INFRASTRUCTURE OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE

(Special Meeting)

THURSDAY, 5 APRIL 2007 AT 10.00 AM

PRESENT:

Councillor Allison (Chairman), Councillors Dodd, Earp (as substitute for Councillor Mrs Fisher), Ms Martlew, Mrs Rutherford, Southward (as substitute for Councillor Ms Patrick) and Stockdale

IOS.020/07
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

Apologies for absence were submitted on behalf of Councillors Bainbridge, Mrs Fisher and Ms Patrick.

IOS.021/07
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Councillor Allison declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council's Code of Conduct in relation to the Carlisle District Local Plan.  He stated that his interest was in respect of the fact that he would be making a representation at the Local Plan Public Inquiry.

Councillor Earp declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council's Code of Conduct in relation to the Carlisle District Local Plan.  He stated that his interest was in respect of the fact that he was a member of Wetheral Parish Council, which had made observations on the Local Plan.

Councillor Dodd declared a personal interest in accordance with the Council's Code of Conduct in relation to the Carlisle District Local Plan.  He indicated that his interest was in respect of the fact that he owned two Listed Buildings.

IOS.022/07
CARLISLE RENAISSANCE: DEVELOPMENT 


FRAMEWORK AND MOVEMENT STRATEGY – DRAFT


POLICY STATEMENT
The Director of Carlisle Renaissance presented report CE.19/07, enclosing the Draft Development Framework and Movement Strategy Policy Statement which had been agreed by the Executive on 26 March 2007.  Minute Excerpts EX.084/07 and EX.085/07 setting out the decisions of the Executive had also been circulated.  In addition, all Members had received copies of the reports which had been considered by the Executive on 26 March 2007 when the Draft Policy Statement had been agreed by the Executive.

The Leader then presented the Draft Policy Statement, commenting that after this period of consultation, it would be considered by the Executive on 23 April 2007 and the City Council on 1 May 2007.

In considering the Draft Policy Statement, Members made the following comments and observations:

(a)
Paragraph 1.1.1 – "Strengthening the City Centre, Orientating it to 


the South and West" - Why had the North of the city centre not been mentioned, particularly in relation to the Rickergate area?

Mr McNichol responded that there was no formally defined area for the city centre and that given the mixture of uses currently in the Rickergate area, which are traditionally city centre uses, this was probably being perceived as part of the city centre already.  

A Member commented that many people traditionally view the city centre as the Scotch Street and English Street areas and other terminology may have to be used when there is consultation with the public.

(b)
Paragraph 1.3 – Land Use and Transport Policy Context – In relation to gateway parking, the need for disabled parking to be available within the city centre was highlighted.  It would be difficult to make decisions on these matters without knowing what the changes to transport and road arrangements would be.  

Mr McNichol responded that addressing the issues of accessibility of vehicles and appropriateness of the type of vehicle entering the city centre was a complex issue and presented a number of challenges.

(c)
Paragraph 1.3.1 – Cumbria Local Transport Plan - At what stage the Local Transport Plan was and how would it feed into this process?

Mr McNichol responded that the Area Transport Plan was scheduled for preparation in June 2007 and that City Council Officers and Members were working closely with the Highways Group to ensure the aspirations of Renaissance are adequately covered with the Area Transport Plan.

The Leader commented that the Carlisle Renaissance Cross-Party Working Group had received a presentation from Capita on how the historic core could be developed and strengthened, including changes/improvements to Castle Way.  This project, which was part of the NWDA Programme, was at an early stage and as it developed it would be reported through Overview and Scrutiny.

(d)
Paragraph 2.1.1 – Sustainable - Would any new buildings constructed as part of the Carlisle Renaissance developments be required to include environmental measures such as solar panels?

Mr McNichol responded that it could be set out in a specification for a development brief for an area such as Rickergate that set environmental standards should apply to buildings.  These matters would be considered further in the future.

(e)
Paragraph 2.1.1 – Vibrant - There had always been a challenge in attracting resources to develop leisure and cultural activities.  What work had been undertaken to attract these resources?

Mr McNichol responded that the Council had worked with local retailers in 2006 on late evening shopping events.  The City Council could have a role in terms of events and activities in the city centre to encourage its use in the evening.  Members warned against relying on the retail sector to generate activity on their own.

Mr McNichol added that the potential location of a university could be important in relation to leisure and cultural events and activities.

