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Appeal Ref: APP/Y3615/W/16/3161412
Guildford Station and Car Park, Station Approach, Guildford, Surrey GU1
4UT

e The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant planning permission.

e The appeal is made by Solum Regeneration against the decision of Guildford Borough
Council.

e The application Ref 14/P/02168, dated 26 November 2014, was refused by notice dated
30 June 2016.

e The development proposed is a mixed use redevelopment comprising 438 residential
dwellings (Class C3 use); station retail/financial and professional services/food and
drink and leisure floorspace (Class A1/A2/A3/Sui Generis and D2 uses); station and
general office floorspace (Sui Generis and Class Bl uses); station improvements
including new station building with booking hall and concourse (Sui Generis use);
replacement station and office car parking, new residential car parking, cycle parking, a
Station Plaza including new public realm with hard and soft landscaping, new access
and servicing arrangements, plant and associated works.

This decision is issued in accordance with Section 56(2) ofthe Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) and supersedes the decision issued
on 22 January 2018.

Decision

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for a mixed use
redevelopment comprising 438 residential dwellings (Class C3 use); station
retail/financial and professional services/food and drink and leisure floorspace
(Class A1/A2/A3/Sui Generis and D2 uses); station and general office floorspace
(Sui Generis and Class B1 uses); station improvements including new station
building with booking hall and concourse (Sui Generis use); replacement station
and office car parking, new residential car parking, cycle parking, a Station
Plaza including new public realm with hard and soft landscaping, new access
and servicing arrangements, plant and associated works at Guildford Station
and Car Park, Station Approach, Guildford, Surrey GU1 4UT in accordance with
the terms of the application Ref 14/P/02168, dated 26 November 2014, subject
to the conditions set out in the schedule at the end of this decision.

Procedural matters
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2. The description of development used in the formal decision above is the
amended version formally agreed by Guildford Borough Council (GBC) and
subsequently set out in the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG).

3. Afinal version of the SoCG was submitted during the second week of the
Inquiry. This formalised a range of issues set out in the former draft and, most
importantly for the efficient running of the Inquiry, established that for the
purposes of this appeal, the current position is that GBC are able to
demonstrate a two year supply of housing land. The SoCG also clarified broad
agreement on key aspects of the section 106 agreement, principally in relation
to Affordable Housing (AH) mitigation for the effects of the development on the
Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBHSPA) and transport
sustainability measures, thus overcoming the three related reasons for refusal
set out in the decision notice, which are as a consequence, no longer defended.

4. In evidence GBC had maintained that the setting of St Nicolas Church, a Grade
IT* listed building, was harmed by the proposals. During the course if the
Inquiry they accepted howeverthat the relationship of the development to the
church was more appropriately to be considered in the context of its effect on
the broader townscape. This is reflected in the reasoning below.

5. Planning obligations are submitted under section 106 of the Act comprising an
Agreement in respect of TBHSPA mitigation (comprising a financial contributions
of £1,950,348.73 towards Suitable Alternative Green Space (SANG) and
£230,348.73 in respect of Strategic Access Management & Monitoring (SAMM),
£338,714 towards highway infrastructure improvements and £218,947 towards
the provision of public art on the site. The Agreement also makes provision for
on-site AH comprising 45 shared ownership properties (SOPs). A provision of
the obligation in respect of AH also facilitates a review of the provision should
the actual yield of development value exceed that anticipated (overage). There
is disagreement between the parties overthe terms of the extent and use of the
overage defined and there are thus alternative paragraphs reflecting these
differences in the Agreement. This matteris considered in more detail below
under ‘Section 106 matters’.

6. A Unilateral Undertaking (UU) has also been submitted by the appellant
securing a financial contribution to Guildford Station platform works. It is
accepted (as set out in the SoCG) that these constitute off-site works and are
therefore not necessary to allow the grant of planning permission for the
development. They are nevertheless also considered below in the
aforementioned section.

7. Given the nature and extent of the site, the proposals and the points within its
environs from which it may be understood, a series of site visits were
undertaken over the course of the two weeks of the Inquiry. These visits
included the station site in the early morning, longer views from within and
without the town, incorporating those from the Castle Motte and Keep, the
Cathedral towerand the Jellicoe Roof Garden off the High Street.

