7.  access and movement

7.1 policy AM1 – AN INTEGRATED, ACCESSIBLE AND SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORT STRATEGY

Objections  

127/0739

134/2460

140/0845 

158/1034

165/1135

169/2211[CW], 2212[CW]

185/1230[CW]

FPC24 applies

Issue

7.1.1 This is whether this Part 1 policy sets out an appropriate overall approach to access and movement.

Conclusions

7.1.2 PPG13, the 1998 White Paper “A New Deal for Transport – Better for Everyone” and RPG11 set the context for transport policy.  The thrust of national guidance is to reduce the need to travel, reduce reliance on the private car and integrate land use and transport planning.  Some objectors argue that past developments in Coventry have not reflected this approach.  Objection 158/1034 suggests that a different attitude to traffic is desperately needed in Coventry, with reduced emphasis on highway improvements and more attention given to lowering speeds, safeguarding the environment of areas through which traffic passes and promoting road safety.  I consider that Policy AM1 is compatible with national and regional guidance, and reflects the shift in attitude which the objector seeks.

7.1.3 Objection 165/1135 suggests that the phrase “will be promoted and encouraged” is vague, and should be reconsidered.  However, this is a Part 1 policy, signalling the overall approach and it would be inappropriate to list detailed measures at this stage.  Nevertheless, I accept that the proposed changes, to show that the transport system should be integrated and provide an accessible network, and that alternatives to the car should be encouraged, would make the policy more precise.  In addition, FPC24 includes a fuller explanation of sustainable measures in para 6.16.  The policy acknowledges the need for collaborative action if the transport strategy is to be implemented, and FPC24 recognises the role for community groups concerned with transport matters.  

7.1.4 Counter-objection 134/2460 is that the word accessible would be superfluous as it is implied by a sustainable transport strategy.  PPG13 para 1.11 explains that, with sustainable development, people’s transport decisions should take account of the full costs of transport, including the impact on the environment.  The pursuit of accessibility has to be balanced by a consideration of the environmental impact.  In this context, I am satisfied that the word accessible makes a positive contribution to this policy.

7.1.5 Other objections seek references in the policy to pedestrians and cyclists.  The proposed changes would add a third bullet point referring to alternatives to the private car.  I am satisfied that the promotion of an integrated and sustainable transport system would encourage more travel on foot and by cycle.  On the impact of traffic on local communities, the proposed change to the last bullet in Policy AM1 goes some way to recognising the harm which traffic may cause in residential areas, though it would be clearer if it referred to the environmental quality of local communities.  Such an alteration would be consistent with the last sentence in para 6.16 of the text.

7.1.6 Blind and partially sighted people face particular difficulties when they use public transport and move about the City Centre.  Policy AM1 and para 6.17 acknowledge the special needs of disabled people, and the proposed change to the text emphasises the importance of good detailed planning.  Together with the proposed changes to Policy OS11, I am satisfied that these address the objector’s concerns. 

7.1.7 I conclude that the policy sets out an appropriate approach to access and movement for the plan period, subject to further minor changes. 

Recommendations

7.1.8 That the proposed changes to the policy and to paras 6.7 (with the addition of para 6.7(a)), and 6.15 to 6.17 (with the addition of para 6.14(a)) be made.

7.1.9 In addition, that the last bullet in the policy be amended to read:

by assessing the effects of proposals on the safety and convenience of road users, and on the environmental quality of local communities.

7.1.10 That FPC24 be made.

7.2 POLICY AM2 – PUBLIC TRANSPORT

Objections

030/0156[CW]

048/0274

063/2056

145/0895

FPC25 applies.

Issue

7.2.1 This is whether the explanatory text should be strengthened in support of the policy. 

Conclusions

7.2.2 The public transport strategy “Keeping the West Midlands Moving” is currently under review.  FPC25 gives the latest position on the preparation of this strategy.  The FPC would improve and update the text.  The need for CDP policies on access and transport to be progressed in consultation with Centro and the business community has been emphasised by objectors.  However, this point is already covered by Policy AM1 and its supporting text.

7.2.3 Objection 048/0274 relates to the phrase “In the meantime”, in the last sentence of para 6.21.  Because of the large scale of the transport need from people with impaired mobility, and the limitations of “fixed route” public transport services, the objector argues that there will always be a residual need for door-to-door services.  Proposed changes to the text would meet this objection.

7.2.4 Changes to para 6.22 are suggested, as there may be insufficient justification for the City Centre people mover.  However, the text makes it clear that this is an option under investigation.  I conclude that the policy would be strengthened if the proposed changes and FPC25 were made.

Recommendations

7.2.5 That no modification be made to the policy.

7.2.6 That the proposed changes to paras 6.20 to 6.22 inclusive be made.

7.2.7 That FPC25 be made.

7.3 pOLICY AM3 – BUS PROVISION IN MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENTS

Objections

017/0061[CW]

028/2031, 2032, 2033

030/0163, 2258[CW]

036/0229

038/0243

063/0338

094/0571

135/0804

141/2047

151/0962, 2310

165/1144

170/1165

177/1190

FPCs 10 and 26 apply.

Issues

7.3.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy is clear about what is sought from developers;

(ii) The policy reflects C1/97 Planning Obligations;

(iii) The policy should go further in promoting bus services.

Conclusions

7.3.2 On the first issue, objection was made to the vagueness of the opening sentence, and the reference to the “needs of bus operators and users”.  The proposed change to this sentence, which omits the reference to needs, would make the policy clearer.  Objections also led the Council to propose changes which would improve the second sentence.  However, all these changes do not overcome objection 151/0962, which reasonably argues that safe, convenient and efficient bus services are operational matters for the bus companies.  I accept that the aim of this policy is to ensure that major new developments are accessible by bus, and the wording should be changed to convey this.

7.3.3 Para 6.24(a) of the proposed changes would define what is meant by major new developments, and explain how redevelopment proposals would be treated.  The proposed changes to para 6.23, give a more precise description of the level of bus services which would be sought.  FPC10 introduces a preference for developments to be within 250m of a bus stop, wherever practicable.  This would make the policy consistent with the Centro bus stop distance standard.  I consider that all these changes would be helpful to the reader.

7.3.4 Objectors argue that bus services could not be expected to run through all new developments.  The changes to wording in para 6.23 allow for buses to run “to and through” developments.  Proposed changes to para 6.25 and FPC26 give a fuller and more accurate description of bus operations in the City.  I agree with the Council that it is not necessary to make cross-references to other policies, since a proposal for development would be assessed against all the plan’s policies.  I conclude that changes are needed to the wording of Policy AM3 and to the text, in order to provide developers with a clear statement as to what is expected from them in respect of achieving accessibility by bus to major development sites.

7.3.5 Turning to the second issue, C1/97 para B16 advises that local planning authorities should make it clear in their development plans where they are likely to seek planning obligations for particular types of development or sites.  The Council points out that Policy OS13 provides for planning obligations and other forms of legal agreement to be made with developers.  The major developments described in para 6.24(a) of the CDP could reasonably be expected to generate significant numbers of trips.  In order to foster sustainable development, it would be appropriate to encourage travel by bus to and from major new developments.  Coventry is an intensively developed City, and I would expect it to offer the scope for comprehensive and viable bus operations.  For most major developments, I would expect the tests in C1/97, which govern when planning obligations might be sought, to be satisfied.  

