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29 May 2025 
 
Regeneration of the Mary Arches Car Park site, Exeter 
 
 
Dear Eutopia, 
 
Many thanks for inviting Exeter Civic Society to attend the webinar briefing on 15 
May 2025 for the redevelopment of this site. It was good for us and others to have a 
dialogue with your design team who provided the detailed outline of the proposals. 
We are also pleased that you have made the presentation available on-line for 
others to view. We will provide a link on our website for our members to view it, and 
provide feedback to us (and maybe yourselves) to help refine the proposals. 
 
We recognise that an article in the Exeter Express & Echo on 29 May provided a 
webpage link for public comments, but the circulation of the newspaper is quite low. 
Perhaps additional social media advertising would help to gather further views. The 
city council’s consultation charter encourages the promoters of all large 
developments to hold a public consultation, record and publish responses, and to 
make adjustments accordingly before submitting any planning application. All recent 
developments of a similar scale to this have held at least one public exhibition, and 
the only one that did not, the Police & Magistrates Court site, was refused at both 
planning committee and Appeal stages.  
 
We would like to see mixed use commercial/housing on the site that reflects the 
council’s Local Housing Needs Assessment, as set out in the emerging Exeter Plan 
at Policy H15. Whilst the presentation stated that there is a need for co-living 
nationally, and whilst we do not deny that this new style of living has a place in 
Exeter, the city has seen many planning applications approved for co-living 
developments in recent years. This includes proposals at The Gorge, Summerland 
Street, The Harlequins Centre, Haven Banks, Frog Street, and Water Lane. There 
are currently proposals being developed for 363 units of co-living accommodation on 
the former Police and Magistrates site which we expect to come forward with a 
revised planning application soon.  
 
In paragraph 6.35 of the Exeter Plan’s Housing section it is stated that there is low 
demand for co-living accommodation in Exeter so proposals must demonstrate how 
accommodation can be re-purposed if there is not adequate demand to make a 
development viable. If you proceed to propose co-living for this site we would expect 
your proposals to be accompanied with a local needs assessment to justify these 
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proposals rather than 1-2 & 3 bedroom family homes for which we believe there is a 
need, and to include ideas for re-purposing. 
We welcome the redevelopment of this car park site with a high quality design but 
we are not sure that the design presented has achieved that at this stage.  
 

• Whilst development onto North Street needs to be sympathetic to the existing 
buildings we wonder whether a uniform design would be better to the junction 
with Bartholomew Street East. The corner building looks very square and we 
are not sure why a 'Gateway' building should simply be large and blocky. 
Other more interesting approaches must be possible – perhaps similar to 
Paternoster House which turns the corner junction with Fore Street? 

• In your presentation, page 23, the city council requested that the proposals 
should ‘successfully relate the development to the sloping nature of the site’ – 
we do not think this this has been achieved. The heights of buildings in the 
area tend to follow the gradient of the street, but this proposal has a single 
ridge line, similar to that of the Guildhall shopping centre, which you will 
appreciate provides a negative contribution to the area. And whilst we 
consider that the height of the car park should absolutely be the maximum 
height, we wonder whether the corner roofline should be lower than the 
existing car park to support the grain of the streetscape.  In your presentation 
on page 23 the city council suggest that ‘an attic storey could be considered… 
so it is not visible from the ground’. 

• The retention and improvement of the mediaeval passageways through the 
site running from North Street to Mary Arches Street is welcome as a public 
thoroughfare. We also believe there may be a third private access route that 
needs consideration. We would like some clarity whether these will be 
privately owned routes or public highway routes. 

• The elevational treatment of Bartholomew Street East may be better if 
reversed. The modern design currently on the corner of North Street would 
relate better to the mid 20c buildings that the proposals adjoin, and would be 
similar to the student accommodation at the junction with Mary Arches Street. 

• Regarding the block on Mary Arches Street, we wonder whether the more 
contemporary design would be better used here to reflect the generally 
unassuming 20c buildings in the street, including the well-designed student 
accommodation, and whether the block should be at least one storey less 
than proposed. Without contextual elevations of the street it is not possible to 
determine how the proposals relate to the existing adjoining buildings, 
including the synagogue- these should be provided at the next stage. It is 
pleasing that you have positioned the building further back from the street as 
the design review panel recommendations, but we wonder whether a car 
layby here is necessary to support deliveries of food and parcels to residents. 
The layby on Bartholomew Street East may not be able to cope with over 300 
units of accommodation. 

• North Street is currently not very attractive, is soulless, blighted by the 
Guildhall Centre, affected by the level of traffic on this relatively narrow road, 
and its steepness. We would welcome some enhancements from this 
development which may include widening pavements, planting of trees, and 
supporting outside dining for any café’s on the street. Perhaps you could work 
with ECC, InExeter and DCC to consider this? In your presentation on page 
24 the city council advises ‘Consider ventilation design as North Street 
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experiences low air quality and part of the Air Quality Management Area – the 
introduction of planting will clearly help achieve this. 

• As this site is within the central conservation area, with the cathedral 
dominating views into the city, we recommend that views from afar are 
generated, including  from around St David’s Hill, Dinham Crescent and Exe 
Street area. The building as currently proposed could have a detrimental 
impact on many of these views, although we appreciate this will be better than 
the existing car park. 
 

If you wish to discuss any of the issues we have made, or to invite us to another 
consultation, we will of course be happy to engage with you and others. 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

K Lewis 

 
Keith Lewis.   
Chairman 
 
 

 