Main Issues
8. The main issues in this case are:

a) the effect of the proposed development on the setting of designated
heritage assets, including a Grade II* listed building, a Grade II registered
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landscape, the Bridge Street, Wey & Godalming and Millhead and
Portsmouth Road Conservation Areas and undesignated heritage assets
lying within them;

b) the effect of the proposed development on the character and appearance of
the surrounding townscape and the wider area and;

c) in the event of a conflict with development plan policy, national policy or
statutory requirements (in respect of listed buildings) in relation to the
above, whether there are any other material considerations, by way of
public benefits (including the delivery of market and affordable housing in
the context of current housing land supply in the borough, transport
infrastructure and broader economic uplift) that determine the development
should be approved other than in accordance with these policy constraints.

9. In addition to the above a range of other matters were raised by a number of
parties at the Inquiry, including the Guildford Access Partnership (GAP), the
Guildford Society (GS) and the Guildford Vision Group (GVG). These are
specifically addressed in ‘Other matters’ below.

Reasons
The site

10.The site comprises the current station buildings arranged in linear form
north/south adjacent to the existing track and platforms and its attendant areas
of extensive car parking laid out to the east of the station buildings. The site lies
to the west of the historic core of the town on the rising ground on the far bank
of the canalised River Wey. Although now largely dominated by modern
commercial office buildings, the historic relationship of the railway and river can
still be understood through the survival of The Bilings, a former warehouse
sitting on the very bank of the river in close proximity to the station precincts.
There can be little doubt that the coming of the railway, as is the case with
many historic towns, had a significant effect on Guildford. This was certainly the
case by the 1880s, when the station complex, and the volume of traffic flowing
through it, had increased considerably in size. Not only the station but engine
depot and transit sheds would have been clearly visible from the historic town
looking towards the rising ground to the west. Moreover, these integrated
transport modes where also the catalyst for the growth of the industrial
activities and structures on the eastern bank of the river, again evident in the
historic mapping and photographs of the town®.

11.The old station buildings were demolished and replaced in the 1980s and its
forecourt, already without its former transit sheds, was remodelled to
accommodate extensive areas of car parking. The difference in levels between
this area and the road below, now being defined by a tall brick retaining wall, is
breached only by the access ramp to the carpark above. At the same time
adjacent sites were cleared and redeveloped with modern commercial buildings
architecturally characteristic of that decade, which now define the character of
the margins of the site today. It must be partly as a result of this degree of
change that the Millmead and Portsmouth Road Conservation Area (M&PRCA)
stops short of the station approach to the south and why the Bridge Street
Conservation Area (BSCA), incorporating the eponymous Grade II Onslow

11D22.
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Bridge dating from after the coming of the railway, terminates on the eastern
side of Walnut Tree Close adjacent to the station carpark.

12.That said, because of its location, extent and degree of topographic elevation,
the site has a close relationship with its immediate surroundings and can be
seen from key points within the townas well from the surrounding wider area,
including from the tower of the Cathedral to the north west. Also reflecting its
importance as a key transport node and the open extent of the greater site, it
has long been recognised as having the potential for redevelopment. This is
codified in the now saved Policy GT8 of the Guildford Borough Local Plan 2003
(GBLP) and in Policy A7 of the Guildford Borough Proposed Submission Local
Plan: strategy and sites (GBPSLP). Both iterations of the policy seek a
comprehensive mixed use of the site to incorporate a new station, homes,
shops, offices, open space and leisure uses.

The proposals

13.The proposals reflect these policy aspirations and have evolved over a
considerable time, undergoing significant amendment in response to
engagement with statutory and non-statutory bodies and public consultation.
Beyond fulfilling expectations of multiple uses anticipated by policy, the
proposals also include a primary area of civic open public space, other areas of
open green space, a new and enlarged station building and a multi-storey car
park to compensate for the loss of the open facility to be developed.
Improvements to the functionality of the Walnut Tree Close junction and
improved pedestrian and cycle links to the town centre are also provided
through planning obligations. Above all it is expected to deliver residential
accommodation on a significant scale (the draft policy anticipated approximately
350 homes) along with a concurrent policy expectation that 25% of these be
affordable (the draft policy anticipates at least 40% affordable homes).

