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Iltem No: 7.1

Application: 200910

Applicant: Blumarble Property Management Limited

Agent: Pomery Planning Consultants Ltd

Proposal: Demolition of former Cinema buildings and the re-
construction of the Foyer Building and the erection of a
new apartment block in place of the auditorium to
provide 55n0. apartments, 2no. Retail Units (A1) and
32n0. basement car parking spaces

Location: Odeon Cinema, Odeon Cinema, Crouch Street, Colchester,
CO3 3ES

Ward: Castle

Officer: Alistair Day

Recommendation: Refusal
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Reason for Referral to the Planning Committee

This application is referred to the Planning Committee as it has been
called-in by ClIr Goacher on the following grounds:

“This is major site in Crouch Street Colchester. The proposal to demolish
the entire building contradicts previous guarantees that the facade would
be retained. This is a building of historic importance visually and parts of it
are [locally] listed. Also, the proposal for a block of flats would alter the
residential density of the street by a large amount with implications for
traffic congestion and parking. As such these matters are significant and
this major application should be heard by the Planning Committee and
given full scrutiny by democratic representatives”.

Synopsis
The major issues for consideration are:

The impact that proposed development would have on the character
and appearance of Colchester Conservation Area No.1 and the setting
of nearby listed buildings;

the effect of the development on the amenity of occupiers of nearby
buildings and whether the development would provide residents with
adequate amenity;

the impact of the proposed development on highway and pedestrian
safety and the free flow of traffic; and

whether the lack of s106 contributions would result in a development
that is unacceptable

For the reasons set out in the report, the application is recommended for
refusal

Site Description and Context

The application site occupies a central position on the south side of
Crouch Street (east), within Colchester town centre. The cinema was
designed by architect Cecil Masey and was built in 1931. The building is
composed of two distinct parts: the architecturally designed foyer which
has been described as being in a Spanish / Moorish style; and the rear
auditorium, which is effectively a brick and rendered box with a corrugated
roof. The interior of the building has been altered and many of the original
features have been stripped out. The building closed as a cinema in about
2002 when Odeon Cinema built their multiplex cinema in Head Street and
has remained vacant since that time.

The former cinema is included on the Council’s adopted List of Buildings of
Local Architectural or Historic Interest and is situated within Colchester
Conservation Area No.1 (Town Centre). The street frontage range of the
former cinema, due to its distinctive architectural style, makes a positive
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contribution to Crouch Street which in turn enhances the special character
of the Conservation Area. The auditorium in contrast is a bland box whose
scale and mass are at variance with the fine historic grain of area. The
auditorium is generally obscured from public view by virtue of its ‘backland’
position; but can be seen in views from Headgate, Southway / Butt Road
and Essex Street where it is seen between gaps in the built frontage. The
auditorium is not considered to contribute positively to the character and
appearance of the conservation area.

To the east of the former cinema is a group of three storey mid C19
buildings of a ‘stripped classical’ design. This terrace is included on the
Council’'s adopted Local List. To the west of the application site and
separated by a modern three storey office building, is Nos. 20-22 a
Georgian building which is listed grade II* (star). Wrapping around the rear
(south) of the site is a 3 to 4 storey modern office block. The north side of
Crouch Street (opposite the application site) is composed of 2-3 storey
buildings of mixed date and styles.

Description of the Proposal

The application proposes the total demolition of the former cinema building
and the erection of 55 no. apartments, comprising: 22 no. x one Bed, 30
no. x two Bed and 3 no. x three Bed. At basement level, parking for 34
cars and cycle parking is provided. Two new shop units are also proposed
within the reproduction frontage which seeks to reinstate the principal
architectural element of the historic building.

Land Use Allocation
Central Area - Mixed Use
Relevant Planning History

C/COL/06/0541 - Change of use of former cinema site into night club with
extensions and fire escape staircases to rear and new shop fronts. —
Dismissed at Appeal

151004 Conversion and new roof to front range of former Cinema to
create 11no. Apartments and Demolition of Auditorium and Erection of
New Building to provide 46no. One & Two Bed Apartments, refurbishment
of 2no. existing Retail Units and creation of 30 basement car parking
spaces. - Approved

Principal Policies

Regard has been given to section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004 which requires that applications are determined in
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations
indicate otherwise. In this case the development plan consists of the
Colchester Borough Core Strategy (adopted 2008, reviewed 2014),
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Development Policies (adopted 2010, reviewed 2014); the Site Allocations
(adopted 2010) and Section 1 of the Local Plan 2017-2033.

The Council is developing a new Local Plan (Submission Colchester
Borough Local Plan 2017-2033). The whole of the emerging Local Plan
was submitted to the Secretary of State in October 2017; however, the
examination of the two sections has taken place separately. Section 1 of
this Plan has been found sound and was adopted by the Council on 1 Feb
2021. The examination of Section 2 of the emerging Local Plan was
undertaken in spring 2021 and the Council is now waiting for the
Inspector’s letter.

Paragraph 48 of the Framework states that decision makers may give
weight to relevant policies in emerging plans according to:

(1) the stage of preparation of the emerging plan;

(2) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies
in the emerging plan; and (3) the degree of consistency of relevant policies
to the policies in the Framework.

Section 1 of the Plan carries full weight; Section 2 is considered to be at an
advanced stage but some policies could be subject to change. Reduced
weight has been given to the polices in the Section 2 plan in the
determination of this application.

The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) must be taken
into account in planning decisions and is a material consideration together
with the accompanying Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). The National
Design Guide is also a material consideration.

In accordance with section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (the LBCA Act), special regard has been
paid to the desirability of preserving those listed buildings potentially
affected by the proposals, or their settings or any features of special
architectural or historic interest which they may possess. Section 72(1) of
the LBCA Act requires special attention has been paid to the desirability of
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the conservation
area.

Regard should also be given to the following adopted Supplementary
Planning Documents (SPD):

The Essex Design Guide

External Materials in New Developments
EPOA Vehicle Parking Standards
Affordable Housing

Community Facilities

Open Space, Sport and Recreation
Sustainable Construction

Shopfront Design Guide
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Cycling Delivery Strategy

Sustainable Drainage Systems Design Guide

Street Services Delivery Strategy

Planning for Broadband 2016

Managing Archaeology in Development.

Developing a Landscape for the Future

Planning Out Crime

e Town Centre Public Realm Strategy

e Air Quality Management Guidance Note, Areas & Order

Historic England’s Good Practice Notes: Managing Significance in
Decision Taking in the Historic Environment and The Setting of Heritage
Assets are also material considerations.

The National Design Guide - Planning practice guidance for beautiful,
enduring and successful places is also a material consideration.

Consultations
The stakeholders who have been consulted and who have given
consultation responses are as set out below. More information may be set

out on our website.

Archaeological Officer

No objection subject to a planning condition to record and advance
understanding of the significance of any heritage asset before it is
damaged or destroyed.

Environmental Protection (General)

No objection subject to conditions and informatives.

Environmental Protection (Contamination)

It is noted that no walkover was conducted as part of the instructed works.
However, based on the information provided, the conclusions and
recommendations would appear reasonable i.e., that an intrusive
investigation is not considered to be warranted at this time, but that if
during development ground conditions are found to differ from those
anticipated, further risk assessments will be required.

Consequently, should permission be granted for this application, a
condition regarding unexpected contamination is recommended.

In addition, to the above, the Council's Contaminated Land Officer
recommended that that pre-demolition asbestos surveys and necessary
removal works should be conducted prior to commencing any demolition
works on the existing building.

DC0901MW eV4



8.7

8.9

8.10

8.11

Environmental Protection (Air Quality)

The AQA has been reviewed and it is noted that slight exceedances have
been modelled for first floor flats along Crouch Street and at ground floor
retail units. Modelling identifies that by the operational phase of the
development there will be no exceedances. However, modelled
improvements using future emission factors rarely occur to the magnitude
identified and with this uncertainty, the requirement for mitigation would be
recommended.

Historic Buildings Officer

The application causes significant concerns in terms of its impact on
identified heritage assets. The proposals will result in the complete loss of
a locally important non designated heritage asset that contributes
positively to the conservation area. The proposal to reinstate the front
elevation on Crouch Street by attempting to imitate the historic facade
while increasing the volume of the range will be to the determent of the
street scene and the addition of the extra storey of the rear block
compromises the potential for the development to integrate successfully
into the built context of the area.

For the reasons set above, the proposed development does not comply
with the legislation, national and local policies for the protection of heritage
assets and conservation areas and cannot be supported on heritage
grounds

Anglian Water

No objection subject to recommended conditions and informatives.

Cinemas Theatre Association

The Association object to the application on the grounds that:

e The cinema is an important example of the mature neo-Spanish style
employed by the major cinema architect Cecil Masey. It is one of a
series with the Granada, Walthamstow, and the Avenue, Northfields,
both of which are listed at Grade II*. We believe its style is unique
within Essex.

e The cinema on Colchester’s Local List, with a very complete historical
description, and is a prominent feature in Crouch Street in Study Area
2 of Colchester Town Centre Conservation Area. It should therefore be
protected alongside other historic buildings in the town.

e The proposed replica building would re-create only the cinema’s
facade, and even then would change some important details. The
overall massing and impression would be radically different, and the
significance and authenticity of the original completely lost.
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e The application claims that the front block is structurally unsound, but
offers no evidence for this assertion. At the very least there should be
a structural engineer’s report. As a historic building, the presumption
should be towards restoration of the original fabric.

e The interior of the front block survives to a considerable extent, and
the first floor restaurant space shown in the photograph attached has
architectural quality. The central area of this space behind the tall
Spanish window should be retained and restored in any new scheme.