7.3.6 C1/97 para B16 emphasises that the existence of planning policies does not preclude negotiation on proper and appropriate planning obligations on their merits, for individual planning proposals.  The proposed change from “required” to “expected” in this policy would ensure that it can be applied fairly and flexibly in individual cases, and would not be too onerous for developers.  I conclude that the policy in the CDP is consistent with the requirements of C1/97.

7.3.7 On the third issue, objection 063/0338 asserts that the existing level of public transport provision to commercial areas is inadequate, especially where shift working is practised.  I support the proposed changes to para 6.15 to indicate that the business community, through the Chamber, should be involved in planning the City’s transport services.  The Council also suggests that access to employment areas would be improved if new employment sites were allocated in close proximity to existing ones.  Developers agreeing to fund bus services to a new development would then be providing an enhanced public benefit.  However, I agree with the Council that it would be unrealistic to confine new employment to sites close to existing employment areas, simply in order to improve bus services. 

7.3.8 Objection 086/0534 is critical of the radial pattern of existing bus services in the City.  However, I would expect the financial and environmental costs of highway improvements to provide new routes linking the suburbs, as the objector suggests, to be unrealistically high.  I conclude that there is no justification for extending the policy in these ways.

Recommendations

7.3.9 That the policy be amended to read:

Major new developments and highway schemes must facilitate the provision of safe, convenient and efficient bus services.  To achieve this, developers will be expected to include or fund physical works, or contribute to enhanced bus services.

7.3.10 That the proposed changes to the text of paras 6.23 and 6.25, with the addition of para 6.24(a) be made.

7.3.11 That FPCs 10 and 26 be made.

7.4 policy am4 – bus priority measures

Objections

075/0436

140/0846, 0848, 0849

151/1097

157/1012

177/1191

Issues

7.4.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy should be part of the reasoned justification only;

(ii) More details of implementation should be included. 

Conclusions

7.4.2 On the first issue, the policy expresses the Council’s intention that bus priority measures should be promoted and encouraged.  To secure the implementation of this policy, the Council will be heavily dependent upon its partners, the bus operators and Centro.  In some instances, it will have to wait for development opportunities to arise.  These factors count against the policy being included in the plan.  However, the Proposals Map indicates that works over extensive areas of the City are contemplated.  Those proposing new development on or adjacent to the defined routes would need to take account of this policy.  In addition, PPG13 calls for integration between land use and transport planning, and for policies which will reduce reliance on the private car.  In view of these factors, I am satisfied that this policy to promote bus priority measures should be retained in the plan.

7.4.3 On the second issue, objections 075/0436 and 157/1012 refer to the possible effects of a Bus Showcase scheme on Spon End.  The objectors oppose road widening to accommodate buses, or any reduction in accessibility to the residential areas and shops.  The Council advises that a specific scheme for Spon End and Butts Improvement is being prepared.  This will be the subject of local consultation and detailed design before it is implemented.  I have also taken account of the objection that insufficient information is given in the plan as to where funding will be sought, the extent of bus priority measures, and the extent of consultation with landowners and business interests.  However, para 6.15 makes it clear that planning for transport improvements will be a collaborative matter.  The Proposals Map shows the Bus Showcase Routes.  It is not necessary to describe the consultation processes and implementation details in the plan.

7.4.4 Other objections describe problems faced by blind and partially sighted people when using buses.  These relate mainly to the design of vehicles and position of bus stops, which are matters for the bus operators not for the plan.  The objector also expresses concern that, even with the Bus Showcase schemes in place, there will be large parts of the City without such services.  However, I accept the Council’s argument that the number of Bus Showcase routes is limited by the likely availability of resources for the plan period.

Recommendation

7.4.5 That the proposed change to the policy be made.

7.5 policy am4 – proposals map

Objection

030/0157[CW]

Issue

7.5.1 This is whether the Proposals Map should be consistent with the CITS Balanced Package Bid which identifies up to 12 radial Bus Showcase routes and one circular route.

Conclusions

7.5.2 The Council does not propose to change the map in response to the objection.  I have no information as to its reasoning.  Neither do I know why the objector has conditionally withdrawn the objection.  A possible explanation is that the CDP includes a selective programme of routes, based on the Council’s expectation of available funds over the plan period.

Recommendation

7.5.3 That no modification be made.

7.6 policy am5 – bus park and ride

Objections

017/0062[CW]

056/0300

063/0339

132/0770[CW]

151/1098

Issues

7.6.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy should be deleted and the subject matter covered in the text;

(ii) Park and Ride schemes would reduce the amount of traffic on the roads;

(iii) Additional sites should be identified in the plan;

(iv) The policy should refer to the needs of wheelchair users.

Conclusions

7.6.2 On the first issue, this policy is criticised as being a statement of intent, signalling a programme of work for the Council.  However, the policy refers to a specific site on the Proposals Map, which is now in operation.  The Council wishes to see schemes in the west and east of the City, but as yet none has reached the preliminary design stage.  However, new Park and Ride sites would represent major land users, and could significantly affect travel patterns in their vicinity.  

7.6.3 The Council argues that, in view of the importance which PPG13 attaches to integrated land use and transport planning, the plan cannot ignore the matter of Park and Ride facilities.  The objector has not explained how the policy, if it were deleted, could be dealt with in the text.  Para 6.28 with the proposed changes describes benefits already achieved.  As Policy AM5 could lead to significant changes in land use in the City, and play an important part in promoting sustainable transport policies, I conclude that it should be retained.

7.6.4 On the second issue, objectors contend that some users travel further to reach the Park and Ride site in the War Memorial Park than they would do to reach car parks in the City Centre.  This is alleged to lead to an increase rather than a decrease in pollution from road traffic.  If the policy is successful and additional Park and Ride sites are established, I would expect some users to have shorter journeys to a suitable parking area than at present.  In addition, the Council quotes results from a national survey of Park and Ride sites which showed a net reduction in car use. Objectors also argue that the existing facility in the Memorial Park is visually intrusive, though the Council contends that new landscaping associated with the Park and Ride scheme has improved the appearance of this area.  

7.6.5 Objection 132/0770 suggests that the site identified in the north of Coventry may attract additional traffic onto the North-South road, which may adversely affect traffic flow on Junction 3 of the M6.  This objection has been conditionally withdrawn, subject to the introduction of a new para 6.7(a), which I have recommended elsewhere. On balance, I have scant evidence that the policy would increase the amount of traffic on the roads. 

7.6.6 On the third issue, objectors argue that it is difficult to identify suitably large sites for Park and Ride facilities, away from Green Belt land or public parks.  Objection 056/300 suggests that the only suitable site in the Allesley area would be the old school site on Birmingham Road.  However, planning permission has been granted for housing development, so that this land is no longer available.  Another suggestion is that the Council should look beyond its administrative boundaries for sites.  It is suggested that the Council has significant landholdings at Baginton Airport and Coombe Valley, which could be referred to in the text of the plan.  However, sites beyond the City boundary could not be the subject of policies in the CDP.  In any event, I have only partial evidence about the suitability of the land for the specified purpose.  I conclude that there is insufficient evidence for me to recommend additional sites for Park and Ride facilities in the plan at this stage.