14.The scheme has change significantly in response to consultation, with the
southernmost elements around the station being reduced in height. The effect
though has been a redistribution of development across the site, rather than a
net reduction in its quantum. This has had consequences, with an overall
flattening of the profile and selective thickening of elements of the scheme. This
in turn has resulted in further articulation of the form of the structure and the
deployment of different material treatments.

15.There is a useful summary of the evolution of the proposals and how they have
changed in response to the dialogue with key agencies in the SoCG. The result
is a sequence of eight development blocks ranging from six to ten stories
arranged in parallel to the railway with an extensive plaza to the southern end.
This is focused around the replacement station building with elements enclosed
by the associated residential blocks to south, north and east. To the north of
these lies the carpark and beyond, a further sequence of residential elements
with associated open space and links to Station Approach and Walnut Tree
Close to the east. Each block has a measure of visual differentiation both
reflecting the differing character of their uses and to variegate the principle
elevation with different tones and textures to relieve the extended mass of the
combined structure.

16.This is a long, narrow site with significant infrastructural, public realm
objectives and commercial floorspace to deliver, in conjunction with high
expectations on providing much needed affordable and market housing. Whilst
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the viability assessment provided in relation to the provision of affordable
housing (and accepted by the Council) is project-specific, it cannot easily be
ignored in relation to the deliverability of the site in the wider sense. With the
parameters of the site clearly set and aforementioned policy-led expectationsin
place, this was always going to be a substantial development, by however
means it was to be brought forward. The question therefore asked by these
particular proposals is whether they can deliver the key policy objective of
providing a mix of uses, public realm and station improvements on the site,
which engages with its urban context and at the same time safeguards the
setting of designated heritage assets within its milieu? It is to these matters
that I now turn.

Effect on the setting of designated heritage assets
The cathedral

17.There is no dispute amongst the parties that Sir Edward Maufe’s Cathedral
Church at Guildford is a building of outstanding architectural and historic
interest. It is unquestionably an assured ecclesiastical building it its ownright,
drawing as it does from the deep well of the Gothic building tradition in Britain,
as well as assimilating the overtly modern (see the reinforced concrete of the
crossing) and Arts and Crafts references current and influential at the time ofits
design. There can also be no dispute that the immediate setting of the
Cathedral Church, with the long formal approach of the western garth (and its
early accommodation ofthe motorcar) is also an intimate and key component of
its setting.

18.Maufe, like his clients, must also have very much approved of the proposed
location for the new Cathedral on Stag Hil, an eminence that for long has been
a prominent element in the topographical context of the historic town. Aside
from being a clear site in reasonable proximity to the town, its elevated position
provided the ideal platform on which the new edifice could be seen, both from
the town below, but also from many points from within the newly established
diocese, some at a considerable distance?.

19. In the context of the definition of setting offered in the National Planning Policy
Framework® (the Framework), (which advises this is ‘surroundings in which a
heritage asset is experienced’) , this defines the setting of the Cathedral in very
broad terms. Indeed, as the appellant suggests, such a broad scope means than
many, many development proposals may be held to come within its setting.
Most would agree however that aside from some generic inter-visibility, a great
number of such proposals could not reasonably be held to engage with or alter
its setting in a material way. Forthe purposes of this appeal therefore we need
to look more closely at the context of the Cathedral as it is perceived from the
town, and in which context this development will be viewed.

20.Historic England (HE), in their combined formal response to the proposals,
argue the ‘Maufe deliberately exploited the hiltop setting for his monumental
church, intended to be seen above the town, in near and far views’*. They go on
to suggest the effect is an ‘imposing’, ‘commanding’and *‘monumental’ structure
perhaps with the intention of dominating the town. There is much cogency to

2 A map in the Cathedral shows it to be very close to the epicentre of the Diocese. From the tower the modern
towers of London are visible, whilst views to the west and south reach to the Hampshire and north Sussex.