Essex Police

The published documents have been studied and, unfortunately, do not
provide sufficient detail to allow an informed decision relating to security,
pursuant to the National Planning Policy Framework, sec 12 paragraph
127, (f) and Colchester’'s Planning Policy DP1: Design and Amenity, iv. —
‘Create a safe and secure environment’.

Essex Police would be keen to meet with the developers to discuss
incorporating crime prevention through environmental design into this site
through the nationally acknowledged Secured By Design accreditation.
Essex Police would like to have the following issues clarified

e Developments of flats can suffer adversely from anti-social behaviour
due to unrestricted access to all areas and floors of the building. What
security is proposed within this development to counter this potential
problem?

* In addition to above, how will the basement car park ramp and
stairwells be secured to prevent unauthorised, unrestricted access to
this area?

Essex Police would recommend the applicant incorporate Crime
Prevention through Environmental Design and apply for nationally
acknowledged and police recommended Secure By Design accreditation.

Fire and Rescue Service

Access for fire-fighting purposes does not appear to meet the
requirements within ABD B5 from the information provided. More detailed
observations on access and facilities for the Fire Service will be
considered at Building Regulation consultation stage. It 5 the
responsibility of anyone carrying out building work to comply with the
relevant requirements of the Building Regulations.

Officer Comment:

For applications submitted on or after 1 August 2021 there is now a
requirement to submit a Fire Statement if the building contains two or more
dwellings and meets the height condition of 18m or more or 7 or more
storeys. The building proposed under this application would meet the
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height requirements for a Fire Statement but as the application was
submitted before 1 August 2021, a Fire Statement is not required to be
submitted. Given this, and as noted by the Fire and Reuse Service,
matters relating to fire will therefore need to meet the relevant Building
Regulation requirements and these matters will be assessed should the
development be implemented.

Historic England

Historic England objects to the application on heritage grounds. The
proposals for total demolition of the former Odeon Cinema, a building
included in Colchester Borough Council’s Local List and located within the
Colchester Town Centre Conservation Area, are considered wholly
inappropriate in this sensitive location and have not been justified in
accordance with the requirements of paragraph 194 of the NPPF. In
addition, the scale and massing of the newbuild residential block that
would replace the auditorium would be overly dominant in both short and
long streetscape views within the conservation area and would adversely
affect the setting of listed buildings in the vicinity. We therefore urge your
authority to refuse the application in its current form.

In determining this application you should bear in mind the statutory duty
of section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas)
Act 1990 to have special regard to the desirability of preserving listed
buildings or their setting or any features of special architectural or historic
interest which they possess, section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings
and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to pay special attention to the
desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of
conservation areas and section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004 to determine planning applications in accordance with
the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

Your authority should take these representations into account and seek
amendments, safeguards or further information as set out in our advice. If,
however, you propose to determine the application in its current form,
please treat this as a letter of objection, inform us of the date of the
committee and send us a copy of your report at the earliest opportunity.

Highway Authority

From a highway and transportation perspective the impact of the proposal
is acceptable to Highway Authority subject to recommended conditions
and informatives

Lead Local Flood Authority

Having reviewed the Flood Risk Assessment and the associated
documents which accompanied the planning application, we do not object
to the granting of planning permission subject to the condition and
informatives.
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Theatres Trust

The Theatres Trust is the national advisory public body for theatres. We
were established through the Theatres Trust Act 1978 'to promote the
better protection of theatres' and provide statutory planning advice on
theatre.

Although it is not statutorily listed architecturally it is unique in Essex with
an impressive principal facade in a Spanish-American style, as well as
being an important survivor of Massey’s provincial work. It is on the
Council’'s adopted List of Local Architectural or Historic Interest.
Notwithstanding its vacant and deteriorating state, it is also an important
positive contributor to the Colchester Town Centre Conservation Area and
is recognised by the Conservation Area Character Appraisal as one of the
more interesting buildings in Crouch Street.

As the site was built as a cinema with theatre provision, and that cinema
remains the building’s lawful use, our general position as supported by
national and local policy is that it should be demonstrated the site is
surplus to requirements for continued community or cultural use before
other uses are considered. We are aware of local interest in the building
being retained for cultural use. While evidence of continuing need does not
appear to have been tested within the previous application (and we note
that Cinema Theatre Association did not object to the change of use) we
accept there is an existing permission and therefore while retention and
restoration of the site for community or cultural use would be desirable and
loss of parts of the building regrettable the primary factor in this application
is the total loss of the site as an undesignated heritage asset. In that
context it is also pertinent to note since the previous submission
Colchester has gained a further cinema within the town centre with a
further permission on an out-of-town site and works on expanding
provision at the Mercury Theatre are advanced.

On the basis of total loss of the original building we object to this proposal.
We would note the merits of retention were prominently stated within the
conclusion of the previous application’s report which heavily influenced the
recommendation to approve. Although not statutorily listed, the frontage of
this building is nonetheless an important and significant asset not just
within the immediate context of Crouch Street but regionally and even
nationally given its association with Massey and being a survivor of his
provincial work. While we appreciate the applicant’s objective of delivering
a scheme which offers an acceptable commercial return, that should not
come to the detriment of the scheme’s public benefits and loss of heritage.
Furthermore, retention generally represents a more environmentally
sustainable option than demolition and re-construction. This must be
considered alongside any cost and efficiency arguments supporting the
new build option because embodied carbon and the impact of extraction,
manufacture, delivery, recycling and landfill of new and demolished
materials should be taken into account. While we welcome that some
elements would be re-used — for example metalwork to the windows — we
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do not consider this to mitigate the overall impact of loss. Therefore in
conclusion we recommend the refusal of planning permission.

9.0 Parish Council Response

9.1 The site is not parished

10.0 Representations from Notified Parties

10.1 The application resulted in a number of notifications to interested third
parties including neighbouring properties. The full text of all of the
representations received is available to view on the Council’'s website.
However, a summary of the material considerations is given below.

Loss of an important piece of Cinema Architectural History; it is an
iconic part of our town centre and must be preserved.

Demolition would be to rob Colchester of the key feature of one of its
much-loved landmark buildings

There is no evidence of structural problems, the intention is to reduce
build costs and thereby increase the profitability of the scheme; this
should not be considered a justification for its demolition.

The building has been allowed to fall into to a poor state of disrepair;
this should not form no part of any argument or justification for the
demolition of the fagade.

They have applied to demolish the frontage on order to gain access to
the site for demolition and building purposes and given no care to the
listed building

Scale, mass and height of the proposal is out of character with the
surrounding

The developers got their sums wrong in the original submission they
have now painted themselves into a corner; adding extra floors to
accommodate puts the whole scheme out of proportion with its
surroundings.

Application for Residential Conversion should not be accepted based on
the argument that flats is now the only economically feasible / viable
option being offered / proposed

Housing needs to be prioritised for Borough residents

Increased congestion / pollution from residential traffic

It will create excessive car movements

Lack of parking will add to the strain on existing limited parking

This development should be car free with access to a car club parking
The parking spaces should have high-wattage electric charging points.
The cycle parking should be far more prominent and secure

There is concern about the headroom offered at the various cycle
parking locations.

The flats on the west facing side will have a very limited aspect as they
would the back directly onto nearby buildings.

Loss of social amenities

The proposed south elevation is close to the adjacent office building and
will result in direct overlooking. Privacy has been enjoyed by the office
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building since it was built as the south elevation of the former Odeon
was devoid of windows.

e The proposal if permitted in this form would prejudice any future
application under Permitted Development Rights to change the use of
Southway House into residential use.

e It will cause disruption to the access of the office car park and the ability
of the occupiers of a Southway House to go about their daily business

e There are very few places for live music and for plays etc.

e It is in an area known for the night-time economy.... this will very
possibly lead to conflict between residents and business

The following representations have been received from Clir M Goacher:

e This building is on the list of buildings that the Council considers to be
of such importance that they should be retained. As such the complete
demolition of the building would render this list to be pointless.

e it was always understood previously that the frontage of the existing
building would be retained. For the applicant to go back on this
understanding due to the building degenerating due to being left
redundant for several more years is unacceptable and contravenes
previous agreements.

e the proposal for 55 dwellings with a high level of provision for car
parking but a low level of provision for cyclists is bound to increase
traffic congestion is an already busy arena. This also completely
contradicts Council attempts to deal with the climate emergency
following the unanimous vote in Council in 2019 to declare a climate
emergency. There should be provision for every resident to store as
bicycle, but currently there is not. Rather there is the encouraging of
residents to own and use cars, this increasing traffic in the area
significantly.

The following representations have been received from Cllr P Coleman:

e Given the town centre location there needs to be less traditional car
parking spaces, replace with more electric car charging places and
definitely more safe cycle storage, storage for at least one bike per flat
and secure given cost of bikes and electric bikes.