7.6.7 On the fourth issue, Policy AM9 of the UDP sought to promote Park and Ride schemes, and to take account of the needs of wheelchair users.  Though Policy AM5 does not include this undertaking, the plan does not show any less concern about the accessibility needs of disabled people than in the past.  Policy OS11 is a Part I policy which addresses access by disabled people, and meets the concerns of the objector.

Recommendations

7.6.8 That no modification be made to the policy.

7.6.9 That the proposed change to para 6.28 be made. 

7.7 pOLICY AM6 – HACKNEY CARRIAGE RANKS

Objection

140/0850

Issue

7.7.1 This is whether the policy could prevent discrimination by some taxi cab operators.

Conclusions

7.7.2 The objection in this instance concerns alleged discrimination by some operators against blind people.  Though I feel sympathy for the objector, discrimination, as alleged, is not a land use planning matter.  The plan cannot effectively address this point.  

Recommendation

7.7.3 That no modification be made.

7.8 pOLICY AM7 – RAIL SERVICES

Objections

075/0437

132/0771[CW]

Issue

7.8.1 This is whether the intermediate stations between Coventry and the former Foleshill Gasworks should be reopened.

Conclusions

7.8.2 The objectors argue that these stations, including the former station at Coundon Road, should be reopened to improve access to the regeneration project site.  They suggest that this would enable people from the west side of the City to reach the regeneration site, without the need to use a car.  I appreciate the potential benefit to sustainability of this proposal.  However, given the high costs of upgrading rail services, the Council argues that priority should be given to reopening the station at the former Foleshill Gasworks, in order to serve the regeneration site and the intended 40,000 seat arena.  The policy provides for an ongoing review of the case for reopening additional stations.  I conclude that it would be unrealistic for the policy to refer to the reopening of former stations between Coventry and Foleshill.

7.8.3 Objection 132/0771 from the Highways Agency concerns the possible effect of the policy on motorways and Trunk Roads.  I have already recommended that para 6.7(a) be added to this chapter, and this would facilitate discussion of proposals for new stations or improvements to existing ones which might affect the operation of motorways and Trunk Roads. 
  

Recommendations

7.8.4 That no modification be made to the policy.

7.8.5 That the proposed changes to paras 6.31 and 6.32, which provide additional and updated information on improvements to rail services, be made.

7.9 pOLICY AM8 – IMPROVING PEDESTRIAN ROUTES

Objections

017/0063[CW]

033/0209[CW]

044/0262[CW]

044/2072[CW]

121/0710[CW]

140/0851

268/2344

FPC27 applies.

Issues

7.9.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy should be strengthened, with particular reference to (a) the balance between the convenience of pedestrians and motorists, (b) the needs of disabled people, and (c) the safety of pedestrians on rural paths;

(ii) It would be desirable to show the accessibility needs of pedestrians as broadly similar to those of cyclists, for reaching local facilities;

(iii) The provision of shared routes for pedestrians and cyclists should be permitted.

Conclusions

7.9.2 References to paragraph numbers below are from the CDP.  On the first issue, it is suggested that new developments in the City have put the convenience of motorists above that of pedestrians and cyclists.  The evidence for this appears where pedestrians have forced informal paths through shrubs and across grass.  The proposed changes to paras 6.36 and 6.37 emphasise that pedestrian routes should be safe and convenient.  Para 6.37 refers to the need for direct routes.

7.9.3 Persons with sensory impairment experience different difficulties in travelling around the City on foot from persons with mobility impairment.  It is argued that these differences should be appreciated when designing new pedestrian routes and facilities.  Proposed changes to para 6.37 refer to these two separate groups of disabled people.  Objection 140/0851 expresses concern about detailed design and the implementation of proposals.  It argues that, for blind and partially sighted people, road crossing points are always hazardous, as is street furniture and other objects.  The objector would welcome a commitment to more consultation with disabled people in the plan.  Though this would represent good practice in development control, I would not expect provision for it to be specified in the development plan. 

7.9.4 Objection 033/0209 is that the support for safer pedestrian routes should be extended to the rural path network.  Para 6.37(b) of the proposed changes introduces criteria for improving access and safety on the rural network.  I conclude that the proposed changes to Policy AM8 and the supporting text would strengthen the policy so as to meet the objections.

7.9.5 Turning to the second issue, there is a conflict between Policies AM8 and AM14 in respect of the local facilities to which people are said to require accessibility.  FPC27 proposes changes to this policy, and FPC32 proposes changes to AM14.  These FPCs would result in greater consistency, which would be sensible and clearer for users of the CDP.

7.9.6 On the third issue, para 6.37(a) introduces the notion of shared use of routes by pedestrians and cyclists.  This is firmly opposed by objectors representing blind and partially-sighted persons and by cyclists.  Both agree that the place for cyclists is on the road, and that shared facilities are dangerous for pedestrians.  Local Transport Note 2/86 “Shared use by cyclists and pedestrians” (CCC011/1) provides guidance on this matter.  Its para 2.1 states “Clearly every attempt must be made to improve conditions for cyclists on carriageways”.   However, there will be situations where allowing cyclists on pedestrian facilities will be the only way of offering cyclists a safe route.  I conclude that the approach to permit cyclists and pedestrians to share facilities, only where cyclists would be placed at serious risk on the highway, is the preferred one, and this should be made clear in para 6.37(a).
Recommendations

7.9.7 That the proposed changes to Policy AM8 and the text of paras 6.35 to 6.37 be made, including the addition of new paras 6.36(a) and 6.37(a) and (b).

7.9.8 That FPC27 be made.

7.9.9 That para 6.37(a) be further modified to say that shared routes between pedestrians and cyclists will usually be avoided.  Only where it represents the only means of enabling cyclists to avoid serious accident risks on the carriageway will sharing be permitted.

7.10 POLICY AM9 – PEDESTRIANS IN NEW DEVELOPMENTS

Objections

044/0263[CW]

158/1035

170/1166

Issues

7.10.1 These are whether:

(i) Minor changes to the wording of the policy would clarify and strengthen its purpose;

(ii) Whether improvements should be sought in developments permitted in the past, which do not have good pedestrian access.

Conclusions

7.10.2 On the first issue, objection was made to the wording of the policy, in particular to the reference to “the needs of pedestrians”.  I agree that the needs of pedestrians might be diverse, and consider that the use of this phrase could distract from the purpose of the policy.  Another objection is that the policy does not refer specifically to the protection and creation of direct pedestrian routes.  The proposed change to the first words of the policy would make it clear that convenient pedestrian routes are sought.  I conclude that this change, and the omission of the reference to pedestrians’ needs, would clarify and strengthen Policy AM9.

