

557.

558.

even exploited) through architectural design. The applicants should consider the
DRP4 recommendation to “Reintroduce more variety into the masterplan around
Block F’, although the degree to which this can be achieved with the blocks in the
parameter plans is limited. The scope to meet their recommendation to “Resolve
the inactive frontages and confused backs and fronts on Tooley Lane.” is greater,
albeit constrained by having two public frontages.

Movement — accessible and easy to move around

The proposed replacement street network was commended by DRP4, which said
that “the masterplan works well in terms of connectivity and street hierarchy...”
This is important because there are currently no clear, coherent or pleasant routes
through the site. The route between St George’s Street and Edward Street is
blocked by a surface car park and has no flanking active frontages. People who
do walk this way pass an empty building with a blank concrete base to the east
and an open car park to the west. There are currently two routes from Magdalen
Street to St Augustine’s Street. The main route along Sovereign Way is
overshadowed by the underside of the cinema and the vehicle bridge above.
Ann’s Walk is a threatening tunnel with no sight lines between Magdalen Street
and Anglia Square. Buildings at the upper levels such as Gildengate House and
the cinema are accessed on foot via staircases and across vehicular circulation
routes which are hard to find and unpleasant to use. Anglia Square feels sealed
off from the city and at night there is no natural surveillance or activity, making it a
barrier to movement in the city and an unwelcoming place.

The Site is centrally located and benefits from very good access to bus services,
walking and cycling routes, although there is potential for these to be improved.
The success of high density of development depends on good access to
sustainable transport services. These are abundant in the locality and will be
improved through the development.

Levels of parking are lower than currently on the site and the ratio of parking
spaces to homes is lower than many developments that have been built near the
city centre. Nevertheless, further reductions would be welcomed and create
opportunities for design improvement in the outline part of the development if
demand for spaces in phase 1 of the development is lower than expected.

Magdalen Street is one of the most intensively served streets in Norwich by
buses, which connect to north Norwich, the north of Norfolk and the rest of
Norwich directly or via interchange in the city centre. The development will place
more demand on these services and therefore an increase in capacity for buses to
pick up and drop off in Magdalen Street is required. The draft design for the
mob