Civic Society

The new application in respect of the Odeon cinema building has proved to
be something of a dilemma for the Civic Society. This stems from the
Society's active attempts some years ago to secure a full listed status for
the building and an element of disappointment that it has only achieved a
local listing for the facade building. Along with the majority of residents we
have despaired at the lack of activity and the gradual dereliction of the
building over the years of ownership blight and development problems.
Many of us would have looked forward to a positive new beginning with the
passing of the earlier planning application and the promise of an
improvement in the street scene of Crouch Street
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10.7

The Society is well aware of the viability issue surrounding this earlier plan
and the consequent lack of any positive proposals to the despair of the
neighbouring local businesses and residents who pass by and shop in the
area. As a result, the Society feels that we should approach this new
application with a positive approach in the hope of finding a workable
solution to all our hopes for a new beginning. The Planning Statement, the
Heritage Impact Assessment and the Viability Report have presented the
argument that this is the only possible solution to the conundrum now
facing us all, despite the possibility of only the most modest of profits with
little provision for on costed site issues with contamination or water run-off.
The consequences of this argument are that we must all accept the need
for the demolition of the frontage building and its facade to allow proper
site access as well as the increase in height of the apartment building as
well as an increase in the number of flat units to make for a viable plan. It
will now be a six storey building plus basement which will allow for an
additional nine flats. By a reconfiguration of the parking provision and
additional four places will be found in the basement. It must be suspected
that the single bedroom flats will have no parking provision as there will be
30 two bed flats and 3 three bed flats in the new plan. All of these modest
changes could be argued as being acceptable changes despite the
possibility of some aspects being very close to neighbouring buildings.

The greater issue is the problem of the original frontage building and the
plan to rebuild to the original plan and specification with the re-use of
original fixtures and fittings and the construction of an altogether more
attractive roof than the existing corrugated one. This replacement plan
does present some issues for the Society. Principally we are unhappy with
the use of " facadism” - i.e. the retention of an original facade to hide a
new interior but this will be taken to the greater extreme of being an ersatz
facade. Is this Spanish-American Mission style frontage really such a
wonderful building that it demands retention and full restoration? It was
never the best of Masey's original designs nor constructions. Hence the
local listing status. The original grandeur of the cinema was in the interior
ornamentation which is to be completely demolished. Do we really need
two additional retail units again on the north side of Crouch Street where
shops have never been truly successful? Might there not be a better
argument for the Crouch Street frontage to be two Georgian houses
possibly with green space in emulation of the original design before this
short lived cinema. If we are obliged to accept this new scheme, then the
Society is adamant that the quality of the frontage replication must be
conditional to the consent.

Further we remain concerned by the lack of parking provision and the then
definite threat to the on-street parking which is essential to the local shops.
We would insist that every flat has bike parking provision and that the
electrical charging points should be of greater numbers to future proof the
provision. We would also see the need for all recommendations by
statutory consultees to be made conditional as well as the need for full
archaeological recording and surveying of the basement excavations.
Lastly, we would like to insist that the possible name should be " Regal
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House" and not " Gardens". The Society does appreciate that the cinema
has a high communal value currently and many in the town have
considerable memories invested in the structure. We also are fully aware
that this site has no future as a concert venue, cinema or indoor market as
many would suggest. We are anxious only that we acquire the best design
to re-vitalise our premier shopping street.

11.0 Parking Provision

111

The application proposed 34 car parking spaces.

12.0 Accessibility

12.1 The layout and buildings have been designed to ensure that pedestrians of

all mobility types can move around the development in a safe and
convenient manner.

13.0 Open Space Provisions

13.1

14.0

None

Air Quality

14.1 The site is outside of any Air Quality Management Area. An Air Quality

15.0

15.1

16.0

16.1

Impact Assessment has been submitted due to its proximity to an Air
Quality Management Area.

Environmental and Carbon Implications

The Council has declared a Climate Emergency and has committed to
being carbon neutral by 2030. The purpose of the planning system is to
contribute to the achievement of sustainable development as defined in
the Framework. Achieving sustainable development means that the
planning system has three overarching objectives, which are
interdependent and need to be pursued in mutually supportive ways.
These are economic, social and environmental objectives. Consideration
of this application has taken into account the Climate Emergency and the
sustainable development objectives set out in the Framework. It is
considered that, on balance, the application represents sustainable
development.

Environmental Assessment
The development, by virtue of its size and scale is not considered to result
in significant impacts and, as such, is not considered to constitute EIA

development under the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2017.
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17.0 Planning Obligations

17.1 As a “Major” application, there was a requirement for this proposal to be

17.2

considered by the Development Team. The following contributions were
requested:

e Community - £71,459.01
e Parks & Recreation - £173,392.19
e Highways —Residential Travel Information

e Transport and Sustainability - £5,000 Contribution towards an electric
car club car.

e Housing — 11 AH Dwellings The tenure of the affordable housing should
be no less than 80% affordable rent and no more than 20% shared
ownership.

e Education - As the pupil numbers generated by the proposed
development do not reach ECC specified contribution request
thresholds, an education contribution will not be sought.

e NHS - £33,454.08
Following the review of the viability assessment the Development Team

agreed that seven shared ownership units should be provided and that the
scheme should be subject to a viability review requirement.

18.0 Report

18.1

Principle of Development

The application site is located on the edge of Colchester town centre and
is identified as a Mixed-Use Area on the Proposals Map. CS Policy SD1
states that new cultural, retail, office and mixed-use developments will be
delivered through regeneration of the Town Centre and its fringe. CS
Policy TC1 states that Mixed Use Areas will provide mixture of residential
and commercial uses. DP Policy DP6 provides further guidance stating
that appropriate uses will be supported where: a proposal contributes to
the design quality, activity levels and character of the area; complement
other uses on the frontage; and have no significant adverse impact on
neighbourhood amenity. The Framework promotes the growth of town
centres and recognises that residential development can play an important
role in ensuring the vitality of such area. In addition to the above policy
support, it is also a material consideration that planning permission was
granted on 29 March 2018 for a residential led redevelopment scheme at
this site; this permission lapsed on 29 March 2021.
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18.3

18.4

18.5

18.6

18.7

In view of the above, there is not an objection, in principle, to the proposal
to provide residential accommodation with small scale retail units at this
site. The application does however need to be assessed against other
planning policies and material considerations.

Five Year Land Supply

The Council’s latest published Annual Housing Position demonstrates that
the Council has a 5-year land supply.

The Planning Statement opines that the Council is unable to demonstrate
a five year supply of housing and references the recovered appeal in
Tiptree (Barbrook Lane) in which the Secretary of State found (April 2020)
that the Council was then unable to demonstrate a 5 year housing land
supply. The agent notes that the Council’s housing land supply was found
to be at 4.7 years, against a 5.0 year target. The agent goes on to state
whilst this shortfall is modest, the 46 units approved in 2018 scheme are
included within the 4.7 year supply. The agent states that these units are
not deliverable and as consequence of this, the 4.7 years supply identified
by the Secretary of State would be reduced further. The agent opines that
approving the current application for 55 units will reinstate the 46 units and
add nine additional units, making an important and meaningful contribution
to the Council’s housing land supply.

In more recent appeals (Land off Maldon Road, Tiptree and Braiswick),
Planning Inspectors have found that the Council is able to demonstrate a
five year deliverable supply of housing. In the Braiswick appeal the
Inspector stated:

“The Council states that it has a supply equating to around 5.4 years
based on 6,108 units identified within its APS. Both parties in advance of
the Hearing agreed a contribution of 300 units from the Fiveways Fruit
Farm; this is a reduction of 50 units originally included in the Council’s
trajectory. Furthermore, based on my analysis, | have deleted a further 397
units resulting in a 5YHLS of 5,661, sufficient to maintain a 5YHLS.”.

Members may wish to note that the current application site was one of the
sites that the Inspector deleted from counting towards the Council’s five-
year housing land supply. The Inspector commented that although there is
already an extant permission for the redevelopment of Odeon site, viability
issues have necessitated revisions resulting in the submission of new
application. In view of this, the Inspector opined that, for the time being,
there is insufficient evidence to support the case that it will yield any units
during the 5 years in question.

The Inspector in the Braiswick appeal also considered the effect of the
pandemic on housing delivery. The Inspector commented that it is almost
impossible to predict the impacts of how the pandemic may affect housing
supply over the next few years. At the appeal the appellants cited a
decision in Wokingham, which was issued towards the start of the first
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lockdown, that suggested a deduction of between 74-148 dwellings should
be made equating to between 3-6 months’ supply. However, the Inspector
for the Braiswick appeal commented that since that decision was issued
the response of the built environment sector has become clearer and the
Council have highlighted measures that have been put in place which have
acted as a spur to house building to compensate for the loss in supply.
The Inspector concluded that “On the balance of evidence before me |
consider that there would be no significant impacts on supply from the
pandemic”.

For the reasons given above, it is considered that the Council is able to
demonstrate a five year supply of housing and this supply is not dependent
on the current application site coming forward for development.

Heritage Considerations

Both CS Policy ENV1 and DPP Policy DP14 reflect the statutory
obligations as set out in S66(1) of the LBCA Act to have special regard to
the desirability of preserving a listed building or its setting and S72 of the
same Act that requires special attention to be paid to the desirability of
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation
area. In a similar vein, the Framework gives great weight to the
conservation of designated heritage assets, noting that the more important
the asset, the greater the weight should be. This is irrespective of the level
of harm. The Framework also states that any harm should also require
clear and convincing justification.

The former Odeon cinema is included on the Council’'s adopted Local List
of Buildings of Architectural or Historic Interest. The application site is
located within Colchester Conservation Area No.l. There are also a
number of listed buildings in the immediate vicinity of the application site
and special regard has to be paid to the setting of these buildings.