7.10.3 On the second issue, objector 158 refers to permissions granted for retail development at Wickes store and at the Alvis Retail Park.  It is suggested that the Council should negotiate with developers to provide pedestrian routes to these facilities, and should review other permissions granted in the past.  Policy AM8 with FPC27 provides for improved access to existing facilities and services, including defined centres and local shopping areas, which should partly address this objection.  However, the Council could not go back to those to whom it has granted planning permission in the past, and ask them to accept additional conditions or obligations in respect of providing improved pedestrian facilities.  

Recommendation

7.10.4 That the proposed modifications to the policy and para 6.38 be made.

7.11 POLICY AM10 – PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY

Objections

033/0207[CW]

088/0541

151/1099

Issues

7.11.1 These are:

(i) Whether the policy should be deleted and added to the supporting text;

(ii) Whether the plan should refer to “recording” rights of way.

Conclusions

7.11.2 On the first issue, the national network of rights of way is recorded on maps made under provisions of the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949.  As the maxim “once a highway, always a highway” applies, landowners and developers already need to have regard to rights of way on their sites.  The Council may protect and promote recreational paths in public parks and open spaces without the need for a supportive planning policy.  The thrust of this section of the chapter is that pedestrian routes and facilities should be improved.  I am content that the words of Policy AM10 should remain in the plan, as they are consistent with the policy thrust.  However, I conclude that there is no need to elevate the statement in AM10 to a policy.

7.11.3 On the second issue, I agree with the Council that the absence from the OS map of some footpaths which are within the City boundary is a matter for the Ordnance Survey and not the CDP.  A proposed change to para 6.39 has been put forward to cover the point that a start has been made to recording rights of way.  This clarifies the description of the work in hand.   

Recommendations

7.11.4 That Policy AM10 be deleted, and the words be included in para 6.39.

7.11.5 That the proposed changes to para 6.39 be made.

7.12 
POLICY AM11 – TRAFFIC CALMING

Objections

001/0003[CW]

151/0963

158/1036

165/1121

169/1158[CW]

Issues

7.12.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy is partly a statement of intent, and should be incorporated in the supporting text;

(ii) The policy accords with C1/97 on planning obligations;

(iii) The specific advice on traffic calming measures should be changed to improve their effectiveness.

Conclusions

7.12.2 On the first issue, objection 151/0963 asserts that the promotion of traffic calming on existing highways is a statement of intent and not a land use policy.  Notwithstanding the benefits which traffic calming may bring, I accept the objector’s argument.  I conclude that the opening clause of the policy should be deleted and placed in the supporting text.

7.12.3 On the second issue, a number of objectors argue that developers should not be required to incorporate or fund traffic calming measures.  C1/97 indicates that, where appropriate, Local Planning Authorities may seek to enter into planning obligations with a developer.  Measures subject to planning obligations should meet five tests, which include being directly related to the proposed development.  The Council has proposed to change the wording of the policy to make it less prescriptive and more in line with the Circular.  However a further change is needed to clarify that assistance with traffic calming measures will only be sought where there is evidence that the proposal would be harmful to other road users or neighbouring occupiers.

7.12.4 Turning to the third issue, objectors draw attention to difficulties which drivers of farm machinery and bicycles might face with some forms of traffic calming. Para 6.42 as proposed to be changed indicates that there would be consultation with local interest groups prior to the introduction of calming measures.  I am satisfied that the process could deliver schemes which would be safe and would safeguard accessibility.  Objection 158/1036 argues that only the extensive use of Radar speed traps is likely to calm traffic.  However, I have no evidence to support this claim.  I conclude that the policy would permit the development of suitable and beneficial traffic calming schemes.  


Recommendations

7.12.5 That the policy be modified to read:

Development will not be permitted if the traffic movements associated with it would have a materially harmful effect on road safety or on the quality of the environment of the locality.  Developers will be expected to incorporate or to fund traffic calming measures, where they would ameliorate the harm.

7.12.6 That the proposed changes to para 6.42 be made.

7.13 POLICY AM12 – IMPROVING CYCLING FACILITIES

Objections

017/0064

033/0210[CW]

044/0264[CW]

044/2074[CW]

088/0538

121/0711, 2247

140/0852

169/1159[CW], 2214[CW]

268/2345, 2347

FPCs 28, 29 and 30 apply.

Issues

7.13.1 These are whether:

(i) The needs of cyclists and the provision that should be made are defined clearly enough;

(ii) The approach to shared facilities between cyclists and pedestrians is appropriate and clearly defined.

Conclusions

The needs of cyclists – Issue 1

7.13.2 Counter-objection 044/2074 acknowledges that proposed changes to the text in para 6.45 clarify what are cyclists’ needs in off-road situations, but the policy still does not specify the more general requirements.  This is a Part I policy which complements Policy OS4.  If it is successful in encouraging increased travel by bicycle, it could assist in achieving the shift in modal split away from the private car, which is referred to in para 6.16.  The importance of promoting cycling to the overall plan strategy could usefully be mentioned in the introduction to this section, in para 6.43.  The relevance of cyclists’ needs is that, if they are not met, then the mode will not attract additional users.  

7.13.3 It would be helpful if the policy were similar in structure to Policy AM8, Improving Pedestrian Routes.  I note that details of physical measures to achieve the overall objectives will be omitted from Policy AM8 by way of proposed changes.  I consider that Policy AM12 would be strengthened if it was modified in a similar fashion, and if it addressed the requirements of cyclists more directly.  Counter-objection 044/2074 helpfully and succinctly lists the main requirements for infrastructure as: coherence, directness, attractiveness, safety and comfort.  Coherence is described as linking all trip origins and destinations, giving a continuous and consistent route network.  An alternative word would be comprehensiveness, a concept which FPC29 seeks to add to the policy.  If cycle parking facilities and a good information system were added, this would give a full list of cyclists’ needs.

7.13.4 FPC30 seeks to change Policy AM12 and the supporting text to indicate that more detailed advice on design and improving cycling facilities will be given in SPG.  This FPC is agreed by the counter-objector, and will enable the Council to incorporate the design solutions, which form part of counter-objection 044/2074.  I accept the improvement which FPC30 would bring to the plan.  However, my overall conclusion is that the needs of cyclists are not defined clearly enough.

Shared facilities – Issue 2

7.13.5 PPG13 sanctions the use of shared facilities, but provides limited advice as to when they would be appropriate.  There is widespread opposition to the notion of shared facilities for cyclists and pedestrians from ramblers, representatives of disabled people and from cyclists themselves.  The inherent dangers of shared facilities for pedestrians, which are most acute for those with a visibility impairment, are generally recognised.  I agree that the proposed changes to paras 6.43 and 6.45, in particular the hierarchy for design solutions, are helpful as they explain an appropriate approach for circumstances where sharing is inevitable.

