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CHESTER ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY  

 

COMMENTS ON PROPOSED STUDENT ACCOMMODATION NEAR TELFORD’S 

WAREHOUSE, CHESTER (APPLICATION 13/03922/FUL), AMENDMENTS PUBLISHED 

23 DECEMBER 2013 

 

The latest amended scheme includes numerous modifications. However, we do not consider 

that these respond adequately to the various criticisms that have been made; it remains in 

essence a comparatively high-rise, high-density development of generic design that fails to 

recognise important views and respond to local setting and character, and it harms rather 

than enhances the Conservation Area in which it is situated and the adjacent heritage 

assets. The Society considers that it would be better if it were to  be withdrawn in order to 

allow a more sensitive scheme to be developed. 

 

1.0 The amended plans published on 23 December 2013 include significant modiifcations 

intended to address the criticisms and suggestions of the CWaC Conservation Officer 

and of English Heritage. However, we consider that they fail to respond adequately to 

the specific criticisms or to the wider landscape issues that have been raised. We 

maintain our existing position that a massive, high-density development on this site 

will be very difficult to achieve satisfactorily and that it would be better if the present 

scheme  were to be be withdrawn in order to allow a more sensitive one to be 

developed. 

 

2.0 We consider it vital to re-emphasise the main existing characteristics of the area, as it 

is to these that the design of a successful scheme must respond: the gently sloping 

terrain, still partly undeveloped, the generally low-rise townscape of largely 19th-

century terraced housing, and the breadth of the canal basins; all of these factors 

contribute to a generally open aspect with views across the area from the city centre 

to the canal and Whipcord Lane and vice versa; they also contribute to a strong 

‘sense of (extramural) place’. The designated heritage assets – ‘Telford’s 

Warehouse’, Diocesan House, Taylor’s Boatyard and associated structures – are 

prominent landmarks in this landscape, despite their modest mass and height, 

because of their open settings and locally elevated positions. The telephone 

exchange off Raymond Street is recognised as a ‘key detractor’, while the recent 

scheme around the North basin has introduced a scale and  mass of development 

that dominates the area and contrasts with the pattern of the existing townscape 

(Chester City Centre and Approaches Characterisation Study, pages 170, 178; 

English Heritage letter re the current development proposal, 16 October 2013; 

Conservation Officer comments, 11 October and 28 November 2013). 

 

3.0 English Heritage have cited the key clauses of national planning policy that are 

relevant to this case: 

 

3.1 ‘Local planning authorities should look for opportunities for new development within 

Conservation Areas … and within the setting of heritage assets to enhance or better 

reveal their significance’ (NPPF  para 137). Thus the proposed development needs to 

enhance not only the setting of the heritage assets but this part of the Conservation 

Area as a whole. 

 

3.2 ‘Developments [should] respond to local character and history, and reflect the identity 

of local surroundings and materials’ (NPPF, para 58). 
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3.3 It is … proper to seek to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness’ (NPPF, para 60). 

 

4.0 In addition, the following policies of the saved Chester District Local Plan are relevant:  

 

4.1 ‘Development in conservation areas or affecting the setting of such an area will only 

be permitted where it will preserve or enhance its character or appearance’ having 

regard to, inter alia,  ‘the height, scale and orientation of the proposed development’  

( ENV 37). 

 

4.2 ‘Planning permission will not be granted for new development that will obstruct 

important views within, or views in or out of, conservation areas’ (ENV 38). 

 

4.3 Given that the area in question is, in practice if not in theory, suburban, para 3.159 of 

the Chester District Local Plan is also relevant: ‘Open spaces play a key role in 

defining the density levels and providing breaks and visual features within’. 

 

5.0 We consider that the English Heritage criticisms (16 October 2013) of the original 

scheme remain valid: ‘… the scale and massing of the current proposals appear 

overwhelming in terms of the relationship with the canal and associated listed 

buildings such as the Telfords Warehouse and Taylors’ Boatyard and fail to reflect the 

low-rise character and finer grain of the adjoining townscape ’. The height of the 

amended proposal still reaches, and in some cases exceeds, that of the consented 

scheme, despite the recommendation of the Conservation Officer, 28 November 

2013, while the general configuration of the blocks remains unchanged. The breadth 

of the gable over the ‘loading bay’ in the middle of Block A emphasises the massive 

scale of the building in comparison with the existing structures. Consequently the 

Listed Buildings will still be dominated and ‘hemmed in’ by the development, and 

views across the site in both directions will be lost.  

 

6.0 Moreover, the warehouse inspiration for the development is a generic, clichéd 

response to a canalside situation that is at odds with the actual, overwhelmingly 

residential, character of this area of Chester. At the risk of stating the obvious, 

warehouses were designed to store goods, and the nearest equivalents in 19th-

century building forms that accommodated people were workhouses and prisons. We 

do not see why building designs that evoke these functions should be used for 

housing; surely a different ‘architectural language’ would be more appropriate? 

 

7.0 We therefore consider that, to be successful in design, the present scheme would 

have to be modified to incorporate, inter alia,  the following characteristics: 

 Preserve views through the site to the north of Telfords Warehouse and Diocesan 

House from Whipcord Lane to the City Walls and vice versa. Ideally this would 

entail the omission of Block C. At the very least this block should be no higher 

than Diocesan House, so as to allow views over its roof.  

 If Block C is retained, then its western façade and the return at the southern end 

of Block A should be conceived as a unity, with generous fenestration echoing the 

back of Diocesan House, so as to produce a coherent boundary enclosing the 

public space containing the Telfords Warehouse car park. 

 Block A will be lower than in the amended scheme and will be recessive in design 

and/or materials, possibly divided into two separate blocks, so as not to 

overwhelm Telfords Warehouse.  
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8.0 Leaving aside design matters, the skewed demography of the Garden Quarter 

towards students is recognised in the CWaC Local Plan, Policy SOC 3 and paras 

7.14–.15. The present scheme seeks to remedy this situation by housing students in 

specialised accommodation. However, given the lack of any policy to remove 

students from HMOs, and to reduce the number of the latter, the scheme could simply 

make the situation worse by increasing the proportion of the transient population in 

the area. 

 

9.0 Again, a high-density scheme aimed at accommodating a ‘normal, working’ (and 

therefore commuting) population could pose its own parking problems. 

 

10.0 Even as amended, the scheme seeks in general to maintain the density and height of 

the previously consented development. However, as pointed out by English Heritage 

(16 October 2013), that consent predates the issuing of NPPF, with its requirement in 

para 9 to: ‘Pursu[e] sustainable development, involv[ing] seeking positive 

improvements in the quality of the built, natural and historic environment…’. We doubt 

whether the concepts behind the present scheme are compatible with this objective. 

Rather than produce further amendments, it may be better if  the application were to 

be withdrawn, to allow a better thought-out alternative to be prepared that meets the 

criteria of national and local policies and enhances the adjacent heritage assets and 

the Conservation Area as a whole. 

 

P Carrington 

For Chester Archaeological Society 

28 December 2013 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