(f)
Paragraph 2.3.1 – Public Realm - Was anything being done to promote cycling?

Mr McNichol responded that the City Council has a role in the promotion of routes but cycling is a function of the Area Transport Plan.  

The Environment and Infrastructure Portfolio Holder added that the Council's Cycling Policy mirrors the Sustrans Policy and the County Transport Plan Cycling Policy.  He highlighted but identified the fact that there was no maintenance programme for cycling routes and stated that this is an issue which needed to be addressed.

(g)
Paragraph 3.1.1 – Retail Core - Clarification was sought on what was meant by "Greenmarket"?

Mr McNichol responded that this referred to the Market Cross area and would need to be changed before public consultation.

(h)
Paragraph 3 – Core Character Areas - These core character areas would be an integral part in the carrying forward of Carlisle Renaissance. 

Mr McNichol acknowledged that the core character areas would be the focus for physical regeneration.  The challenge would be the prioritisation of works in each of the different areas as they could not all be addressed at the one time.  The prioritisation of work would have to align with the City Council's priorities.

(i)
Paragraph 3.8 – Western Gateway - Members welcomed the addition of the Western Gateway to cover the western approaches to the city centre.

(j)
Paragraph 3.3 – Caldew Riverside - In response to Members' questions about potential developments at Caldew Riverside, Mr McNichol commented that there had been issues for English Heritage regarding any work along side and abutting the city wall, which is a scheduled Ancient Monument.  Officers and Members were keen to encourage development of the Bush Brow area, which was the area behind Woolworths.

(k)
Paragraph 3.2.2 – Historic Core - Clarification was sought on "the introduction of active uses along West Walls".  Mr McNichol responded that there were a number of issues in the West Walls area, including whether it was necessary to have traffic using that route and also the division by means of a wall between the historic core and West Walls.  Residential properties faced in one direction but potential developments may consider properties facing in the other direction.  Discussions had been held with the Cathedral Trust regarding their aspirations for the Cathedral and Fratery area, including better access.

(l)
Paragraph 3.5.2 - If measures were introduced to reduce the impact of private vehicles on Lowther Street, what provisions would be made for Northbound traffic?

Mr McNichol commented that this was an area that the County Council were wanting to explore.  There were options including Tait Street being made two-way, but if this was not a possibility then the City Council would need to re-consider its own aspirations in terms of traffic.  The County Council was considering options in relation to traffic in the city centre.

(m)
Paragraph 3.7 - Clarification was sought on what constituted the Botchergate South area and southern approaches to the city?

Mr McNichol responded that this was the area to the north of the St Nicholas traffic lights and included the Lancaster Street area between Bothergate and the railway.

(n)
Paragraph 3.3 – Rickergate - Members referred to a document which had been received from the Save Our Streets (SOS) Campaign making a number of points about the Development Framework and Movement Strategy.  In particular, SOS had stated that the Rickergate development was unpopular and that there had been widespread agreement amongst Carlisle citizens that the Civic Centre was an ugly building which should be demolished, yet this had not been addressed within the Development Framework and Movement Strategy.  Members sought a response on the comments from the Save Our Streets Campaign and also sought clarification on what was meant by a “plaza”.

Mr McNichol commented that the Policy Statement promoted a mixed use development and the Council would be looking for developments to come forward which would accord with these principles.  He clarified that the “plaza”  meant a public square and the document was setting out the requirement for a public square in that area.

In response to a Member's query about whether development at Rickergate had been solely in response to the 2005 Floods, Mr McNichol advised that the 2004 redeposit version of the Local Plan, had identified part of Rickergate as a “Central Office” park.  The Leader added that it was a natural extension to the city centre and as a number of the buildings were currently in public ownership it was attractive as a possible venue for development.

The Leader added that he and the Deputy Leader had met with representatives of SOS and would meet again in the near future before any final decisions are made on the Policy Statement.  Mr McNichol added that Officers were providing advice and assistance to SOS and were explaining the planning process.

(o)
Paragraph 3.5.3 - Clarification was sought on the potential location of a Criminal Justice Centre.

Mr McNichol confirmed that this would be on Warwick Road just after the Spencer Street junction on the north side.  Currently there was a mixed use of businesses in that location.  Discussions had not been held with individual occupiers, but the concept had been identified at the first stage of public consultation.  The proposals in the Policy Statement were not anything new from that first consultation stage.

Members queried whether the Criminal Justice Centre would include a location for the Police.