7.13.6 Though objection 088/0538 is that cycling in bus lanes is unsafe and should not be encouraged, other objectors indicate a clear preference for cycling on the carriageway as much as possible. The opening sentence of para 6.44, rightly in my view, indicates that cyclists should be on the roads.  However, elsewhere, the plan conveys an ambiguous attitude towards facilities shared by cyclists and pedestrians.  Para 6.43 refers to “some locations, where provision of joint facilities will be desirable”, and Policy AM12 aims to extend the controlled shared use of subways, etc.  In my judgement, shared facilities are not desirable, and the policy should seek to reduce rather than extend such arrangements.  It would be helpful if the supporting text reflected more closely the cautious approach described in Local Transport Note 2/86.  Para 9.4 advises “Footway or footpath sharing should not be regarded as a general or area-wide remedy to cycle safety problems, but should be confined to specific links and locations where there is no alternative solution …”  

7.13.7 Objection 169/1159 is that pedestrianisation schemes may interrupt cycling journeys, and explain why some cyclists resort to using pedestrian only facilities.  As pedestrianisation is extensive in Coventry City Centre, I accept that there may be particular problems in resolving the conflict between pedestrians and cyclists there.  FPC28 would help to identify this problem in the text.  I conclude that the approach to shared facilities between cyclists and pedestrians should be made clearer, to indicate that cyclists will in most cases be accommodated on the carriageway, or adjacent to it in segregated cycle lanes.  Shared arrangements with pedestrians will be appropriate only where safe alternatives for cyclists to use the highway network cannot be provided.  When sharing is inevitable, the hierarchy of provision, described in para 6.45 should be applied. 

The needs of disabled people

7.13.8 Objection 017/064 is critical partly of the general reference to disabled people.  However, the proposed changes to para 6.45 distinguish between those with sensory and mobility impairments. 

Recommendations

7.13.9 That the policy be modified to read:

Cycling will be promoted and encouraged by the development of a network which is coherent, direct, attractive, safe and comfortable.  Enhanced cycle parking, signing and information will be provided and encouraged.

More detailed advice will be adopted as Supplementary Planning Guidance.

Special attention will be paid to the needs of disabled people.

7.13.10 That the proposed changes to paras 6.43 (including FPC28) and 6.45, with the addition of new para 6.47(a) (including the changes to it in FPC30) be made.

7.13.11 FPCs 29 and 30 in relation to the policy need not be made as my recommendations above would make them superfluous.

7.13.12 That, in addition, further changes be made to para 6.43 to explain the importance of promoting cycling to the overall plan strategy and the link with para 6.16.

7.13.13 That, in addition, further changes be made to the supporting text to explain that shared facilities between cyclists and pedestrians will be appropriate only where safe alternatives for cyclists to use the highway network cannot be provided. 

7.14 POLICY AM13 – CYCLING IN NEW DEVELOPMENTS

Objections

017/0065[CW]

044/0265[CW]

088/0540

095/2418

121/0711, 0712[CW], 2242 

151/0964

168/1155

169/2216[CW]

170/1167

FPC31 applies.

Issues

7.14.1 These are whether:

(i) The guidance for new developments and cycling provision is sufficiently precise;

(ii) The guidance in respect of cycle parking is sufficiently clear. 

Conclusions

7.14.2 On the first issue, objectors argue that “the needs of cyclists” ought to be specified, or it would not be possible to assess whether the policy requirements were being met.  The needs of cyclists in new developments are said by some objectors to be for totally segregated facilities.  The proposed changes would delete the phrase  “the needs of cyclists”, and this would overcome the difficulties associated with making a general definition of needs suitable for all types of new development

7.14.3 Objectors suggest that comprehensive and convenient cycle routes, and links to the City wide cycle network are needed for new developments.  Proposed changes to the policy wording and to para 6.48 respond to these points.  Counter-objection 095/2418 suggests that the policy be re-worded to say that cycle routes should be incorporated in the design of new developments and highway schemes “where appropriate”.  Though the Council argues that cycling should always be considered when new development is planned, I am not convinced that new cycle routes will necessarily always feature in new developments.  Much will depend upon the scale of development and existing cycling facilities.  

7.14.4 FPC31 changes the first sentence of para 6.48 and makes it clear that the guidance set out in paras 6.44 and 6.45 applies to new developments.  I conclude that, with the changes and FPC proposed, and with other minor changes, the policy offers sufficiently precise guidance for new developments and cycling provision.

7.14.5   On the second issue, the Council proposes to add para 6.47(a), which usefully describes the approach towards cycle parking facilities in new developments and other locations likely to attract large numbers of trips.  I have taken account of the suggestion that standards for cycle parking should be in the plan, rather than in SPG.  However, bearing in mind the provisions of PPG12, I am content that this relatively detailed matter may be dealt with by SPG.  I conclude that the policy gives clear guidance on cycle parking provision.  

Recommendations

7.14.6 That the proposed changes to the policy and para 6.48 be made.

7.14.7 That FPC31 be made.

7.14.8 That “where appropriate” be added to the first sentence of the policy, following: “…the design of new developments and highway schemes”.

7.14.9 That the text of 6.48 be extended to explain that the provision of new cycle routes will be expected on all but the smallest new developments, which have no existing provision.

7.15 POLICY AM14 – CYCLE ROUTES

Objections

017/0066

044/0261[CW]

044/2073[CW]

056/0301

075/0439

132/0772[CW]

168/1154

169/1157[CW]

268/2351

FPC32 applies.

Issues

7.15.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy adopts appropriate priorities for cycle route development;

(ii) More should be said about safety at junctions, gaining access across the A45, and the City Centre. 

Conclusions

7.15.2 On the first issue, the proposed changes and FPC32 would make Policy AM14 more compatible with Policy AM8.  I am satisfied that walking or cycling would be alternatives for many people to gain access to the range of local facilities and transport interchanges identified in the FPC.  It is sensible for local access to be a priority for cycle route planning, and for the same destinations to be identified as in Policy AM8.  I cannot agree with the objection that Policy AM14 should be withdrawn until a compromise on cyclists sharing facilities with pedestrians has been reached.  PPG13 and the overall strategy of the plan favour schemes to promote and encourage cycling as a sustainable mode of travel.

7.15.3 There is support for a cycle route along the River Sherbourne.  The Council advises that there would be difficulties in providing a direct route, but it is examining alternatives to serve the area, in accordance with the priorities in the policy.  I see no necessity to name this route in the policy.  Objection 056/301 expresses concern that a cycle route through Allesley Park, as mentioned in para 6.50, could cause environmental damage, particularly if it were used by motor cyclists.  The Council’s evidence that the cycle route might incorporate barriers to prevent access by motor cyclists is not accepted by the objector, who questions whether such barriers exist.  However, the route has not yet been designed in detail, and its development will be continued through the Local Transport Plan.  The route need not be ruled out at this stage.

7.15.4 The proposed changes would remove some detailed descriptions of possible new routes from the text.  However, the policy would not restrict from consideration a wide range of possible routes catering for local and long distance trips.  I conclude that the policy adopts appropriate priorities for cycle route development.

7.15.5 On the second issue, objection 268/2351 questions the accuracy of the first sentence in para 6.49, as the route between the City Centre and University of Warwick is not yet complete.  I accept that there is currently no defined, safe crossing point for cyclists over the A45, though the proposed new facilities at Kenilworth Road and Canley Road/Charter Avenue should provide the missing link.  Some re-wording of the para would clarify this point.