The former Odeon cinema comprises two distinct parts, namely the
architecturally designed frontage range (comprising the entrance foyer with
its embedded shops and carriage arches) and the functional rear
auditorium. The front range consists of the Spanish or Moorish style
gabled foyer (equivalent to three plus storeys in height) which is flanked by
two storey hipped wings. To either side of the entrance foyer were
originally recessed niches which reflected the design of main gabled foyer.
At first floor level, the windows have cast iron balconettes which were
originally surmounted with a string course that extended down like inverted
consoles into bays between the windows. The front range is characteristic
of 1930’s cinema architecture, albeit of a slightly unusual design. The rear
auditorium is essentially a large brick and rendered box with a corrugated
roof. The building has been vacant since the Odeon moved to its current
location in Head Street (about 20 years ago) and is in poor condition due
to lack maintenance and repeated vandalism.
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The key heritage considerations are:

i Whether the loss of a non-designated heritage asset is justified;

i Whether the proposal would preserve or enhance the character or
appearance of the Colchester Conservation Area No.1;

i Whether the proposal would harm the setting of nearby listed
buildings;

iv. Whether the extent of any harm would be substantial or less than
substantial;

iv If the proposal leads to less than substantial harm to the significance
of the heritage asset, do the public benefits of the proposal outweigh
this harm; and

iv If the proposed development leads to substantial harm, is substantial
harm necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh
that harm or loss. If substantial harm is not considered necessary to
achieve public benefits or those public benefits are not considered to
outweigh the harm, then the decisive issue is whether all of the four
tests set out within paragraph 195 of the Framework apply.

Local planning policies seek to preserve or enhance non-designated
assets (locally listed buildings). The Framework (paragraph 203) states the
effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage
asset should be taken into account in determining the application. In
weighing applications that affect non-designated heritage assets, a
balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any
harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset. The Framework
goes onto state (paragraph 207) that the loss of a building (or other
element) which makes a positive contribution to the significance of the
Conservation Area should be treated either as substantial harm under
paragraph 200 or less than substantial harm under paragraph 201, as
appropriate, taking into account the relative significance of the element
affected and its contribution to the significance of the Conservation Area.

In terms of significance, the applicant’s Heritage Statement (HS) suggests
that overall, the former cinema has medium heritage value. This
assessment has been arrived at by considering evidential, historic,
aesthetic and communal values of the building.

In assessing the historic significance of the cinema, whilst there may not
be full agreement as to the precise grading of the heritage values, there is
agreement that, at the local level, the significance of the former cinema
ranges between moderate and high. Given this, officers believe that the
building is rightly included on the Local List and constitutes a non-
designated heritage asset. In terms of the contribution that the buildings
make to the conservation area, the HS acknowledges that the front range
makes a positive contribution to this part of the Conservation Area,
although the HS does note that due to the building’s current condition, it
detracts from the appearance of the east half of Crouch Street. There is
thus also agreement that the building makes a positive contribution to the
appearance of the conservation area. Given this, in accordance with
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paragraph 207 of the Framework, it is necessary to consider whether the
demolition of the former cinema would cause substantial or less than
substantial harm to the conservation area. The agent opines in the
Planning Statement that the impact of the proposals on the character of
the conservation area when taken as a whole would be negligible and
concludes that the harm to the significance of the conservation area is
therefore less than substantial. Officers agree that the demolition of the
building will result in less than substantial harm being caused to the
conservation area designation but do not consider the extent of harm to be
at the lower end of the scale as suggested by the agent.

The Framework states that any harm to, or loss of the significance of a
designated heritage asset, should require clear and convincing
justification. The justification put forward in the HS for the current
application is that the proposals have been developed following a viability
assessment on the consented scheme, which found that this would result
in a substantial loss for the developer. The HS explains that the viability
assessment has considered several options and it is stated that the current
application represents the only scheme that does not result in a substantial
loss. The viability of the scheme is the only reason put forward to justify
demolition of the building; it has not been alleged that the building is
incapable of conversion or that the building is structurally unsound. Whilst
the concerns highlighted by the agent regarding the viability of a
residential-led scheme are appreciated, no evidence has been submitted
that the former Odeon has been marketed for sale. This has been raised
with the agent and they have stated that the site has been available for
sale since the last permission and whilst there has been some interest
there have been no formal offers. The agent goes to state that “even if it
were extensively marketed, the issue is not the visibility of the building, but
the viability of creating a use from it that is the greatest challenge. I'm sure
that if it was sold for £1, the level of investment required to retain the
building in a viable use would exceed any likely returns”. The submitted
viability information indeed suggests that this may well be the case;
however, without formal marketing, the applicant has failed to demonstrate
that there are no alternative options to the total demolition of the building
and without this evidence, the case for the total demolition of the cinema
has not been fully demonstrated.

As a locally listed building that makes an important contribution to the
character and appearance of the Town Centre Conservation Area, there is
a strong presumption in favour of retaining and repurposing front range to
preserve the significance of the conservation area.

Crouch Street originally formed one of the main routes into the town
centre. The street retains a strong historic character despite being bisected
by the dual carriageway of Balkerne Hill. The east end of Crouch Street
(between Headgate and Balkerne Hill) is composed of historic buildings
that are generally between two and three storeys in height. The former
cinema occupies a central position within this part of Crouch Street and, by
virtue of its unusual design, makes a striking impact on the local street
scene. To the west of the cinema is a traditionally designed modern three
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storey red brick office building; beyond the office building, lies 20-22
Crouch Street, a fine eighteenth century building that is listed grade II*
(star) for its special architectural and historic interest. The buildings to the
south and south-west of N0s.20- 22 are modern and range between three
to five storeys in height. Immediately east of the cinema is a three storey
early nineteenth century terrace, which is locally listed. At the east end of
the street is the Bull Public House, a timber framed structure with an
eighteenth-century frontage, which is listed grade Il for its special interest.
The north side of Crouch Street is composed of a mix of buildings, typically
between 2 and 4 storey in height and of various ages and styles. To the
south of the application site, is a modest early nineteenth century terrace
(15-19 Headgate) which is locally listed.

The effect of the application proposal on the conservation area falls into
two strands: the effect that the demolition would have on the character and
appearance of the area; and the effect that the proposed replacement
building would have on local street scene and that of the conservation
area; these ‘strands’ are discussed in turn below.

The former Odeon was designed to present an imposing facade to the
street. The building is considered to make a significant contribution to the
character and appearance of this part of the conversation area, although
its positive contribution is diminished by the ground floor openings and
many of the windows being boarded over and by its poor condition. The
facade of the building has not however been so irreversibly altered that it
could not once again form the architectural focus of the street. The building
is significant in terms of architectural, historic and social / cultural history of
the area and the understanding of its development. The total loss of such a
large and prominent building from the historic street fabric would cause
harm to the character and appearance of the area and would consequently
be harmful to the significance of the conservation area. This harm is
considered to be less than substantial, albeit at the greater end of this
scale.

It is proposed to demolish and rebuild the front range of the cinema. The
agent opines that the loss of the front range will be mitigated by erecting a
building that “bears a closer resemblance” to the original Masey design.
The proposal to put a replica building back in the place of the former
Odeon is philosophically questionable and would seemingly show a lack of
confidence to create a modern building that is befitting this sensitive
location. That said, officers acknowledge that there is support this
approach and officers accept that a facsimile structure will maintain ‘an air
of familiarity’ to the local street. Whilst the support to rebuild the front
range is appreciated, it should be noted that modern building requirements
mean that it is rarely possible to faithfully recreate historic detailing which
will result in subtle changes from the design and detailing of the original
building. In addition to these modifications, the current application
proposes a more significant change to the original design through the
introduction of the parapets to the flanking wings and the addition of a
further floor of accommodation; this ‘addition’ will alter the rhythm of the
original building and the relationship of the wings to the central gable, with
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the latter becoming less dominant in the street scene. In the view of
officers, for the argument that a new replica building will mitigate the loss
of the existing structure is to truly hold weight, then the replacement
building needs to faithfully replicate the original Massey design. The
submitted scheme does not do this and, consequently, in the view of
officers, limited weight can be given to argument that the new Crouch
Street frontage building will truly mitigate the impact of demolishing the
original front range of the former cinema.

In addition to rebuilding the front range, it is also proposed to construct a
new six-storey residential block (including rooftop / penthouse apartments)
to the rear of the recreated front range. The design of the properties
surrounding the site reflect the buildings’ age and are generally modest in
scale and have a fine grain. The rear apartment block will appear as a
single large block that adopts a contemporary style. The design approach
is broadly similar to the scheme that was previously approved but with an
additional storey and a slightly different (enlarged) footprint when
compared to the approved scheme. The addition of the extra floor inflates
the design of the building and give the fagade an extruded appearance. In
negotiating the 2015 application, officers expressed concern that the scale
and mass of the proposed rear range was out of context with the
surrounding historic townscape; however this scheme was eventually
accepted on the basis that it was similar in height to the existing auditorium
block, provided for the retention and conversion of the historic front range
and provided the minimum quantum of the development, that the applicant
argued was necessary to make the scheme financially viable and
deliverable. When negotiating the 2015 application, Officers were clear in
their advice that a six storey building in this location would not be
appropriate.

