
EXCERPT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE

INFRASTRUCTURE OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE

HELD ON 10 APRIL 2008


IOS.34/08
URBAN DESIGN GUIDE AND PUBLIC REALM FRAMEWORK SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING DOCUMENT
The Development Manager (Mr Pearson) submitted report DS.47/08, attaching a report presented to the Executive on 7 April 2008 (DS.48/08), on the preparation of a Supplementary Planning Document comprising an Urban Design Guide and Public Realm Framework, predominantly for Carlisle City centre.

Mr Pearson reminded Members that as part of the Carlisle Renaissance Programme a Development Framework and Movement Strategy Policy Statement had been agreed in April 2007, one of the key issues arising from that document being the need for an Urban Design Guide and Public Realm Framework to be agreed for use as a guide to developers and their designers and putting forward proposals within the City.   In order to give sufficient weight to that document it was agreed that the Urban Design Guide and Public Realm Framework should be drawn up and adopted as a Supplementary Planning Document.  Details of the process for producing Planning Policy documents as part of the Local Development Framework as contained in the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 were provided.

The draft Urban Design Guide and Public Realm Framework was appended to the report for consideration.

Sally Nash of Gillespies Consultants, was present at the meeting and gave a presentation to the Committee on the content of the draft consultation document.  Ms Nash stressed that the document was an aspirational document and would work over a number of years.

The Executive had on 7 April 2008 considered report DS.48/08 and decided:

“1.  That the Executive receive the draft Urban Design Guide and Public Realm Framework as attached to report DS.48/08 which is to be the subject of consultation and note its contents.  The Framework be referred to the Infrastructure Overview and Scrutiny Committee for their comments with a view to considering such comments at the meeting of the Executive on 21 April and referred to the full Council on 29 April 2008 for agreement.

2.  The Executive Committee note the parallel process through the County Council of considering the relevant highways issues within the draft Urban Design Guide and Public Realm Framework.  The Highways and Transport Working Group on 7 April and the Local Area Committee on 28 April 2008 will consider this.”

In considering the report, Members raised the following questions and observations:

(a) A Member commented that the framework was a very good idea but had reservations regarding the Rickergate plans.  The Member felt they did not match the rest of the plans and had concerns that the City did not have the capacity to support such a large centre.

Mr Pearson responded that potential regeneration within the Rickergate area had been subject to scrutiny through the Local Plan Inquiry process, the outcome of which had just become known.  The plans in the Urban Design Guide and Public Realm Framework document were drawn up without the outcome of the inquiry.  There was a Members briefing on 17 April 2008 to discuss the outcome of the inquiry and how this document would sit within the Local Plan outcome.

A Member added that the changes in Rickergate largely came from the 2005 floods.  There had been speculation over the use of the fire station and police station and so there was an opportunity to look at the whole area.

Mr Pearson agreed to look, with Gillespies, at the issues relating to the Rickergate area with the Urban Design Guide and Public realm Framework document in the light of the Planning Inspectors Report arising from the Local Plan Inquiry.

(b) At the request of the Chairman, Members agreed:

· The principles on page 10 of the document

· The levels of intervention on page 21 of the document

· With the aims and aspirations of the document

· With the design, colour, surfaces and materials palettes as set out in the document

· With the soft landscaping principles and the idea of a water feature

· With the lighting and signage as set out in the document

Mr Pearson reminded Members that area 1c, Western Approaches, was subject to the creation of a Planning Brief as a Supplementary Planning Document and in due course would come back through this Committee for consideration.

(c) A Member raised concerns that the Roman heritage of the City was not being included as well as it could.  It was understood that the site of Roman forum was in the City Centre, could this be expanded on.

Ms Nash responded that the Roman Forum was in the City Centre and the introduction of a forum area had been included in the plans to highlight that area of history.  Ms Nash agreed to explain the Roman history and connections to Carlisle more clearly in the document.

(d)  In response to a Member’s comments Ms Nash explained that there would have to be some in depth discussions regarding a potential water feature in Carlisle and reminded Members that the City already had a good water feature in Bitts Park.

