
Commentary on floor spaces in Application Form and Design and Access Statement 

Key summary points 

 The Application Form contains figures for existing floorspace that are roughly 50% higher 

than any other figures used in the past, and in other material that supports the application 

 The figures used seem to convey contradictions over ‘internal’ and ‘external’ measurements 

 The form implies none of the office space will be demolished 

 The figure for new retail matches just the foodstore, not including other A1 and A3 uses. 

This suggests a net loss of over 5,000m2 of retail 

 Much land use is described as “Other – Please Specify” – comparisons with other supporting 

documentation implies that this is student accommodation and the ‘missing’ retail but 

nowhere are these uses detailed 

 In the Design and Access statement there are cases where the ‘external’ space is smaller 

than the ‘internal’. 

 Figures in other supporting documentation are also contradictory. 

 

 The resulting application is so confusing that it is difficult to know what the ‘truth’ is. 

Readers would be misled by reading only some parts without detailed checking. 

 It is probably not unfair to describe the application form as fiction. 

 It is therefore not clear what the applicants are seeking permission to do, and what would 

be the implications as to what they could or could not do if this application were passed. 

Introduction 

This note describes some of the inconsistencies in the floor spaces which appear to have crept into 

the Application Form (form) (q18) and the Design and Access Statement (D&A) (Pages 130-133, or 

66&67 in pdf numbering). There are inconsistencies which are internal to each, and between the 

two. The tables are complex and unclear so it is difficult to know whether there are further 

inconsistencies beyond those described here. Many of the issues of confusion are posed as 

questions in Annex One. 

Many of the figures given seem so implausible when compared with one another that they give the 

impression that the forms and documents may have used some accounting procedures that are 

beyond the knowledge of those not au fait with planning application forms and procedures (in the 

same way that some perfectly legitimate accountancy practices do not make sense to non-

accountants). If that is the case then I apologise for any time wasted by the applicants in looking the 

questions raised. 

Overall floor spaces 

The total "Gross Internal New" in the form has the same value as the Gross External area in the D&A 

(22551.3m2). It is not clear what, if any, figures are correct. 

If this discrepancy between internal and external is accepted as given, the "Non-residential 

institutions” in the form matches Community and Baptist (Block F) in the D&A at 2187.2m2 and the 

"Hotel and Halls of residence" matches the Hotel (5078.5m2). 

But the rest of the new internal floor space (col 3) in the form consists of 1211.1m2 “Shops net 

tradable” and 14074.5m2 "Please Specify", which adds up to the same as the gross external 



4878.2m2 “Shops and Restaurants” plus the gross external 11429.58m2 Student in the D&A minus 

the gross internal foodstore. It seems that only the foodstore has been counted as retail while the 

other shops have come under "Please Specify". 

Nowhere is there an indication of what “Please Specify” is made up of. 

One would have expected shops and restaurants to be counted in as retail A1 and A3, and also an 

explanation of what "Please Specify" consists of. 

The Baptist land uses includes 5 residential units which are counted as “non-residential institutions” 

rather than flats (284.58m2 external). The application (header on the VOWHDC web site and page 1 

of the form) speaks of “small flexible office space (B1)” in the community building, but this is not 

referred to in the land uses in Q18 of the Application Form. 

In the form the current net tradeable A1 is 6840m2. This is deemed to have been demolished 

(column 2) so after an addition of 1211.1m2 (equivalent to just the foodstore) there is a net loss of 

5628m2 A1. 

The 6948m2 Offices (form) are apparently to be retained. (Much of the office space sits above 

current retail uses). 

In the form completed by Doric in December 2013 there were claimed to be 4884m2 of office space 

on site, to be removed. Nowhere have I seen the total office space described as so high as 6948. The 

Doric form also showed a “shops net tradeable area” of 3755m2 which presumably would have 

included Elms Parade. Doric showed 761m2 non-residential compared with 487 in the new form. The 

existing gross internal floorspace in Doric’s application was 9400 (though the sum of the parts added 

up to 10331), while Mace claim that the existing non-residential floorspace for a smaller site is 

14,275. 

The form (Q10) states that there no parking spaces on site at present, nor do they intend to provide 

any. 

The form gives a total land area for a site of 2.48 hectares. The Design and Access Statement suggest 

2.1 hectares. 