The current application seeks permission to increase the height of the rear
accommodation from five to six storeys. The proposed apartment block will
be most visible from Headgate and the junction of Butt Road / Southway.
The new building will also be seen in views from Crouch Street and Essex
Street. The proposed rear accommodation block will of considerably
greater scale and mass than the surrounding buildings and will introduce a
form of development that will be overly prominent in the established
townscape and will fail to integrate successfully with the adjacent buildings
or indeed that of the proposed new front range. In views from the south
and east, the proposed rear apartment block will dominate the locally listed
buildings (15-19 Headgate and 10-14 Crouch Street) and the long
unrelieved roofline will create an alien feature in the established roofscape.
Whilst it is accepted that the proposal will provide an element of vitality
(natural surveillance) to the Headgate frontage, and that this represents an
improvement on dead frontage elevation of the existing auditorium, this
‘positive’ is not considered to outweigh the harm caused by the scale and
mass of the proposal. In terms of the views along Crouch Street, the rear
apartment block will loom over the front facades of the buildings and
create a discordant feature in the local street scene. For the reasons
described above, it is considered that the proposed six storey block would
create an overly dominant feature in the streetscape and will be harmful to
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the character and appearance of the immediate historic townscape. This
view is shared by Historic England.

With regard to the setting of listed buildings, the two listed buildings most
affected by the proposed development are Nos. 20-22 Crouch Street and
the Bull Inn, which are listed grade II* and grade Il respectively. The Bull
Inn is principally an eighteenth-century building with an older core. When
viewed in the context of Crouch Street, the Bull Inn is likely to experience
only negligible change as a result of the proposed development; this is due
to the built-up nature of the street and distance from the application site.
When viewed from the south, the proposed apartment block will form part
of the same townscape backdrop as the Bull Inn (which also includes
views of Jumbo). In this context, the proposed development, by virtue of its
greater scale, height mass and design, will detract from the historic
townscape / roofscape of the area (including the setting of the listed
buildings). Nos. 20-22 Crouch Street is located to the west of the
application site and separated on the Crouch Street frontage by a modern
office building. Nos. 20-22 Crouch Street has a fine eighteenth century
facade and, like the Bull Inn, its original setting has been affected by later
developments. The HS notes that the nos. 20-22 Crouch Street originally
had large rear gardens which have been lost and constructed upon for the
most part with the surviving open areas hard surfaced as car parking. The
west flank wall of the cinema has formed part of the setting of nos. 20-22
Crouch Street since the 1930s and contributes to the claustrophobic rear
courtyard setting. The replacement of the auditorium building provides the
opportunity to improve this aspect of the setting to nos. 20-22 Crouch
Street. The current application does little to improve the existing situation
however. The proposal to rebuild the front range of the cinema will not
significantly affect the setting of nos. 20-22 Crouch Street; although the
way in which the rear apartment block looms over the front facades of the
Crouch Street buildings will create a discordant and incongruous
juxtaposition with the existing built form and will detract from the setting of
20-22 Crouch Street.

The Council’s Archaeological Officer notes that the application site is in an
area of high archaeological potential and that there is the potential for the
proposed development to have an impact on buried archaeology. When
constructing the former cinema, extensive excavations were undertaken,
and the agent opines that it is likely that most buried archaeology would
have been destroyed at this time. It is however possible for some
archaeology to have survived; indeed the HS notes that an interesting
feature of Cecil Masey’s plans is that he appears to have incorporated the
foundations and basement of the Georgian properties that once stood on
this site into the layout of the cinema. The Council’s Archaeological Officer
has advised that there are no grounds to refuse this application from an
archaeological standpoint but that recording conditions (archaeological
and building recording) will be required.

Paragraph 202 of the Framework states that where a proposal would lead
to less than substantial harm to the significance of a heritage asset, this
harm should be weighed against the public benefit of the proposal. The
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principal public benefit generated by the current application is the provision
of new residential units. Against this, the Frameworks requires great
weight to be given to conservation of heritage assets and that any harm to
or loss of significance requires clear and convincing justification. Although
the provision of housing would provide a positive benefit, this alone is not
considered to overcome the harm that would result to the conservation
area, the loss of a locally listed building or the setting of the nearby listed
buildings. The agent also states that the implementation of proposal would
‘tidy-up’ the appearance of this part of the conservation area. Officers give
this alleged benefit very limited weight as a similar claim was made in
respect of the previous scheme and there is no guarantee that the current
scheme, if approved, would be implemented. The Framework requires that
a balanced judgement is made having regard to the scale of any harm or
loss to the heritage asset; the current application would result in the total
loss of a non-designated heritage asset. It is considered that the proposed
development would cause material harm to the setting of nearby listed
buildings and harm to the character and appearance of the town centre
conservation area (both through the demolition of a locally listed building
and by the creation of new development whose size, scale, mass and
design is out of context with its surrounding). The application is therefore
contrary to sections 66(1) and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and would conflict with the aforementioned
local plan polices and the guidance set out in the Framework. The public
benefits that have been promoted are not considered to outweigh the harm
that has been identified.

Character and Appearance

In considering the design and layout of the proposal, CS Policy UR2 and
DPP Policies DP1 and DP12 are relevant. These policies seek to secure
high quality and inclusive design in all developments, respecting and
enhancing the characteristics of the site, its context and surroundings.
With particular reference to housing density and diversity, CS Policies H2
and H3 require developments to make efficient use of land and relate to
their context. The policies go on to state that new developments must
enhance local character. Further design guidance is set out in the Essex
Design Guide, the Framework and the National Design Guide (NDG) — the
latter being published after the extant proposal was approved. The
principles set out in the above policies are carried forward in the ELP (in
particular, policies DM9, DM10, and DM15).

The Framework establishes the importance that the Government attaches
to the design of the built environment and this has been increased by the
recent amendments to the Framework. The supporting guidance document
to the Framework notes that local building forms and details contribute to
the distinctive qualities of a place and that standard solutions rarely create
a distinctive identity or make best use of a particular site. In October 2019,
the Government published the NDG which sets out guidance on the
characteristics of well-designed places and what good design means in
practice.
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The NDG, which whilst not a detailed set of design criteria against which to
assess the design of a proposed development at a local level,
nevertheless sets out the broad principles to achieve the well-designed
places that the Framework expects new development to deliver. The NDG
expects new developments to be skilfully woven into their context and
respect the rhythm scale and proportions of the existing townscape.

The general design of the proposed development is discussed above and
for the reasons explained it is considered that the proposed development
will fail to integrate successfully into the townscape of this part of the town
centre due to its greater scale, mass height and general design. It is the
view of Officers that should total demolition of the existing cinema building
be considered acceptable then any replacement building(s) should reflect
the prevailing characteristics of the surrounding townscape including the
local vernacular and other precedents that contribute to the area’s
character. To replace the existing buildings with a block that is larger than
the existing auditorium, which is considered in terms of its scale and mass
to be out of context with its surroundings, is not considered to provide a
sensitive solution appropriate to the redevelopment of this site.

The concerns raised by Essex Police are appreciated. In many respects
the development at street level and the proposal to create a basement car
park are similar to the previously approved scheme. A key difference
between the two schemes is that the previous scheme provided a gated
enclosure to the basement area whereas the current application does not.
The inclusion of a gated entrance to the basement could be the subject of
a condition and would not therefore constitute a reason for refusal.

For the reasons given above, it is considered that the proposed
development does not create a high-quality design and fails to enhance
the characteristics of the site, its context and surroundings. The proposed
development will therefore conflict with the aforementioned local plan
policies and national guidance.

Amenity Considerations (including Private and Public Open Space

Provision)

DPP Policy DP1 states that all development must be designed to a high
standard and avoid unacceptable impacts on amenity. DPP Policy DP12
requires high standards for design, construction and layout in new
residential development. These requirements are also included in ELP
Policy DM15. The adopted Essex Design Guide also provides guidance on
the protection of residential private amenity. DPD Policy DP16 sets out the
provisions for private amenity space and public open space.

Policy DP16 states that flats should be provided with a minimum of 25sgm
per flat and that where balconies are provided this space may be taken off
the communal requirement. The submitted drawings show 23 units with a
private balcony or sitting out area of more than 5sqgm; and 4 units are
shown with balconies of 4.4sgm. The development does not provide any
communal spaces for the residents (unlike the previously approved
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scheme). In town centre locations, it is not unusual for residential
properties to have smaller areas of private amenity space. Given this, and
in view of the types of units proposed (apartments as opposed to family
dwellings) the proposed provision of private amenity space is considered,
on balance, to be acceptable. Policy DP16 also requires public open space
to be provided (minimum 10%) or where this is not practical, a contribution
made to offsite provisions. In this instance, given the constraints of the
site, the provision of an area of open space on site is not considered
practical and/or contextually appropriate. A request for a contribution for
off-site enhancement of public open space has been made to mitigate the
impact of the development; however, given the scheme’s lack of viability,
the development is unable to support this.