7.15.6 A number of objectors refer to the need for enhanced safety at road junctions.  Roundabouts along the A45 are particularly hazardous junctions.  Safe crossing points at busy junctions will be essential to develop the network of routes envisaged by Policy AM14.  The proposed new para 6.7(a) indicates that the City Council will need to co-operate with the Highways Agency when changes to the Trunk Road network are required.  Coventry City Centre is another area which presents difficulty for the development of safe and convenient routes.  The Ring Road and pedestrianised streets may act as barriers to the development of convenient cycle routes.  It would be helpful if the plan acknowledged the difficulties which have to be overcome to implement this policy.  I conclude that more should be said in the explanatory text about securing safety at junctions, gaining access across the A45 and through the City Centre. 

Recommendations

7.15.7 That the proposed changes be made to Policy AM14 and to paras 6.49 and 6.50.

7.15.8 That FPC32 be made.

7.15.9 That paras 6.49 and 6.50 be further changed to acknowledge that the route between the City Centre and University of Warwick requires a link across the A45 for its completion, and to outline the particular difficulties of providing a City wide network associated with safety at junctions, gaining access across the A45 and through the City Centre. 

7.16 POLICY AM15 - ROADS

Objections

056/0302

086/0533

094/0572

132/0773[CW]

151/1100

179/1214

Issues

7.16.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy should be deleted and the gist of it incorporated in the text;

(ii) The policy should be more or less positive about the promotion of new roads; 

(iii) Allesley Old Road should be considered as an alternative route for traffic which currently uses Holyhead Road.  

Conclusions

7.16.2 On the first issue, this is a Part I policy, which sets out the criteria for new road and road improvement schemes.  There has been a significant shift in recent years in Government attitudes, away from road building and accommodating additional motorised traffic.  I consider that it is helpful for the plan to make clear its position on new roads and road improvements in the policy.

7.16.3 Turning to the second issue, objection 086/533 is in favour of building new orbital roads, to link suburban communities, offer relief to the inner city Ring Road and facilitate orbital bus movements.  However, I agree with the Council that there are sufficient existing roads in Coventry to cater for orbital movements.  Objection 094/572 suggests that the policy should be more positive in support of new roads which would assist the redevelopment of obsolete and remote areas.  However, Policy AM15 would permit road building to assist economic regeneration.  The Council proposes to add “small” to the second sentence of para 6.51, which will address the objection that the policy could be interpreted as offering too much support for more roads.  I conclude that the Council has achieved a reasonable balance between pursuing a sustainable transport policy and permitting some limited new road schemes, with this policy.   

7.16.4 On the third issue, objection 056/302 argues that there could be more pollution (visual, noise and fumes), if some traffic from Holyhead Road were re-routed along Allesley Old Road.  The Council advises that traffic capacity along Holyhead Road is very severely limited, and the constraints could not be lifted without incurring substantial financial and environmental costs.  The Council confirms that re-directing traffic is under consideration.  The objector contends that Allesley Old Road is already operating at capacity during the rush hour, and that re-routeing could only take place if unwanted physical changes were made.  

7.16.5 Without information about traffic volumes, speeds and composition, and details of the disposition of land uses along both main roads, which would affect calculations of noise levels and the incidence of pollution, I am unable to comment upon the environmental merits or otherwise of re-routeing traffic.  However, I am satisfied that the criteria in Policy AM15 provide the appropriate framework for assessing such proposals.  In view of the problems along Holyhead Road, I conclude that it is not inappropriate for the Council to refer to this possible scheme in para 6.53.

7.16.6 The Highways Agency drew the Council’s attention to the fact that Trunk Roads have core and non-core status, following the Roads Review.  Proposed changes to para 6.53 distinguish between core and non-core Trunk Roads.

Recommendation

7.16.7 That no modification be made to the policy, but the proposed changes to paras 6.51 and 6.53 be made.

7.17 POLICY AM16 – HIGHWAY AUTHORITY ROAD SCHEMES

Objections

075/0416

077/0462[CW]

077/2249

091/0553

121/0713[CW]

157/1016

179/1200

180/2041

183/1221

FPC61 applies

Issues 

7.17.1 These are whether:

(i) The North-South Road Phase 3 is necessary, or whether alternative schemes are available and preferable;

(ii) The value for nature conservation of the abandoned railway corridor is such that both the North-South Road and Option A, for improvements to Humber Road, should be omitted;

(iii) The Spon End and Butts improvement should be deleted, and replaced with a scheme for narrowing and traffic calming.

Conclusion

North-South Road Phase 3 – Issue 1

7.17.2 The North-South Road Phase 3 was included in the DDP, but not in the CDP.  Before it was abandoned, the Council commissioned consultants to appraise eight route options, including the Phase 3 proposal, in terms of a number of transport and environmental criteria.  The consultants’ report indicated that smaller, single carriageway schemes would give better value for money and less risk of environmental harm than the original road scheme.  The revised schemes would also meet the objectives for traffic and environmental relief to Humber Road, and access to the Peugeot Stoke plant.  Options A and B were recommended by the consultants for further consideration.

7.17.3 Counter-objection 180/2041 argues that the revised schemes would result in additional traffic at already congested junctions, at the roundabout joining London Road/Allard Way/Humber Road, and at the junction of London Road and the A45.  The Phase 3 scheme would be preferable, it is suggested, because traffic from North Coventry would be taken away from these bottlenecks to the A46 roundabout at Whitley.  

7.17.4 However, the 1998 White Paper “A New Deal for Transport – Better for Everyone” advises that better use should be made of existing roads and a lower priority attached to road building.  RPG11 requires more selective investment in new roads and road infrastructure, only where regeneration, safety, freight movement and environmental improvement can be achieved.  I accept that abandonment of the Phase 3 scheme would be in accordance with national and regional policy on promoting sustainable transport.  The Council points out that there would be a very significant difference in costs between building the Phase 3 Road and either Option A or B.  The Council asserts that it would not now be able to finance the Phase 3 route.  

7.17.5 It is suggested that the North-South Road Phase 3 could cut off Charterhouse from neighbouring areas of Coventry.  A high speed link between Binley Road and London Road could create community severance, whereas Options A and B with local road junctions would be less likely to have this effect.  Other objectors contend that Phase 3 would be primarily a link between motorways, rather than a road to serve the City’s needs.  Given all these factors, I conclude that Options A and B would be preferable to Phase 3 of the North-South road.

Effect on nature conservation – Issue 2

7.17.6 The Warwickshire Wildlife Trust originally objected to the inclusion of the North-South Road Phase 3 in the DDP, as the route would have destroyed habitat identified as a SINC.  The Trust welcomes the deletion of this scheme as part of the proposed changes to the plan, and the proposed extension to the London Road allotments CNCS.  However, the Trust remains opposed to the loss of SINC quality habitats for the development of the road link as proposed in Option A of the proposed changes.

7.17.7 In consultation with English Nature and the Warwickshire Wildlife Trust, the Council has undertaken a Phase II Habitat Survey in Coventry.  The former railway line and the London Road allotments were initially identified as SINCs, but a further assessment, to select sites which would be protected as CNCSs, excluded the abandoned railway line.