3 Annex 2: Glossary, p56.

4 CD A14 and CD B11 - HE consultation letters.
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this view, and I conclude this sense of lofty dominance, separate from the
urban fabric of the town below, defined by the skirting of pasture and the
maturing tree coverin proximity to the building, enhance these characteristics.
The eastern slopes below the Cathedral can rightly therefore be argued to
comprise an element of the setting of the listed building and, insofar as they
serve to maintain its sense of isolation and dominance on the skyline,
contribute substantially to the significance of the designated heritage asset.

21.There are a number of locations from within the town where this relationship
can be understood. Primary amongthem is when the Cathedral is viewed across
the roofs of the old town and its modern extension west of the river from the
town’s Castle Motte. There are a humber of reasons why this view is generally
recognised as being an important (though not exclusive) platform for
considering the acceptability or otherwise of the proposals. Firstly, it offers an
open vantage point with its own degree of elevation from which the Cathedral
may be viewed, in south easterly perspective, across the townscape of the
settlement. Additionally, it is an iconic and highly designated heritage asset
popular with visitors and residents of the town as a refuge from its busy streets.
This recreational use has some provenance® and the high level of public access
means views from the Motte, and to a lesser degree the Keep, will have a
degree of collective consciousness and memory.

22 .That said, the significance of the co-visibility of the two highly graded heritage
assets (the Castle and the Cathedral) can be over-played. As HE point out,
there is no such binary representation of historic temporal and spiritual power
at display here, as expressedin other such co-relationships presented by the
Council®. Both structures are literally of different Ages and their co-visibility is
fortuitous, though undoubtedly picturesque in the proper meaning of the term.
The reverse view of the Castle from the cathedral tower affirms this conclusion,
where the Castle is seen against the backdrop of other buildings and trees to
the south east of the town. Whilst the significance of this view in-the-round may
have been overstated (none of the seats offer a prospect directly overthis part
of the town and the tree coveris not apparently managed to enhance the view)
it still nevertheless provides a significant platform from which consider the
effect of the development on the setting of the Cathedral.

23.It is the case that the amended scheme does not completely avoid breaking the
skyline to the south of the Cathedral in the view from the Motte. The
southernmost elements of Al Block break beyond the extended clump of trees
forming part of the broader verdant apron at the base of the Cathedral.
However, this is a very modest breach, the Council’s wireline composite most
clearly identifying two small notches of sky being occluded’. Furthermore, this
infringement is some distance from the base of the building itself and, when
measured against the proximity of the visible University buildings to the north,
not far short in terms of equidistance. Moreover, it is at this most southerly
point that this element of the structure is at its most visually permeable, with
the upper floors set back within open brick structure incorporating internal
balconies. This, combined with the pale brickwork used to clad it gives this, the
most elevated element of the structure, a lighter more open character.

% The grounds of the Castle were laid out as a public park in the later C19.
6 Coleman PoE Appendix 11.
7 1bid Appendix 6, A55.
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24 .As the development progresses north along the site its mass drops down
perceptibly, again when viewed from the Motte. Here the breaks in its form and
the changing roof heights rapidly take its profile back amongstthe existing
development on the lower eastern slopes of the Cathedral. Taking all of the
aboveinto account,I conclude that although the margin is close, the proposals
enable sufficient of the verdant treed hilltop to remain in view, thus allowing the
Cathedral to retain it isolated primacy or dominance on the skyline above the
town, so preserving it's setting and therefore its significance.

25.1t is accepted that the redistribution of building mass following the amendment
to the scheme has resulted in a greater degree of horizontal emphasis, but it
does not follow automatically that this results in a monolithic, largely unbroken
length of assertive architecture, as the Council suggest®. It is perhaps
coincidental that Blocks A2 and B forming the ‘Civic Character Area’ around the
Station Plaza are aligned almost directly below the Cathedral in the Motte view.
It is here that the development is at its most three-dimensional, as each
component block serves to enclose the formal open space giving a sense of
depth, shade and texture to the main southern component ofthe scheme. This
theme is carried northward with differing elements breaking forward or stepping
back at upper levels in an almost post-modern form of concatenation, giving
texture and rhythm to the extended elevation.’

26.Similarly, it is not reasonable to assert that the mixed application of materials
has no or very limited effect orthat it is, as the Council suggest, ‘a brick box
with openings cut-out’. The differing brick treatments and tones, in conjunction
with changing proportions of openings and fenestration all add variegation and
texture to the elevations, helping to contextualise the development with the
surrounding townscape.

