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Following a review of the case to be advanced at inquiry it is considered that the Council’s reasons for refusal for application 05/0253 Erection of a 6608sq. m. (Gross Floor Area) First Floor Foodstore (Use Class A1), Viaduct Estate Road, Carlisle should be amended to clarify the decision.

Recommendation:-

It is recommended that the amended reasons for refusal be agreed.

Catherine Elliot

Director of Development Services

Contact Officer:
Alan Eales
Ext:
7170


To the Chairman and Members of the 





          DS.24/07

Development Control Committee 

1.0
Background

1.1
As Members will be aware preparation is well underway for the forthcoming Inquiry in to the Council’s non determination of Application 05/0253 (Erection of a 6608 sq. m. (gross floor area) first floor foodstore (Use Class A1) and service area with associated lower ground floor and external car parking areas and ancillary works, together with formation of vehicular access and bus turning area on land bounded by Upper Viaduct Car Park – River Caldew – Harper & Hebson and Viaduct Estate Road, Carlisle. 

1.2
As a result of this preparatory work it is considered that some of the reasons for refusal should be deleted, others amalgamated or clarified together with the  addition of a further reason.   

1.3
It is considered necessary to add Reason 5) following a letter from the Denis Wilson Partnership who are the City Council’s Highway Witness for the Inquiry (Appendix 2).   The penultimate paragraph of the letter expresses the need for an additional highway reason for refusal.

1.4
Although the Council recognises that if the extant outline planning permission is implemented then the highway proposals for the larger store are a geometric improvement over the existing situation.  However, it is open to serious question as to whether that the extant permission will ever be implemented.  The additional reason for refusal of application 05/0253 is therefore put forward on this basis.

1.5
Members should also be aware that the Council’s highway consultants have been notified that the appellants are preparing or have prepared a new highways assessment which involves the retained use of the right turn from Victoria Viaduct on to the Viaduct Estate Road.  The letter (Appendix 2) expresses considerable concern over the delay in receiving information on new this new assessment from the appellant and the logistical problems of dealing with any new information so close to the Inquiry.  Until the analysis (awaited since January) is received and considered the adequacy of that proposal cannot be determined.  Such a manoeuvre was not envisaged in the 1999 Transport Impact Assessment and has not been assessed.
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2.0
Amended Reasons for Refusal

2.1
The suggested new reasons for refusal are as follows:

1)
The development of a 6,608 sq. m (gross floor area) store together with additional floorspace permitted in Carlisle since 2000, would be contrary to and prejudice emerging Proposal EC20 of the Revised Re-deposit Plan 2001 - 2016. If permitted, the application proposal would leave inadequate additional capacity to enable the delivery of a superstore, in accordance with Proposal EC20 of the Revised Re-deposit Plan 2001 - 2016, on land allocated as part of the comprehensive mixed use urban extension at Morton, Carlisle. In the Carlisle District Local Plan Revised Re-Deposit the new foodstore at Morton is identified in the emerging Proposal EC20 as the new anchor store to the new District Centre store, (Paragraph 4.85, the following paragraph and on the Proposals Map).  
2) The application site is in an out of centre location for retail planning purposes.  Although within 300 metres of the Primary Retail Area, the site is not "well-connected" to that area due to the existence of significant topographical and physical barriers between it and the City Centre.  Annex A of PPS6 clearly identifies main railway lines, car parks and topography (City Walls and Sallyport Steps) as barriers which may affect pedestrians' perceptions of easy walking distance from the centre.  Having regard to these factors it is considered that the site should not be regarded as edge of centre.  The Proposal is therefore contrary to Policy S2 of the Adopted Carlisle District Local Plan and Policy EC5 of the Revised Re-deposit 2001 – 2016 as it is fails to comply with criterion 1 of both Policies
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3)
The site is a strategically important location occupying the greater and widest part of the linear corridor between the River Caldew and the Viaduct Estate Road/West Coast Main Railway Line and its proposed development, including its poor relationship with the amenity significance of its river frontage, would be prejudicial to the consideration of a wider area-based approach emerging within the Carlisle Renaissance project aimed at regenerating key sectors of Carlisle and bringing vibrancy to the waterfront environment post January 2005 flooding. It is therefore considered that the approval of this development would be clearly premature pending the consideration of the emerging Carlisle District Local Plan and the emerging Carlisle Renaissance’s strategic evaluation and proposals for

the cohesive and comprehensive urban regeneration of that part of the City.

4)
In addition, the development of the scale envisaged and its associated traffic generation could leave inadequate additional capacity at the Victoria Viaduct/James Street junction and adjacent section of the immediate highway network to accommodate any further development of that riverside corridor that might otherwise be proposed as part of the regeneration initiatives.  In the absence of a formal traffic assessment of the future traffic impact upon that area, the proposal is premature.

