
EXCERPT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE

INFRASTRUCTURE OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE

HELD ON 9 FEBRUARY 2005

                                                                                                                                                                                                       

IOS.4/05
BACK LANES
The Chairman, having declared a personal interest, remained in the Chair and took part in the discussion on this item.

The Head of Commercial and Technical Services gave a verbal update on the current position as regards Back Lanes, an issue which had been debated at length over recent months.

Mr Battersby reported that the Council had now been advised that the County Council Carlisle Local Committee had allocated £10,000 for improvements  to adopted back lanes.  The Portfolio Holder for Environment, Infrastructure and Transport had further indicated that, in principle, the City Council would match any County funding.  Virement from existing Budgets could be made available to match that amount, thus providing a total of £20,000 and a report would be submitted to the Executive on 21 February 2005 in that regard.

Site inspections had been undertaken in conjunction with colleagues from the County to agree the priorities from those shown in the Priority 1 category.  The following works had been identified, following a scoring criteria, from the identified Budget:









Estimated Cost
Granville Road (Castle)





£ 2,000

Melrose Terrace (St Aidans)




£ 8,150

Spencer Street (Castle)





£11,400

Members then raised a number of questions and issues, to which Mr Battersby, the Portfolio Holder and Mr Smith of Cumbria County Council responded –

1. The cost of undertaking all of the works contained in the Priority 1 category was in the region of £170,000.  The Portfolio Holder considered it prudent to leave Officers of both Councils to decide which back lanes were most in need.

2. The works identified above do not constitute the start of a rolling programme of work.    The City Council has no legal responsibility to undertake such work and provision has not been included within the Budget.  The £10,000 identified is to match County funding.

3. A Member considered that to only choose certain schemes would cause many problems and was a poor way in which to run a Council.

4. A Member questioned whether areas affected by the recent flooding in Carlisle would be afforded priority, and was advised that in the aftermath of the floods the clearance of rubbish had been the priority.  The back lanes identified above had scored as being in the worst condition, but damage caused by the flooding was being assessed long-term and relevant factors would be taken into account.

5. A Member believed that lack of funding was the underlying issue, commenting that the cycle way to Dalston was not even being maintained, 


Mr Smith responded that the County Council used a priority assessment process which included a usage factor.   Back lanes had a lower use and therefore would always get a lower ranking.   Water mains work would be undertaken in Spencer Street around Easter time, following which resurfacing work to the carriageway would be undertaken, subject to full County Council approval the following week.  The Dalston cycle way was not part of the highway.

6. In response to a Member’s question, Mr Smith outlined the current position regarding the Wetheral Road which had suffered a significant land slip and was closed due to safety issues.  The position was being monitored since the floods and investigations into what could be done to repair it were taking place.  The road was likely to remain closed for some time to come and Officers were in the process of improving signage to direct traffic away from that road and the Plains Road.

7. A Member commented that the issue at 6. above highlighted the problems faced in the aftermath of the floods which could only be addressed via a multi-agency approach.  She added that issues such as housing, back lanes, etc would cover other Overview and Scrutiny areas and that should be drawn to the attention of the Overview and Scrutiny Management Committee.

8. A Member stressed that back lanes were important areas of the City and their dereliction should be brought to the attention of both Councils otherwise the situation would continue.

Members requested that Mr Battersby provide a further update on the issue of flood damage and the questions raised above to a future meeting of the Committee.  The Chairman asked that County Council Officers should be requested to attend that future meeting to respond to questions.

The Portfolio Holder sought an assurance that representations would be made to appropriate Government and other Departments for repairs to be made to areas affected by the floods.  He wished that to be registered on a County wide basis.

In response, Mr Battersby  indicated that he had attended a meeting with the County the previous evening and maintenance and repairs would be the subject of a claim through Bellwin.  Each Authority would undertake a long‑term assessment of the damage.  For Carlisle there would be a wider package, including regeneration issues.

RESOLVED – (1) That the Head of Commercial and Technical Services be requested to provide an update on flooding and the points raised to a future meeting of the Committee.

(2) That the Overview and Scrutiny Management Committee’s attention be drawn to the issue raised at 7. above.