Internal and External floor spaces in the Design and Access statement 

The tables in the D&A includes columns for:- 

 Net Internal Area (m2) 

 Gross Internal Area (m2) and 

 Gross External Area (m2) 

Typically gross internal area will be somewhat larger than net, and gross external area will be larger 

than the gross internal which is what one would expect. 

Nearly all land uses grow by 10% between gross internal and external, The retail values vary greatly 

with, for example Block C having as external size which is 75% of the internal (631.5 internal and 

475.3 external). In all the retail blocks the Gross Internal exactly matches the Net internal, but two 

blocks have a lower external than internal floor space. This table for retail uses has not be completed 

fully which rather suggests a late realisation that something was wrong. 

 



Floor spaces from the Transport Assessment 

Further to the conflicting floor space measures described above the Transport Assessment offers yet 

different figures. In Table 5 (p29) it suggests 2329m2 of restaurant, 1870m2 of food retail, and 

4339m2 of office space that will be removed. 

In fact the floor space of Co-op, Iceland and Tesco (the 3 foodstores currently on site) do contain 

around 1870m2, so that figure is probably correct, and the total A1 and A3 (shops and restaurants) is 

probably close to the 4199m2 (food shops and restaurants in Table 4 added together) but it is not 

true that all the rest of the units are restaurants. 

Floor spaces from the Planning Statement 

There are further discrepancies here, as there appear to be in other documents. 

Conclusions 

The three documents which give floor space figures for the existing land uses are neither internally 

consistent, nor agree with each other. 

It has to be concluded that all (or possibly all but one) of the documents hold incorrect data. The 

Application Form should presumably be taken as the correct figures as these are the ones that 

planning permission would be granted for. If this were the case what would be built (and 

demolished) would be very different from the plans submitted in the Application Plans and the 

Design and Access Statement. On the face of it the applicants would be allowed to build an extra 

15,711m2 of non-residential floorspace, since they claim to only be demolishing half of what it is 

apparent they plan to demolish.  

This appears to show a gross degree of incompetence by the applicants, way beyond what might be 

expected from last minute alterations. It suggests an application which should be refused, and every 

single aspect of the application drawn into question. 

 

  



Annex One – Some questions raised by the form and supporting documents 

1. How is it that the total “gross internal new” area in the Application Form (q18) have the 

same value as the total gross external area in the Design and Access Statement (pages 130-

133)? 

2. Are the applicants certain that there will only be 1211m2 A1 retail new gross internal 

floorspace? 

3. Where are the further A1 and A3 units in the Design and Access Statement and other 

documents to be found in the Application Form areas? 

4. What does the “Other Please Specify” area of 14074.5m2 in the form consist of? 

5. Why have these landuses not been specified in the form? 

6. Why does the “small flexible office space (B1)” mentioned on the front page of the 

application form not appear on Q18? 

7. Are the applicants certain that the current net tradable A1 area is 6840m2? 

8. Are the applicants certain that the current net tradable Office area is 6948m2? 

9. Why is none of the office space identified as to be demolished, while all the retail (some of 

which is below some of office space) to be demolished? How would this be accomplished? 

10. Is it really true that there will be a net loss of 5628m2 retail (A1)? 

11. Does the 487m2 of ‘non-residential institutions’ in the form include all such land uses? 

12. Are the applicants really seeking to add 15711.3m2 of new non residential floorspace in 

total? 

13. Is it really the applicants’ best knowledge and belief that there are no car parking spaces on 

site currently, and that they will not be providing any (Q10)? 

14. Are the applicants certain that the total area is 2.48 hectares and/ or is the Design and 

Access Statement correct in saying it is 2.1 hectares? 

15. Why was the Total GEA column left blank for individual blocks for retail, while the sums for 

GIA and NIA left blank for the summations at the bottom of the table? 

16. How can it be that the Gross External Area of Block C retail is 475m2 when the gross internal 

area 394.2 + 237.3 (= 631.5m2) so the external footprint is 25% smaller than the internal 

floorspace? 

17. Have the applicants realised the implications of this for topological geometry? 

18. How does the Transport Assessment manage to come to the conclusion that there are 

2329m2 of restaurants currently on the site? 

19. Are the applicants content that the rest of the figures and information provided in the 

application and all its supporting statements are all correct and not contradictory? 

20. What would be the implications if planning consent were granted on the basis of this form? 

What would actually be permitted? 

 

 