5) The present highway mitigation works are inadequate and fail to ameliorate the impact of the appeal proposals and therefore fails to comply with Criterion 3 of Policy S2 of the Adopted Carlisle District Local Plan and Criterion 3 of Policy EC5 of the Revised Re-deposit 2001 – 2016.  

6)
The siting, scale, bulk, form and indicative appearance of the proposed store is unsympathetic to a location as sensitive in townscape and heritage terms as the proposed site and its setting close to the Historic Core of Carlisle.  It would dominate the immediate locality and obscure the important views to and from the historic core of the City including the Cathedral, City Walls, Listed Buildings and Monuments along West Walls and the western side of the Carlisle City Centre Conservation Area.  It therefore fails to comply with Criterion 4 of Policy S2 of the Adopted Carlisle District Local Plan and Criterion 4 of Policy EC5 of the Revised Re-deposit 2001 – 2016.

2.2
It is considered that these amended Reasons for Refusal clarify the Committee’s original decision.  The original reasons are reproduced in Appendix 1. 
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3.0
Recommendation
3.1
It is recommended that the amended reasons for refusal be agreed.

Catherine Elliot

Director of Development Services

Contact Officer:
Alan Eales 
Ext:
7170


Appendix 1

Original Reasons for Refusal
1.
The development of a 6,608m² (gross floor area) store at that location, when aggregated with the additional floorspace already added to the Gross Floor Area of the existing Tesco Store trading at Rosehill, Carlisle since 2000, would subsume the great majority of the additional future retail capacity for food and convenience shopping in the City identified within the Carlisle Retail Study undertaken by CB Hillier Parker to inform the review of the Carlisle District Local Plan.

2.
That aggregation of floorspace would leave inadequate additional capacity to enable the delivery of the proposed foodstore on land allocated as part of the urban extension of Carlisle within both the adopted Carlisle District Local Plan and the Carlisle District Local Plan Re‑Deposit.  It would therefore frustrate the implementation of a crucial element of the proposed cohesive, comprehensive and co‑ordinated mixed land use development of the allocated land at Morton for housing, employment, leisure and retailing use and the integration of those uses with proposed transport infrastructure improvements in the form of the Park and Ride site and convenient access to the Carlisle Northern Development Route.

3.
In the event that the adoption process of the Carlisle District Local Plan no longer supported the development at Morton, the approval of a foodstore of that scale at Viaduct Estate Road would similarly preclude development of any other alternative store elsewhere in the City that would provide a better spatial distribution of conveniently located stores within Carlisle.  That objective, intended to facilitate genuine choice to meet the needs of the whole community, (particularly those living in deprived areas) and which would further contribute to the reduction in the length of car journeys, congestion and air pollution and be more accessible to public transport, walking and cycling was considered to be in keeping with the Government’s agenda for greater social inclusion. 
4.
The site, although within 300 metres of the Primary Retail Area, was not “well-connected” to that area due to the existence of significant topographical and physical barriers between it and the City Centre.  Annex A of PPS6 clearly identified main railway lines, car parks and topography (City Walls and Sallyport Steps) as barriers affecting pedestrians’ perceptions of easy walking distance from the centre.


5.
The site was a strategically important location occupying the greater and widest part of the linear corridor between the River Caldew and the Viaduct Estate Road/West Coast Main Railway Line and its proposed development, including its poor relationship with the amenity significance of its river frontage, would be prejudicial to the consideration of a wider area-based approach emerging within the Carlisle Renaissance project aimed at regenerating key sectors of Carlisle post January 2005 flooding. 

6.
In addition, the development of the scale envisaged and its associated traffic generation could leave inadequate additional capacity at the Victoria Viaduct/James Street junction and adjacent section of the immediate highway network to accommodate any further development of that riverside corridor that might otherwise be proposed as part of the regeneration initiatives.  In the absence of a formal traffic assessment of the future traffic impact upon that area, the proposal was premature.

7.
The siting, scale, bulk, form and indicative appearance of the proposed store was unsympathetic to a location as sensitive in townscape and heritage terms as the proposed site and its setting close to the Historic Core of Carlisle.  It would dominate the immediate locality and obscure the important views to and from the historic core of the City including the Cathedral, City Walls, Listed Buildings and Monuments along West Walls and the western side of the Carlisle City Centre Conservation Area.

8.
Approval of the development would be clearly premature pending the review of the Carlisle District Local Plan and the emerging Carlisle Renaissance’s strategic evaluation and proposals for the cohesive and comprehensive urban regeneration of that part of the City.

Appendix 2 

Letter from Denis Wilson Partnership
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