An objection has been raised from the owner of Southway House (located
to the south (rear) of the site) that close juxtaposition between their offices
and the proposed development will compromise the privacy of existing and
future users of their building. These concerns are appreciated, particularly
as the existing occupiers of Southway House have had a long history of
facing out (to the north) onto an ‘inactive’ built form. The proposed south
elevation of the new apartment has been elevated with windows and it is
accepted that there will be some inter-visibility between the proposed
development and Southway House. It is however important to note that
whereas the cinema is built up to the boundary, the south face of the
proposed rear apartment block is set back from the boundary, which
provides a greater degree of separation than in the existing situation.
Furthermore, to reduce the perception of privacy being comprised, the
openings on the south elevation have a canted facade so that they do not
face directly towards Southway House. It should also be noted that whilst
planning policy documents such as the Essex Design Guide provide
criteria for the protection of residential amenity, commercial buildings are
not considered to have the same sensitivity and therefore greater flexibility
can be applied. Similar concerns were raised by the owner of Southway
House in respect of the previous scheme and Members considered the
relationship between the existing and proposed buildings to be acceptable.

The application site is located within a street, which experiences a
relatively high traffic volumes including buses. It is also a street that
contains a significant proportion of uses that contribute to Colchester’s
night-time economy. A noise survey has been submitted to determine the
potential impact of noise on future occupiers of the development. This
report concludes that with suitable glazing and ventilation the criteria for
assessment (BS 8233:2014) can be met. No details of external venting for
the basement have been provided and in the absence of these details the
submitted Noise Report recommends a target noise level based on 2016
background noise data to ensure that plant noise will not disturb future
residents of the development. These details can be conditioned

Concern has been expressed that the development is likely to cause noise
and disturbance during the demolition and construction works to local
residents and businesses. It is accepted that the development has the
potential to impact on the amenity of nearby occupiers however these
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impacts can be adequately mitigated by an appropriately worded
condition(s).

Policy DP12 sets out a variety of factors that need to be considered when
considering the appropriateness of a development. These include: all
habitable rooms have acceptable levels of day light; units should have
acceptable levels of privacy for rear-facing habitable rooms and sitting-out
areas; and the development should have accessible bin / recycling storage
area and external drying areas. The form of the development and the
constraints of the site are such that proposed apartment budlings are
closely juxtaposed with the adjacent buildings. Given this, and the scale
and the height of the buildings (both existing and proposed) it is likely that
the lower level apartment will suffer from shadowing from the adjacent built
form. The application is not supported by a daylight / sunlight analysis (to
demonstrate the extent of any shadowing) however the proposal is not
dissimilar that the previously approved scheme that was considered
acceptable by Members. The proposed apartments have been designed
to minimise intervisibility between buildings and provide bin and recyclable
storage in accessible areas. The development does not make provision for
external drying areas.

For the reasons given above, it is considered that with appropriately
worded conditions, the proposed development would not have a significant
adverse effect on the amenity of neighbouring properties or future
residents. In view of this, the proposed development is not considered to
conflict with DPD Policies DP1 or the Framework insofar as they seek to
secure an appropriate standard of amenity for all occupants of land and
buildings.

Ecology and Biodiversity

Local Authorities, in the exercise of their functions, are required to have
regard to the need to protect biodiversity and a core principle of the
Framework is that planning should contribute to conserving and enhancing
the natural environment. DPP Policy DP21 seeks to conserve or enhance
biodiversity and geodiversity in the Borough. Emerging Local Plan Policy
ENV1 requires appropriate ecological surveys where necessary and seeks
the preservation, restoration and enhancement of natural habitats where
appropriate.

A bat survey (dated 2014) has been submitted in support of this
application. Whilst the report is dated, it does nevertheless conclude that
the building has low suitability for bat roosts and that there was a lack of
nearby foraging habitat. For these reasons, it was considered that the risk
of bats occurring in the building and being affected by the proposed works
to be negligible. These circumstances have not changed in the intervening
time since the 2014 survey was undertaken.

The development site falls within the ‘Zone of Influence’ (Zol) for one or
more of the European designated sites into the emerging Essex Coast
Recreational disturbance Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy (RAMS). The
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Essex Coast RAMS is a large-scale strategic project which involves a
number of Essex authorities, including Colchester Borough Council,
working together to mitigate the effects arising from new residential
development. It is anticipated that, without mitigation, new residential
development in this area and of this scale is likely to have a significant
effect on the sensitive interest features of these coastal European
designated sites, through increased recreational pressure when
considered ‘in combination’ with other plans and projects. For this
development to be considered acceptable a scheme of mitigation (a
financial contribution) would need to be submitted.

Transport and Accessibility

CS Policy TAL1 to TA4 seeks to improve accessibility and change travel
behaviour as part of a comprehensive transport strategy. Policy TA4 seeks
to make the best use of the existing highway network and manage
demand for road traffic. DPP Policy DP17 requires all development to
maintain the right and safe passage of all highways users. Policies in the
emerging Local Plan seek to promote sustainable means of transport and
managing the demand for road traffic.

Given the site’s town centre location, there is an existing good network of
pedestrian and cycle links. The proposed development will also have very
good access to public transport (bus and rail) facilities.

There is currently no formal parking on-site and the application proposes
the creation of 34 parking spaces and cycle parking spaces within the
proposed basement. The basement parking will be accessed via a
carriage arch on the west side of the building.

The Highway Authority is of the opinion that the proposal will not have a
severe impact capacity or be to the detriment of highway safety and, as
such, has not raised an objection to this application. The Highway
Authority has requested that residential travel information packs are
provided to each residential unit. Travel Packs will help to influence the
behaviour and travel choices of a proportion of the occupants of the
proposed apartments, initially at least. The requirement to provide travel
packs accords with development plan policies and the principles in
Framework which seek promote sustainable transport choices and
accessibility.

Given the above, it is considered that the proposed development would
accord with relevant development plan policies and national planning
policy guidance set out in the Framework.

Parking

CS Policy TAS refers to parking and states that development proposals
should manage parking to accord with the accessibility of the location and
to ensure people friendly street environments. DPP Policy DP19 states
that the Council will refer developers to the Essex Planning Officers
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Association (EPOA) Vehicle Parking Standards which was adopted by
Colchester Borough Council as a Supplementary Planning Document
(SPD) in November 2009. Emerging Policy DM22 reflects the adopted
local plan requirements.

The Parking Standards state the for residential development the following
parking provision should be provide:

o 1 bedroom unit - 1 space/dwelling.
o 2+ bedroom unit - 2 spaces/dwelling.
o  Visitors - 0.25 spaces/dwelling.

The guidance does however state that where development is located
within the urban areas with good links to sustainable transport a lower
parking standard can be considered.

The application proposes 34 car parking spaces, which includes one
tandem space that will need to be allocated to a single unit. The standard
parking requirement for the number of units being proposed (22 x One
Bed, 30 x Two Bed and 3 x Three Bed.) is 88 parking space, plus 14 visitor
parking spaces. Whilst it is accepted that the parking provision is less than
the standard provision set out in the adopted guidance, given that the site
is located within the town centre, it is considered appropriate to accept a
lower level of parking provision. The comments made in respect of placing
additional strain on existing parking provision are appreciated. Parking on
Crouch Street is currently restricted by no waiting restrictions and time
limited parking bays. There are also parking restrictions in the surrounding
street (which includes residential parking schemes).

In terms of cycle parking, the Council’s adopted guidance requires 1
secure covered space per dwelling to be provided. 29 Sheffield style
stands (58 spaces) are is shown located in the basement and in the
eastern courtyard. Not all of the proposed cycle parking appear convenient
to use and amendments will be required to ensure all cycle parking is
readily accessible and convenient to use; this could be controlled by a
condition.

The proposed parking provision is considered to accord with the
aforementioned planning policies, the Council’s adopted guidance on
parking and the Framework.

Drainage and Flood Risk

CS Policy ENV1 sets out the strategic policy approach to safeguard people
and property from the risk of flooding. DPP Policy DP20 supports
development proposals that include flood mitigation / attenuation
measures as well as flood resilience measures.
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18.54

18.55

18.56

18.57

A Drainage Strategy has been submitted which shows that the site is
situated within Flood Zone 1 — i.e. little to no risk of flooding. As this is a
major application ECC Suds Team have been consulted and they have not
raised an objection to this proposal, subject to condition being attached.

Contamination

DPP Policy DP1 requires new development to undertake appropriate
remediation of contaminated land. Emerging Local Plan Policy ENV5
requires an assessment of the extent of contamination and any possible
risks, with a requirement for any remediation works as necessary.

The desk top based contamination report accompanying this application
concludes that the site is suitable for residential development. The
Council’'s Contamination Land Officer agrees with the conclusions of the
submitted report and has recommended a condition to cover unexpected
contamination.

Air Quality

The CS contains policies for the delivery of development, infrastructure,
facilities and services in Colchester to 2021. The Council does not have
any specific policies on air quality within the CS; Policy TA4 however
states that "The demand for car travel will be managed to prevent adverse
impacts on sustainable transportation, air quality, and local amenity and
built character." The adopted Colchester Borough Council - Air Quality
guidance note is a material consideration.

The application is supported by air quality report. This report notes that the
application site is located approximately 80m south-west of an Air Quality
Management Area (AQMA) designated as a result of high nitrogen dioxide
(NO2) concentrations, which covers a large section of Colchester town
centre. For this reason, the report explains, an assessment the is primarily
focused on concentrations of the most important traffic derived pollutants,
NO2 and fine particulate matter (both PM10 and PM2.5). The report
predicts that concentrations of NO2, PM10 and PM2.5 are likely to be
below the Air Quality Objective at all modelled receptor locations in the first
full year of operation of the development 2022. The report also states that
the impact of traffic associated with the proposed parking spaces is not
considered to be significant. The report concludes that no measures are
required to reduce exposure of residents to air pollution and that the
provision of three electric vehicle charging points and secure cycle parking
spaces will incentivise residents to use sustainable modes of transport. A
risk assessment of construction-related effects has also been undertaken
following the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) Guidance on the
assessment of dust from demolition and construction. The development
site is defined as ‘low risk’ of dust soiling for demolition, earthworks and
construction activities. Risks to human health and ecological receptors are
considered negligible for all planned activities. Impacts during the
construction of the proposed development, such as dust generation and
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18.59

18.60

18.61

18.62

18.63

plant vehicle emissions, are predicted to be of short duration. Mitigation
measures have been recommended.