Mr McNichol responded that the Police were still considering a future location and although their main base may be outwith the city centre they still wanted to retain some form of city centre presence.

The Leader confirmed that the Policy Statement does not make any definite decisions on demolition of any buildings and this included the Police Station.  No decisions were being made at this stage on demolition of any buildings and any assumptions on demolition were premature.

(p)
Paragraph 3.6 – Rickergate - In response to a Member's question the Leader clarified that the Policy Statement stated that the retention of existing properties in Corporation Road and Peter Street for residential and commercial uses would be supported.

(q)
Paragraph 3.8.1 - Members suggested that instead of referring to "the site of the former Market on John Street", the public would understand this better if it was referred to as Paddy's Market.

(r)
Paragraph 4.4 – Bullet Point 1 - This paragraph was difficult to understand and plain English should be used.

Mr McNichol advised that a glossary was attached to the end of the document explaining some of the more professional master planning terms including an explanation of the phrase "life cycle approach".  He accepted that some of these terms were difficult to understand and advised that, if the policy was approved by the Council, it could be produced in another manner which would be more suitable to audiences such as the public and potential investors.

(s)
Potential Investment - How much research had been undertaken into whether potential investors were interested in development of the city?

Mr McNichol responded that part of the team of consultants were development surveyors who had undertaken soft market testing of the proposals with a range of different types of investors in both the UK and Europe.  In addition, a retail assessment had been undertaken as part of the Local Plan.

(t)
Paragraph 5.2 – "Prepare a New Car Parking Strategy for Carlisle" - A Member asked whether the Infrastructure Overview and Scrutiny Committee could undertake this as a separate piece of work.

The Environment and Infrastructure Portfolio Holder commented that the County Council was the highway authority who designates on and off street parking and it would be difficult to work on a car parking strategy for Carlisle without input from the County Council.

The Chairman asked that any car parking strategy be referred to the Infrastructure Overview and Scrutiny Committee during its development stage.  The Head of Scrutiny advised that the Countywide Joint Scrutiny Group had discussed this and had agreed to form a Task and Finish Group to undertake some work on the development of a Countywide Parking Strategy.  This Committee would, at a future meeting, be asked to nominate a representative to that group. 

Members stressed the importance of Carlisle being able to have a strategy specific to its own area but recognised the need to undertake this in consultation with the County Council.  

The Head of Scrutiny advised that the Member representative on the Task and Finish Group would need to be kept fully briefed and updated on all these issues, in particular the impact of Carlisle Renaissance, in order to be able to have an effective input to this Joint Scrutiny Group.

The Environment and Infrastructure Portfolio Holder agreed to seek clarification from the relevant portfolio holder at the County Council as to the intentions in relation to this joint scrutiny event and to emphasise the importance of Carlisle being in control of car parking in its own area.

(u) Paragraph 6.1.1 – Development Briefs - were there any priorities in relation to Development Briefs.   

Mr McNichol responded that having discussed this issue with the Head of Planning Services he understood that there would not now be a requirement to prepare supplementary planning documents for Rickergate and for Caldew Riverside as the mix of uses being proposed had been assessed in some detail through the work in creating the Development Framework and Movement Strategy.  He emphasised the distinctions between planning briefs and development briefs and advised that the funding for the work on some of the supplementary planning documents would be available from the NWDA package of projects.

(v)
Paragraph 6.4 – Monitoring - Members suggested that annual monitoring was not frequent enough to be kept up to date and involved in progress.  

Mr McNichol responded that the reference to an annual monitoring report to assess progress was related to the Local Development Scheme and he suggested that Members may want a more frequent progress reports.  

Members suggested that there should be quarterly progress reports but queried how they would be able to measure progress if no timescales had been set.  Mr McNichol advised that once the policy was approved by the Council, a forward plan would be prepared against which the Committee could monitor progress.

RESOLVED – (1) That the comments of the Committee on the draft Policy Statement as detailed above be forwarded to the Executive.

(2) That this Committee requests quarterly monitoring reports on progress in relation to the Development and Framework and Movement Strategy Policy.

(3) That it be noted that the Committee would consider the nomination of a representative to a County wide joint Task and Finish Group on Car Parking Policy at the first meeting of the Committee in the new Municipal Year.