27. It is apparent that when viewed from the tower of the Cathedral this depth and
texture is not so readily expressed, as the developmentis compelled to observe
the linear assertion of the railway. Nevertheless, there is still a continuing
change in rhythm set by the varying roof heights, material colour changes and
elevational texture through the provision of balconies. In fact, from this
elevated perspective the Al Block terminates almost within the visual envelope
of the Debenhams Building to the south and below the stern flat roofed
buildings of the northern town centre. Whilst emphasising the historic divide of
the railway on the one hand, the development would also successfully blend
with the wider tableau of the moderntown beyond on the other.

28.1 fully accept that whilst not a public view in the full sense, access to the tower
nevertheless still allows up to approximately 600 people a year to take in the
grand prospectit reveals. the view from the tower of the Cathedral is certainly
one instructive to this case, not least in that it confirms the conclusions set out
above that the development can site within the envelope of the town here and
avoid harm to character, but because it also emphasises the very extent of the
Cathedral’s visual reach, and therefore its expansive setting.

29.This is nevertheless a substantial development proposal. It is the case that as a
result of its scale form and extent, it will interpose, intervene and insert itself
within the townscape of modern Guildford, certainly within the setting of the

8 paragraph 19, Closing Submissions.
% The Palladian theory of staccato composition.
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Cathedral. It can rightly therefore be held to affect and indeed perceptibly alter
its setting.

30.Such interposition however can, in my view, be achieved whilst also ensuring
that sufficient of the hilltop remains in view so allowing the dominance of the
Cathedral, set upon its green bosky eminence (most specifically in views from
the Motte) to be fully safeguarded. My conclusions therefore accord with those
of HE, who have confirmed in their second letter that in achieving this aim, their
main concerns over the setting of the designated heritage asset had been
addressed'®. 1duly afford the assurance of this view significant weight. The
‘Bowl’ methodology applied by GBC as a measure of defining some form of
cordonsanitaire at the base of the Cathedral has a measure of analytical merit.
However, it proves as much as any other approaches, for example as set out by
HE in their advice on settings and views of heritage Assets'! that any such
undertaking should apply a rigorous analytical process.

31.Moreover, the proposals in their broader context, because of their articulation,
detailing and material treatment, would not result in a monolithic, unduly
assertive development adversely challenging the Cathedral in either proportions
or architectural expression. For all these reasons therefore, the proposals would
preserve the setting of the Grade II* listed building in accordance with the
expectations of the Act'?. It would also meet the objectives of paragraph 132 of
the Framework which anticipates great weight being given to the conservation
of designated heritage assets and their settings. For the same reasons they
would accord with saved Policy HE4 of the GBLP, which seeks to safeguard the
settings of listed buildings through the control of development.

32.I note the reference to saved Policy HE1 in the Council’s reasons for refusal
No.1l. However, this refers to proposals which would affect listed buildings,
specifically in relation to alterations and additions to them and has no relevance
to these proposals.

The roof garden

33.As the Register description states, the roof garden, sitting atop the former
Harvey’s department store, was designed as part of the shop building as a
whole by Sir Geoffrey Jellicoe and Partners in 1956-7*>. Jellicoe’s self-confessed
aim for the garden (was for) ‘primarily a sky garden and the underlying idea
has been to unite heaven and earth; the sensation is one of being poised
between the two’. The registration description goes on to suggest persuasively
the ‘the water in the garden was to reflect the sky with its different cloud
formations, and to emphasise this, Jellicoe created a viewing platform on top of
the café, so the garden could be viewed from above’.

34.This strongly suggests to me that the intention was primarily, in landscape
terms, an introspective exercise in defining an elevated outdoorspace where
the viewer was brought literally to the joining of their terrestrial platform with
the heavens, the sensation being amplified by the reflections of the sky when
specifically viewed from the now lost flat roof above the café designed
specifically for that purpose. Of course, there is also little doubt that in addition
to this spectacle, the panorama of the town, with its surrounding green

10 1bid CD B11.

! Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3 - The Setting of Heritage Assets (2™ Edition).
12 The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

13 Harvey'sis now under the branding and ownership of House of Frazer.
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topography forming its own bond with the heavens, would reinforce this
aesthetic construct. However, the intermediary townscape, particularly to the
west on both sides of the river, was also changing, and has continued to change
over time. It is reasonable, on the basis of the architect’s stated intentions, to
conclude that this intervening townscape was little more than an incidental
participant in the greater delight of the fusion of heaven and earth.

35.The development proposals would be discernible in views from the garden to
the west (beyond the utilitarian superstructure of the associated building). They
would, because of their height, obscure views of a band of tree planting to the
west of the railway. But they do not intercede in the critical relationship with the
skyline of the higher ground to the west, the unchallenged pre-eminence of the
Cathedral in that view, or the dynamic relationship between it and the heavens
above. The proposed development would be evident in views from the garden
and this general outlook, forming part of its significance, would be altered. But
this degree of alteration, or change, would not constitute material harm, as the
asset’s significance would remain undiminished as a result of it. Once again
therefore, there is no conflict with the expectations of paragraph 132 of the
Framework, which anticipates great weight being given to the conservation of
designated heritage assets, including their setting.

Setting of the conservation areas, including that of the Billings, a non-designated heritage
asset

36.The site lies immediately to the west of the Bridge Street Conservation Area.
This is a relatively modest area focused on the eponymous Onslow Bridge, a
Grade II listed structure. It is defined as much as by its positive townscape
structures as by key survivals of the new town’s industrial and mercantile past.
There are former factory buildings and on the east bank of the canalised river, a
substantial former warehouse building.

37.Chief amongst the non-designated heritage assets within the area, and easily
both the most striking and well preserved, is The Billings, a complex of
warehousing and former processing facilities standing on the west bank of the
River Wey. Formally facing the transit sheds and yard of the station to the west,
this is now replaced by the road and the retaining wall of the station car park,
crested by parked vehicles. It has a striking concave elevation to the east with a
rank of five lower gabled bays set between taller gabled and eaved end-bays. It
can be clearly appreciated in views from the approaches along Bedford Road to
the east and Onslow Street further afield. It can also, perhaps most
advantageously, be viewed from the bridge, whilst there are also elevated views
of the complex from the existing station carpark and Walnut Tree Close. In
contrast to other identified buildings within the conservationarea however, it is
not identified as a locally listed building.

38.Despite the scale and proximity of the proposed development in relation to The
Bilings when seen from the bridge, the historic building convincingly holds its
own. Whilst the new buildings enfold the old, taking their cue from the height of
the exiting Bridge House, the curved frontage and the lively staccato of the
gables allow The Bilings to stand their ground in this prospect. Their setting
would once again be affected, even significantly changed, but this would not
amount to material harm such as to suggest conflict with paragraph 135 of the
Framework.
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39.The position is rather more challenging in relation to the views from Bedford
Road and Onslow Street'“. In the latter, the longer view, the disparity in scale
between the proposed development and the historic building is at its most
apparent. From here the new buildings would appear to finish at almosttwice
the height of The Billings, diminishing its visual presence as a consequence.
However, this disparity rapidly diminishes on the approach to the pedestrian
bridge where the shortened perspective allows the two to be seen almostin
balance, the gables of The Bilings almost meeting the leading edge of the
station building. Nevertheless, in this critical view the setting of The Billings,
notwithstanding the acknowledgement that any development on the site is
likely to have a similar effect, the setting of the non-designated asset would be
diminished, harming its significance to a modest degree.

40.However, such a conclusion still does not account for the effect of the
development on The Bilings when viewed from the west. Yes, although set-
back across the Station Plaza, the new buildings will still be of imposing scale.
But what they will also do is frame an open civic space, at grade with The
Billings, thus allowing it to engage with other buildings around a coherent space
which at the present momentit simply does not do. The present arrangement,
with the bluff intimidating retaining wall of the carpark, reduces the road to a
hostile conduit for through-traffic, hostile to pedestrians. The present appeal
site to the west of The Billings actively and significantly detracts from the
setting of the non-designated heritage asset, and the proposals would
significantly improve them. When considering the balance of harms and benefits
of the proposals in-the-round, I conclude the overall effect on the significance of
the asset would be neutral. In this regard therefo