Environmental Protection (EP) has reviewed the submitted AQIA and has
not raised an objection to the conclusions of the report. EP have however
stated that proposed three Electric Vehicle (EV) charging points should be
unallocated; if these spaces are to be dedicated to a particular user, then
EV points should be installed at the rate of 1 charging point per unit. It is
understood that purchaser of the apartment will have the option of
purchasing a parking space. Given this, it is assumed that the bays with
EV charging points will be allocated to a particular flat and therefore each
parking space will need to provide with an EV charging point.

In light of the above, it is considered that the proposed development is
consistent with the requirements of the Council's adopted development
plan policies, supplementary planning guidance and the Framework as
regards to air quality impacts.

Environmental and Carbon Implications

New developments need to help address the challenges of climate change
and sustainability and therefore contribute positively towards the future of
Colchester the adoption of a ‘fabric first’ approach to reducing carbon
emissions will ensure that the energy saving measures are built into the
fabric of the building and thus ensure the longevity of this method of
carbon reduction.

Viability and Development Obligations

CS Policy SD2 requires that new development to provide necessary
contributions to meet the community needs arising from a proposal. This
policy goes on to state that the viability of developments will be considered
when determining the extent and priority of development contributions.
Further policies on specific topic areas are provided within the CS and the
DPP (for example on affordable housing, health, community facilities and
open space etc.).

Paragraph 57 of the Framework states that planning obligations must only
be sought where they meet all of the following

a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms.
b) directly related to the development; and
c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development

The Framework goes onto state that where up-to-date policies have set
out the contributions expected from development, planning applications
that comply with them should be assumed to be viable. It is up to the
applicant to demonstrate whether particular circumstances justify the need
for a viability assessment at the application stage. The weight to be given
to a viability assessment is a matter for the decision maker, having regard
to all the circumstances in the case, including whether the plan and the
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viability evidence underpinning it is up to date, and any change in site
circumstances since the plan was brought into force. All viability
assessments should reflect the recommended approach in national
planning guidance, including standardised inputs.

18.64 The Council's Development Team considers all major planning
applications and makes recommendations in respect of priorities for s106
obligations. The Development Team made the following obligations
requests in request of the application:

e Community - £71,459.01 (Projects 1. St Peters Church and Church
Hall. 2. Chinese Association. 3. Quaker meeting house)

e Parks & Recreation - £173,392.19 (No onsite maintenance
contribution required - improvements at Castle Park redevelopment
of disused bowls green and pavilion @£86,696.09 and Leisure
World @£86,696.09).

e Highways —Residential Travel Information Packs

e Transport and Sustainability - £5,000 Contribution towards an
electric car club car.

e Affordable Housing — 11 AH Dwellings The tenure of the affordable
housing should be no less than 80% affordable rent and no more
than 20% shared ownership.

e Education - As the pupil numbers generated by the proposed
development do not reach ECC specified contribution request
thresholds, an education contribution will not be sought.

e NHS - £33,454.08

The above was agreed with exception of car club request as the scheme
as submitted is not car free.

18.65 The Planning Statement explains that finding a productive new use for the
former cinema building presents any developer with a number of
challenges, not least of which is dealing with the building’s scale and
position in a hemmed in location, in a relatively narrow and busy street. It
is stated that the value of flatted development in the town centre relative to
the cost of construction is also challenging and has been the main reason
that has prevented the consented scheme from being implemented. If the
scheme is to be made deliverable, it is explained that construction costs
need to be reduced as much as possible and/or more accommodation
found from the site. The agent states that both of these ‘elements’ have
had to be employed to make the current proposal ‘financially’ viable. It is
explained that construction costs are reduced by demolishing all of the
building and in doing so the site becomes more open which greatly assist
the access, egress and storage on site. Any cost that would need to be
devoted to supporting remaining structure and working around it are also
saved by complete demolition of the building.
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18.66 The agent has stated the approved scheme for the redevelopment of the

former Odeon site is not viable. To this end, an Options Review viability
appraisal (prepared by MRALLP and dated April 2020) has been submitted
in support of the application. The report describes five development
options.

e Option 1 is the consented scheme (46 units).

e Option la is the consented scheme but with a revised internal layout to
provide an additional residential unit.

e Option 1b is said to deliver the scheme at a reduced cost if the Locally
Listed Building is replaced rather than retained and converted.

e Option 2 retains the frontage range with an additional floor to the rear of
the site which increases the number of residential units from 46 to 55
units.

e Option 2a is the same but with the frontage of the Locally Listed
Building replaced with by a replica structure.

18.67 The Council has appointed BPS to review the submitted Options Review

and the table below (Table 1) provides BPS’s summary of the applicant’s
submission:

Consented | Amended As la + |Extra Floor | As 2a with
46 unit | consented frontage to the rear | frontage
scheme schemed 47 | block rebuilt | of the site | block rebuilt
(Option 1) unit (Option 1b) | 55 units (Option 2a)
(Option 1a) (Option 2)
GDV £9,885,900 | £11,160,000 | £11,160,000 | £12,945,000 | £12,945,000
Cost £11,167,000 | £11,906,100 | £11,250,600 | £13,208,895 | £12,579,500
Estimate
Surplus | -£1,281,627 | -£746,100 -£90,600 -£263,895 +£365,500
on profit | -11.48% -6.27% -0.81% -2.0% +2.91%
cost

Table 1: Comparison of the Gross Development Values against the Costs

18.68 In the Planning Statement, it is explained that a 2.91% return is very

modest and would not normally be seen as a commercially acceptable
return. (The industry standard is usually between 15-20%). The Planning
Statement goes on to explain that the level of profit does not consider of
the price paid for the site as this is the same regardless of the alternative
options considered. (It is stated that the applicant acquired the site for a
purchase price of £2.0m in 2015, since then there have been significant
costs in maintenance, fees for planning applications, rates and responding
to s215 notices). The Planning Statement further explains that whilst
2.91% profit is low, any profit in this instance is welcomed by the
applicants as this would reduce the losses suffered to date and the
resultant development provides an opportunity to claw back these over
time. Should the development to be sold on completion of the scheme,
then the losses would be crystallised. As such, it is stated that the
applicant intends to retain ownership of the development and will offer the
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apartments for rent, which over a longer period of time will help to recover
the losses incurred and improve the overall return on investment.

In assessing the submitted Options Review, BPS have advised that the
report is not a typical viability appraisal as it has been tested by comparing
the Gross Development Value against the Costs; it would be usual to
expect the viability appraisals for each scheme to include inputs such as
developer profit, finance, S106/CIL contributions and marketing and sales
fees. BPS have requested a full appraisal from the applicant’s consultant,
but they have advised that they are content to rely on their headline
approach to illustrate the overall viability of the scheme.

18.70 Given the above, BPS have created their viability appraisals for the various

options using the Argus Developer model to provide a more rounded
picture of scheme’s viability. BPS have used additional viability inputs
based on their 2017 assessment of the consented scheme and experience
with other schemes in the area. The conclusions of this assessment are
summarised in Table 2 below:

Scheme | 1 la 1b 2 2a
Options

Consented Amended 47 units & Extra Floor | Extra

46 unit schemed 47 | new 55 units Floor new

scheme units frontage frontage
Surplus | -£4,014,961 | -£3,807,739 -£3,057,283 | -£3,723,630 F£3,003,060
|/ Deficit

18.71

Table 2: BPS Assessment using the Argus Developer model

This assessment concludes that none of the options are viable when other
viability inputs are considered in addition to the associated construction
costs.

In discussing the scheme with the agent, Officers have commented that
the rebuilt front range is not a faithful replica of the original building which
significantly weakens the argument that this provides for mitigation for the
loss of the historic building. Officers have also commented that, if there is
justification for the demolition of the locally listed building, then having
cleared the site, the opportunity should be taken to put a building(s) back
that reflects the scale and mass of the established townscape of the area.
In the light of these comments, the agent has provided further viability
options these scenarios. BPS has summarised option appraisals as
follows:

Scheme 1b amended 2a amended | 3 new build 37

Options front replica front replica units and 2
rebuild rebuild retails to ‘reflect
removing 5 removing 5 the grain of the
flats (42 units) flats (50 area’
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units)
GDV £10,235,000 £12,020,00 £7,082,430
Cost £10,744,338 £12,073,238 | £7,726,609
estimate
Surplus on | -£509,338 -£53,238 -£103,273
profit cost | -0.8% -0.44% -1.4%

Table 3: Comparison of the Gross Development Values against the Costs

18.72 As with their initial report, BPS have undertaken their own viability
appraisal for these options using Argus Developer to provide a fully
rounded picture of viability. Their conclusions are set out in the Table 4

below:
Scheme 1b amended 2a amended | 3 new build 37
Options front replica front replica units and 2
rebuild rebuild retails to ‘reflect
removing 5 removing 5 the grain of the
flats (42 units) | flats (50 area’
units)
Surplus / -£3,209,481 -£3,998,900 |-£2,479,031
Deficit
Table 4: BPS Assessment using the Argus Developer model — alternative
options

18.73 As can be seen from Table 4, none of the options are viable; however BPS
note that Option 3, although generating a deficit, does provide the best
prospects for delivery when all the viability inputs are considered.