7.17.8 The Trust draws attention to the importance of the former railway line as a wildlife corridor, as well as being the home of diverse species and habitats, including a handful of rare varieties.  It suggests that the line offers an opportunity for developing a nature trail close to the urban area, and that the proximity of the corridor to residential gardens enhances the range of visiting wildlife.  Though the value to nature conservation of the corridor is only of local significance, the Trust points out that this has to be viewed in the wider context.  Only a very small proportion of the land in Warwickshire is nationally important for nature conservation.

7.17.9 The disused railway corridor is not so important to nature conservation that it has statutory protection.  Its importance locally has to be balanced against the need to relieve the environmental problems for residents stemming from the heavy traffic movements on Humber Road, and securing good accessibility for the substantial industrial site at Peugeot Stoke, among other things.  I consider that the appraisal of options for road improvements in this area has looked thoroughly and objectively at all the relevant considerations.  The Trust argues that Option A should be abandoned, because Option B would still be available.  However, Option B is dependent upon the redevelopment of the Peugeot Stoke site, for which precise proposals have not yet been formulated.  If the redevelopment does not occur in the near future and environmental conditions along Humber Road deteriorate further, then Option A might be preferred.  

7.17.10  The Council has also indicated that the North-South Phase 2 was only completed in October 1997 and further monitoring of its traffic impact is desirable.  I accept the Council’s argument that Options A and B should both be carried forward in the Plan.  Option A would be a single carriageway road, and would therefore require less land than the North-South Road Phase 3.  There would be land available beside the proposed road for trees and a green strip, if Option A were selected for implementation.  Experience with landscaping next to new roads suggests that there would be pressure to remove the unmanaged areas, particularly dense scrub, which are important for nature conservation, and to replace them with imported soils and trees.  Nevertheless, there would be scope for landscaping which could be sympathetic to nature conservation and would lead to the retention of a narrow wildlife corridor within the urban area.  

7.17.11  The Council has proposed by way of FPC61 to extend CNCS status to an area of land north of the principal railway line, which would have been affected by the alignment of the North-South Road Phase 3.  This would be consistent with the promotion of nature conservation in this locality.

7.17.12  I conclude that the value for nature conservation of the abandoned railway corridor is not so great that both the North-South Road and Option A, for improvements to Humber Road, should be omitted. 

Spon End and Butts Improvement – Issue 3

7.17.13 The plan indicates that this road scheme is required to provide a Bus Showcase scheme.  An improvement scheme, to facilitate bus and cycle movements on Spon End and Butts is currently being designed, and will be the subject of consultation.  This will give the objectors an opportunity to comment on the detailed plans and the likely impact on the local community.  In these circumstances, I conclude that the Spon End and Butts improvement scheme should not be deleted, or replaced with a scheme for road narrowing and traffic calming.

Recommendations 

7.17.14 
That the proposed changes to the policy be made.

7.17.15 That the proposed changes to delete para 6.55, modify para 6.56 and add paras 6.56(a), (b)  and (c) be made.

7.17.16 That the Proposals Map be modified to delete the line of the North-South Road Phase 3 and to show the Alternative Road Alignments and Expansion of London Road Allotments CNCS as in map 5 in the CDP.

7.17.17 That Text Maps AM2.1 and AM2.2 be added to the plan as in the proposed changes.  

7.17.18 That FPC61 be made.

7.18 POLICY AM17 – OTHER ROAD SCHEMES

Objections

030/2259

089/0547

132/0774[CW]

145/0897

Issues

7.18.1 These are whether;

(i) The policy accurately reflects the proposed works at the A46/A45 Toll Bar roundabout;

(ii) The proposed link road for the Keresley Regeneration Site pays sufficient attention to the effect on the Ash Green area;

(iii) The text fairly describes the possible future options for the crossing at Canley Station.

Conclusions

Toll Bar Roundabout – Issue 1

7.18.2 Objection 132/0774 advises that the Toll Bar improvement scheme is not included in the targeted programme identified in the Roads Review, and that preparatory work is underway to allow a scheme to be taken forward, subject to a full appraisal and the views of the regional planning conference.  New traffic lights have recently been installed at the roundabout.  The proposed changes to para 6.59 reflect more accurately the Highways Agency’s thoughts about the Toll Bar roundabout.

Proposed link road for Keresley Regeneration Site – Issue 2

7.18.3 Objection 089/0547 argues that the link road should be integrated into the local network, so that it will allow for access to the regeneration site from the surrounding area.  It should also take account of long-term development, and a future link with Coundon Edge Road.  However, the Council advises that there is no intention to provide a road link to the west, except for a bus only link to Bennetts Road North.  The detailed design of the new road linking to the Wheelwright Lane area has been considered as part of the planning application.  I accept that the details of road access need not be specified in the plan.  I conclude that the development control process allows for proper consideration of the traffic and environmental effects of the new road link on the Ash Green area.    

Railway crossing at Canley Station – Issue 3

7.18.4 Both Centro and Travel West Midlands assert that the closure of the Canley level crossing would severely disrupt the provision of commercially viable bus services.  Four routes and some 88 daily services would be interrupted.  It is argued that the West Midlands standard, that residents should be within 250m of a bus stop, will not be met in the Canley Gardens area south of the crossing, if the road is closed.  The objectors reject the Council’s claim that bus services have been diverted away from the rail crossing because of congestion. Solutions other than closing the crossing and providing a pedestrian and cycle bridge only are advocated, in order to maintain the access for buses.  

7.18.5 In addition, it is suggested that the park and ride facilities will be severed by the railway, causing disruption and inconvenience to users.  The objectors argue that the scheme will work against national planning guidance and the objectives of the plan, which include the promotion of an integrated, accessible and sustainable transport strategy.  Objectors contend that all the options have not been fully explored.

7.18.6 Railtrack has considered a number of alternatives for the level crossing, and an Environmental Statement, which reports on an assessment of them, has been published.  Construction of a pedestrian and cycle bridge is being sought as part of the Railtrack (West Coast Main Line) Order, under the Transport and Works Act 1992.  The Council advises that the omission of other alternatives can be raised as an objection to the Order.  Clearly, the loss of viable bus services would be a major disbenefit for this area and for the promotion of public transport services.  Though the plan cannot determine the form which the rail crossing should take, as this is a matter for other legislation, it should not rule out the possibility of a scheme which would continue to keep the route open for buses.  The first preference must be for a full road crossing, but if this is unattainable then a combined pedestrian and cycle crossing should be supported.  I conclude that para 6.61 fairly reports the current preferences of Railtrack for closure of the road crossing, with provision of a pedestrian and cycle bridge, but should be modified to express the desirability of a scheme which could also provide for buses.  


Recommendations

7.18.7 That no modification be made to the policy.

7.18.8 That the proposed changes be made to paras 6.59 and 6.61, with further modification of para 6.61 to indicate that a scheme which would combine closure of the existing level crossing at Canley Road with the continuation of existing bus services would be favourably received.

7.19 POLICY AM18 – CAR PARKING

Objections

028/0111

030/0160[CW]

068/0374

075/0440

094/0573

141/0861

151/0965

157/1225

165/1133

Issues

7.19.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy, which delegates the provision of car parking standards to SPG, is appropriate and in accordance with relevant national planning policy guidance;

(ii) Residents only parking schemes should be provided. 