A Member added that a water feature would help to make the City Centre more fun and inviting for young people and making it a more family orientated place.

Mr Pearson commented that in drawing up the document discussions had been held with Community Services and included integration with the proposed City Centre Play Trail.

(e) How would the public consultation be carried out?

Mr Pearson explained that because the document was a supplementary planning document it would go through a statutory consultation period of 6 weeks but specific details still needed consideration.  There would be a process of members of the public being able to view the document and plans and then they would have the opportunity to comment.

A Member added that the Council had presented exhibitions for the public in previous years but this document was difficult to present unless it was split into specific areas so people could really focus and understand the document.

Mr Pearson responded that certain plans in the document relating to public realm projects were only illustrative at this stage but were designed to give people an opportunity see the principles involved In creating  higher quality public realm design to which the whole Public Realm Framework aspired to.

Ms Nash added that it would be challenging for the public to understand the level of how the document worked but it did need to be kept at a strategic level at the moment.

The Principal Assistant Local Plans Officer (Ms Goodridge) explained that there was 3 other Supplementary Planning Documents being prepared and all 4 would go out to consultation.  The Urban Design guide document was due for consultation in May / June2008.  The 3 other documents were not required to be part of the same consultation process as the Design Guide and were now scheduled for later in the year.

(f)  Was it possible to have a list of renaissance style initiatives in the public realm in other Cities?

Mr Pearson and Ms Nash recommended Glasgow, Newcastle, Sheffield, Penrith and Keswick as good examples of such work.

The Urban Designer (Mr Higgins) recommended the Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment website (www.cabe.org.uk), which had good practice examples of regeneration work both nationally and internationally and also published a document entitled ‘A Councillors Guide to Urban Design’.  

(g) There was concern that the quality of the materials would be expensive and that Carlisle did not have the economy to support the cost.

Mr Pearson explained that high quality public design could encourage investment and therefore help the local economy.  There were national developers interested in Carlisle and they had been pleased that Carlisle was addressing these issues.  There was a debate with the County Council on ongoing costs.  When the materials used are of such high quality they take less long term maintenance.  Both the County and the City Councils had concerns regarding the future maintenance and there was a section in the document that began to address the concerns.

(h) In response to a Member’s comments Mr Pearson explained that the document did refer to work of other strategies such as projects coming forward under the Movement Strategy, and that it was a two way process between this document and those other strategies that were being addressed by both the City and County Council.

(i) A Member highlighted the components and materials on page 91 and drew Members attention to the need for quality of design throughout the City.

Ms Nash explained that a lot of the ‘street clutter’ would be removed to provide a better public realm.  The document also highlighted areas for increased ‘active frontage’ to improve pedestrian routes. 

(k)  A Member raised concerns that the term ‘timeless classic design’ was not appropriate.  Whatever design was implemented would not stay timeless and might ultimately become dated.

Ms Nash responded that the aim of the plans were to stay away from fashion in urban design but agreed that they would look to change the term.

(l)  The document looks to promote ‘a café culture’ but privately provided seating areas should be supplemented by other resting places throughout the City, especially if cars were being diverted away from the Centre, with the public having to walk further into the town.

With the permission of the Chair, members of the public asked the following questions:

(a) Was this the actual document that would be put out to consultation?

Mr Pearson explained that the document would form the basis of the consultation.  The Local Plan inquiry had different timescales to the document so the Rickergate area would be revisited as a result of the inquiry so this would not be the final document that would go out to consultation.  Executive would agree the final consultation document.

(b) There were a lack of questions from Members of the Committee today so it appeared that this document would be the final document.

Mr Pearson explained that the document was not the final version and would be subject to appropriate change following the input of the Committee.

(c) There were issues with the possible extension of the conservation area that would need addressing.  It was felt that document should not go out to public consultation until those issues had been addressed.

Members commented that they felt they had had a fair input into the document and the process behind it and they felt other people’s views and comments had been incorporated into the document.

RESOLVED – 1) That the Urban design Guide and Public Realm Framework Supplementary Planning Document be endorsed for consultation;

2) That the concerns and comments of the Committee as above be passed to Executive for consideration.