18.74 The viability assessments undertaken by BPS have been shared with the
agent and they have made a number of comments on BPS’s assessment.
BPS have reviewed these comments and still consider Option 3 to derive
the least deficit. They also note the applicant’s consultant is critical of
taking a more conventional approach to viability in their appraisals rather
than the high level position taken in the applicant’s option appraisals. On
this particular point BPS acknowledge that their intention was to undertake
a high level assessment. However it is evident that when translating this
exercise into a conventional and planning recognised approach it changes
the direction of the conclusions. It is therefore not unreasonable in the
view of BPS to take a more conventional and recognised approach if it has
a material impact on the conclusions — i.e. the high level approach appears
to draw misleading conclusions and therefore it is not effectively serving
the purpose for which it was intended. That said, there is agreement that
all option are not viable.

18.75 Under normal circumstance, whether a developer can fund the delivery of
a scheme is not a planning matter. As noted above, the Framework
advises that is for the applicant to demonstrate if the circumstance justify
the need for a viability assessment and the weight to be afforded to this is
a matter for the decision maker, having regard to all the circumstances in
the case. The assessment work undertaken by BPS demonstrates that
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none of the options are technically viable; the ‘least worst’ option (in terms
of viability) is option 3, which is not the subject of this application and for
which no design proposals have been tabled (i.e. it is purely a theoretical
assessment). Given the scheme’s viability, it is clear that the proposed
development cannot afford to fund any s106 contributions and thus
mitigate its impacts. When considering whether contributions should be
applied, the recently lapsed scheme is a material consideration; this
application did not provide any s106 contributions but was subject to
viability review requirement.

In view of the above, it is not considered reasonable to state that the
current application is unacceptable due to the failure to provide affordable
housing or other s106 contributions. Given the scheme’s lack of viability,
deliverability can be considered a material consideration, due to the
identified harm that will be caused to the identified heritage assets. The
Frameworks advises at paragraph 204 that the local planning authorities
should not permit the loss of the whole or part of a heritage asset without
taking all reasonable steps to ensure the new development will proceed
after the loss has occurred. Given that the scheme is likely to result in a £3
million plus loss (which does not include the full purchase price paid for the
site), there is serious concern whether the scheme is capable of being
delivered. Officers were assured that the applicant intended to implement
the previously approved scheme, but this has not taken place due to its
lack of viability (now shown to generate a loss of about £4million pound).
The agent, whilst acknowledging that the profits levels are marginal
(accordingly to their submitted options review), has again advised that the
applicant is willing to proceed with the proposed should permission be
granted, but no firm commitment has been provided in this respect.

18.0 Planning Balance

18.1

18.2

The effect of the proposed development on statutorily designated assets
must be made against statutory and policy documents. S66(1) of the
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires the
decision maker to have special regard to the desirability of preserving a
listed building or its setting. S72 of the same Act requires special attention
to be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character and
appearance of a conservation area. The Framework also makes clear in
paragraph 199 that great weight should be given to the conservation of
designated heritage assets and their setting. The Framework also states
that the effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated
heritage asset should be taken into account in determining the application
and that Local planning authorities should not permit the loss of the whole
or part of a heritage asset without taking all reasonable steps to ensure the
new development will proceed after the loss has occurred.

Having assessed the effects of the proposal in heritage terms, it is
necessary to identify any harm, characterise its magnitude and then
balance that against the public benefits that the proposal may bring. For
the reasons explained above, it is considered that the proposed
development would result in harm to the designated heritage assets — i.e.
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18.3

18.4

18.5

18.6

the setting of nearby listed buildings and the character and appearance of
the Colchester Conservation Area No.1 (resulting from the loss of a locally
listed building and the erection of a building that does not respect the
historic townscape of the area). Employing the terminology of the
Framework, this harm amounts to ‘less than substantial’ in magnitude
when considered against the significance of the assets when taken as a
whole.

The viability evidence demonstrates that the proposed development is not
viable. Paragraph 204 of the Framework states that local planning
authorities should not permit the loss of the whole or part of a heritage
asset without taking all reasonable steps to ensure the new development
will proceed after the loss has occurred. Putting aside the harm caused to
the identified heritage assets, the fact that the scheme generates a
significant loss puts into doubt whether the scheme can be successfully
delivered, and the applicant has not provided firm assurance in this
respect. The scheme’s viability (or lack of viability) cannot be ignored and
this weighs against the proposal.

The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 enshrines in statute the
primacy of the development plan. This is reiterated in the Framework
which is also a material consideration. There would be harm to the
character and appearance of the conservation area and the setting of
listed buildings and as such there is a conflict with policies contained in the
local plan. The degree of harm is considered to be less than substantial
and, in line with the requirements of the Framework, this harm has to be
weighed against the public benefits of the scheme.

Public benefits advanced by the applicant are: removing an eyesore and
source of antisocial behaviour from Crouch Street; the economic benefit to
the street by the reinstatement of an active frontage, contributing to the
vitality of the street and the town centre overall; and the contribution made
by 55 residential units to the Council’s housing land supply. The proposed
solution to the resolving the condition of the existing building is not
considered sensitive to the wider environment and therefore this is
considered to carry limited weight. The application is for a housing led
scheme and the delivery of housing would constitute a public benefit;
however in this instance there is a question mark around the deliverability
of the scheme due to the lack of viability. In addition to above benefits, the
proposals would also produce some economic and social benefits in terms
of temporary construction jobs and possible longer-term employment
opportunities provided by the retail units, which weigh in favour of the
application. Whilst these benefits are welcomed, they are not considered
to outweigh the harm caused to the designated heritage assets. The
proposed development would therefore conflict the heritage and design
policies contained within the local plan, the statutory provisions set out in
the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and the
Framework and supporting national guidance.

For the reasons given above, and having considered all other matters
raised, it is recommended that this application is refused.
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REFUSAL of planning permission for the reasons set out below:

. The application is considered to constitute poor design and, by virtue of
this and the demolition of a locally listed building, the development will
have an adverse impact on the townscape of the area, including that of the
town centre conservation area (Colchester Conservation Area No.1) and
the setting of nearby listed buildings. The development is therefore
contrary to the relevant local planning policies and the provisions of the
Framework and allied Practice Planning Guidance (PPG) that seek to
promote high quality and inclusive design and conserve the significance of
heritage assets. By failing to safeguard the setting of nearby listed building
or preserve or enhance the character and appearance of the Colchester
Conservation Area No.1 and the development would also fail to accord
with the statutory requirement placed on the decision maker at s66(1) and
s72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

Planning policies UR1, UR2 and ENV1 of the Core Strategy (adopted
2008, updated 2014) seek to promote high quality and enhance historic
buildings and features. Policy Ce2 also requires new development in
Centres to be sympathetic to local character. Planning Policy DP1 of the
Development Plan Policies (adopted 2010, updated 2014) states that
development proposals must demonstrate that they, and any ancillary
activities associated with them, will: respect and enhance the character of
the site, its context and surroundings in terms of its architectural approach,
form, proportions, materials, townscape and/or landscape setting, and
detailed design features. Policy DP6 similarly states that development will
be supported in the Town Centre Mixed Use Areas where it will contribute
to the design quality, activity levels and character of the area. Policy DP12
also requires new residential development to achieve a high standard of
design, construction and layout. Policy DP14 of the Development Plan
Policies states that development will not be permitted that will adversely
affect a listed building, a conservation area, historic park or garden or
important archaeological remains. In determining applications, the
Framework requires the decision maker to ensure that developments will
function well and add to the quality of the area, are visually attractive and
are sympathetic to local character and history. Paragraph 126 of the
Framework requires all new development to create high quality, beautiful
and sustainable building and that development that is not well designed
should be refused. The development also conflicts with the National
Design Guide which promotes well-designed places that reflect their
environment. In terms of conservation of the built environment, there is a
statutory requirement to have special regard to the listed buildings and
their setting and to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or
enhancing the character and appearance of a conservation area. The
Framework advises that great weight should be given to the conservation
of heritage assets. The Framework also states that states that local
planning authorities should not permit the loss of the whole or part of a
heritage asset without taking all reasonable steps to ensure the new
development will proceed after the loss has occurred.
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Under the Conservation of Habitat and Species Regulations 2017 (the
Habitat Regulations), a development which is likely to have a significant
effect or an adverse effect (alone or in combination) on a Special
Protection Area must provide mitigation or otherwise must satisfy the tests
of demonstrating 'no alternatives' and 'reasons of overriding public
interest’. There is no precedent for a residential development meeting
those tests, which means that all residential development must provide
mitigation, which in this case would be a proportionate financial
contribution in accordance with the draft Essex Coast Recreational
disturbance Avoidance Mitigation Strategy (RAMS).

A proportionate financial contribution has also not been secured in
accordance with the emerging Essex Coast RAMS requirements. The
proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to Regulation 63 of The
Habitat and Regulations and Development Plan Policy DP21, as well as
Policy ENV1 of the emerging Local Plan.
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