The meeting was adjourned at 10.25 am and reconvened at 10.30 am.
IOS.023/07
CARLISLE DISTRICT LOCAL PLAN

The Local Plans and Conservation Manager (Mr Hardman) submitted report DS.34/07 setting out the latest position regarding representations received during the consultation period on the Carlisle District Local Plan.  Mr Hardman advised that the report took into account any changes brought about by any revisions to national guidance and adoption of the County Structure Plan.

Mr Hardman reported that for each of the Local Plan Policies appended to the report there was: a summary of the objections; reasoning and comment; and recommendations on any amendments to make to each policy.  The report identified policies where there were key issues for consideration.  The next step in the process would be for the plan to be considered by the Executive and referred to the Council for final approval.  A Public Inquiry was scheduled to commence on 3 July and a pre-inquiry meeting would be held on 10 April 2007.  It was anticipated that the Inquiry could take at least four weeks to complete.

In considering the report, Members made the following comments and observations:

(a)
Policy DP01A - Sustainable Development Locations – General

Clarification was sought on the sentence "otherwise the plan has a restrictive background on new housing in the rural area, this is despite a large need being identified in the recent Housing Market Needs Assessment”.

Mr Hardman responded that the problematic issue was that regional planning guidance meant that the Council could only give consent for 65 units a year in the rural area, but the Housing Market Needs Assessment had stated that there should be 150 affordable units per year.  As part of the Regional Spatial Strategy, representations had been made to increase the housing figures and the panel's report on these recommendations was due imminently.  However, the response could not be anticipated and built into the Local Plan.  The Local Plan Policies would be adopted first and then these could be re-assessed if new Regional Spatial Strategy figures were provided.

(b)
Policy DP01A  - Sustainable Development Locations - General
Sentences in the last paragraph did not make sense and need to be reworded.

(c)
Policy DP02 – Regeneration, Page 35 – Summary of 


Objections No. 45

The word "Road" should be inserted after Corporation.

(d)
Policy DP02 – Regeneration, Page 43 – Reasoning and


Comments No. 27a

The word "may" should be removed from the first sentence.

(e)
Policy CP01 – Landscape Character/Bio-Diversity
Members agreed that the Landscape Character and Bio-Diversity elements should be separated.  

(f)
Policy H01A – Location of New Housing Development – General
In response to a Member's question, Ms Goodridge (Principal Assistant Local Plans Officer) advised that drummonds were small glacial mounds.

(g)
Policy LC09 – Disused Railway Lines
Mr Hardman outlined the issues in relation to the Carlisle Freight Avoidance Line including the potential Caldew Riverside redevelopment through Carlisle Renaissance and the Carlisle Sustrans Route.  The potential date for the Freight Avoidance Line was now 2014.

(h)
Policy LE13 – Proposals Affecting Listed Buildings
Mr Hardman commented that one objector was suggesting the proposals affecting Listed Buildings should be deleted.  Members agreed that there should not be a change to the policy as a result of this objection.

(i)
Policy LE20 – Conservation Areas
In response to a Member's question, Mr Hardman advised that there were both good and bad examples of work behind retained facades.

(j)
Affordable Housing
A Member raised concerns about affordable housing stating that while the standard is between 40% and 50%, there is only about 25% in the Carlisle area.  Mr Hardman responded that 30% is achievable in the urban area but there is more of a difficulty in the rural area.  The Council is making efforts to address this but have not currently gone above 30%.

A Member highlighted the impact of the sale of a number of Carlisle Housing Association houses.  

Members also raised concerns that developers seem to be able to find ways around the affordable housing requirements and suggested that the Council's policies in this area should be strengthened.

Mr Hardman undertook to take note of the comments of Members in relation to affordable housing.  He also undertook to explain what the phrase "staircase out" meant.

(k)
Policy T4 – Park and Ride
In response to a Member's question about the reference to flooding, Mr Hardman advised that, in assessing park and ride schemes, consideration needs to be given to the effect on bio-diversity and flooding.  Car parking had been identified as an appropriate use in flood zones.

(l)
Designing Out Crime
In response to a Member's question about whether any policies covered designing out crime in developments, Mr Hardman responded that Policy CP16 – Planning Out Crime, covered this area.  In addition, Supplementary Planning Guidance was currently being redrafted on this area, in order to include planning out crime in developments for commercial businesses.

RESOLVED – That the comments of the Committee, as detailed above, on the proposed amendments and responses to representations be forwarded to the Executive.

(The meeting ended at 12.30 pm)
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