Conclusions

Car parking standards – Issue 1

7.19.2 The policy provides general criteria on which the provision of car parking should be based, but says that maximum levels of car parking for new developments will be set out in SPG.  PPG12 advises that plan policies should not attempt to delegate the criteria for decisions on planning applications to SPG or to development briefs.  Both applicants for planning permission and members of the local community are entitled to a degree of certainty.  Objectors contend that Policy AM18 does not give this.

7.19.3 However, PPG12 supports the appropriate use of SPG, which can lead to the production of clearer and less detailed plans.  I am satisfied that car parking standards could properly be covered by SPG.  Objection 094/0573 argues for a full consultation exercise to be undertaken on car parking, prior to the publication of SPG.  I am confident that the Council will, in accordance with PPG12, consult widely on car parking standards, before adopting them.  

7.19.4 In response to objection 068/0374, the Council suggests that the UDP car parking standards will be retained as SPG, pending the completion of new research work and the publication of a revised PPG13.  When the research work is completed, new SPG will be published for public consultation.  This approach has two drawbacks.  First, there is no reference in the DDP or the CDP to the continuing use of the UDP standards as SPG.   Secondly, the UDP was published in 1993, prior to the 1994 version of PPG13.  The standards are therefore very old, and they do not fully reflect the significant changes in thinking on car parking provision, which have taken place in recent years.

7.19.5 There is no indication in Appendix 1 of the UDP as to whether the car parking standards are maxima or operational minima.  PPG13, para 4.5 indicates that standards should be expressed in these terms.  I agree that the UDP standards are restrictive and inflexible.  However, I have some sympathy with the Council’s position and its unwillingness to propose new standards when a new PPG13 is imminent.  The CDP could, however, make clear that the standards in the UDP would provide a starting-point for discussions with applicants for planning permission, pending the new SPG being produced. 

7.19.6 I conclude that, though I would prefer to see up to date car parking standards in SPG and clearly referred to in the plan, I recognise that the Council’s research on this matter is still underway and that the new PPG13 is an important material consideration for setting new standards.  As a practical solution to the problem, I would suggest that the Council proceeds as quickly as possible towards the adoption of the SPG.

Residents only parking – Issue 2      

7.19.7 Objectors argue that residents only schemes should be provided in areas which are adversely affected by parking which spills over from other developments.  The proposed changes to Policy AM18 would seek to prevent this effect for new developments.  However, where existing problems occur, this would be an operational matter for the Council to consider in its role as Highway Authority.  I conclude that residents only parking schemes are not a subject for the plan.

Proposed changes

7.19.8 Objection 030/0160 suggests that the amount of car parking to be provided should reflect the accessibility of the site to public transport, in accordance with Government guidance.  The Council’s proposed changes to the policy and text acknowledge and respond positively to this point. 

Recommendations

7.19.9 That the policy and paras 6.63 and 6.64 be modified as proposed, and the new para 6.65(a) be added.

7.19.10 That the text be extended to make clear what car parking standards are currently being used as SPG, and that research in hand followed by public consultation will shortly lead to the adoption of new standards.

7.20 POLICY AM19 – CAR PARKING IN DEFINED CENTRES

Objections

017/0069[CW]

030/0161[CW]

075/0441

095/2419

151/0966

FPC11 applies

Issues

7.20.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy provides clear guidance as to what is expected from developers;

(ii) The text should refer to a requirement to consult disabled people;

(iii) Reference should be made to residents only car parking provision.

Conclusions

7.20.2 On the first issue, I agree that appropriate standards for car parking in defined centres should be made available, so that they can be scrutinised and offer certainty to developers and local residents.  I also agree with objection 030/0161 that it would be right to vary the amount of car parking to reflect the degree of public transport accessibility of a centre.  The proposed changes to para 6.66 and FPC11 improve the explanation of the policy, and the need to consider car parking levels in relation to accessibility by public transport.  This principle should be reflected in the standards. 

7.20.3 The reference to SPG would be removed by the proposed changes, which leaves greater uncertainty as to what level of provision will be viewed as acceptable.  The Council has referred to ongoing research into car parking standards, leading to the publication of SPG for Policy AM18.  The SPG could usefully give detailed advice for parking in the defined centres as well.  It could specify the “small number of centres” where “some additional parking would enhance their role”, and explain how the level of new car parking might be restricted.  Without SPG, I conclude that the policy is very unclear and gives insufficient guidance to prospective developers on parking provision in defined centres.

7.20.4 On the second issue, if SPG is prepared to cover the car parking standards of defined centres, I would expect that organisations representing disabled people would be consulted.  However, there is no need to mention them specifically in this part of the plan.

7.20.5 On the third issue, I agree with the Council that residents only parking scheme are an operational matter for the Highway Authority, and are not a subject to be determined by the plan.

Recommendations

7.20.6 That the policy be modified to:

New car parking standards for defined centres will be given in SPG.  In defined centres, if new parking is required, it must be publicly available.

7.20.7 That the changes proposed for para 6.66 and FPC11 be made and para 6.67 be deleted.

7.21 POLICY AM20 – OFF-STREET CAR PARKING AREAS

Objections

030/0162[CW]

075/0442

107/0636[CW]

Issues

7.21.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy requires additional clarification, in respect of temporary car parking sites and redundant garages;

(ii) The amount of car parking should reflect the public transport accessibility of the site;

(iii) Reference should be made to residents only car parking provision.

Conclusions

7.21.2 On the first issue, I accept that the policy should not seek to retain the temporary car parks which are often operated prior to redevelopment of a site.  Equally, I agree that it may not be desirable to retain old garages in every case.  Changes to the supporting text are proposed, and these would usefully clarify that there could be exceptions to the policy in these circumstances.

7.21.3 On the second issue, PPG13 advises that car parking requirements should be reduced in locations where there is good access to public transport.  However, this policy is less concerned with setting parking standards than with addressing problems caused by existing high levels of on-street parking.  I conclude that it is not necessary to refer to levels of public transport accessibility in this policy.  

7.21.4 On the third issue, I agree with the Council that residents only parking scheme are an operational matter for the Highway Authority, and are not a subject to be determined by the plan.

Recommendation

7.21.5 That the policy and para 6.68 be modified as in the proposed changes.

7.22 POLICY AM23 – ROAD SAFETY

Objection

151/1101

Issue

7.22.1 This is whether the policy should be deleted and the words incorporated in the text.

Conclusions

7.22.2 The first sentence of this policy is a general aim, with which few would disagree.  The second sentence describes the action which the Council as Highway Authority would be expected to take to secure road safety.  My view is that neither of these elements need be embodied in the policy.  However, the third sentence provides clear and important guidance to applicants for planning permission, and should be retained.

Recommendation

7.22.3 That the policy be modified to read:

New developments will be required to have safe and appropriate access to the highway system, together with satisfactory on-site arrangements for vehicle manoeuvring, by means which avoid danger or inconvenience to pedestrians, cyclists or drivers.
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