11.  city centre

11.1 paragraph 10.3 and proposals map

Objections

096/0594, 2329

Issue

11.1.1 This is whether the City Centre is too extensive, especially because this could detract from the role of the central shopping area.

Conclusions

11.1.2 The UDP identified a Central Area, within which the City Centre was defined as being within the ring road and there was also a smaller “central shopping Area”.  There have been some detailed changes but broadly the boundary of the City Centre in the CDP is comparable to the Central Area in the UDP.  The objector would like the boundary to follow the ring road but that would be unduly restrictive of the role of Coventry as a sub-regional centre and would not recognise the important function of the areas around the Station and Queens Road/Butts and the emerging business and education activity in Parkside.  There are also areas beyond the ring road on its northern side which contribute to the breadth of activity in the central area.  The restrictive boundary proposed would be contrary to the support given in PPG6 to the diversity of uses in town centres without necessarily achieving the intended purpose.

11.1.3 The objector’s principal concern is that the boundary chosen will undermine the central shopping area.  That does not necessarily follow.  The plan must be clear as to the hierarchy of centres and how the sequential approach in PPG6 is to be applied.  This is reflected in several policies, particularly S1 and its supporting text, S13, and CC16.  It is entirely consistent with PPG6 to define a primary shopping area which can be used to assess the performance of sites in terms of the sequential test.  Such an approach is necessary to indicate what is outside but on the edge of the centre within the terms of national policy, which is not determined or influenced by the City Centre boundary.

Recommendation

11.1.4 That no modification be made.

11.2 paragraph 10.23

Objection

154/0976

Issue

11.2.1 Whether the plan should refer to action to secure new retailers.

Conclusions

11.2.2 The objector is concerned to enhance the quality and range of shops and suggests that preferred retailers should be approached, a measure which is promoted in the Community Plan.  Such positive action may well be useful and appropriate but it is essentially a management issue rather than one for the policies of the plan, which must provide the right framework for change and investment.  The objector has suggested that this intention should be referred to in the text and the Council has sought to demonstrate this by proposed changes describing the role and priorities of the City Centre Company.  This is a reasonable way to meet the objector’s general point in a way which is appropriate in the development plan.

Recommendation

11.2.3 That the text of the plan be modified by the proposed change to paragraph 10.24 and the addition of new paragraph 10.24(a).

11.3 paragraph 10.26

Objection

121/0719

Conclusions

11.3.1 This objection to downgrading the northern section of the ring road is reported within Policy CC46.  As a result of my conclusions there, no modification is necessary to this paragraph, which is a factual report of the contents of the City Centre Access Strategy.

Recommendation

11.3.2 That no modification be made.

11.4 policy cc1 - CITY CENTRE STRATEGY

Objections

017/0075[CW]

154/0977

Issues

11.4.1 These are whether:

(i) The needs of disabled people require special attention;

(ii) A broader range of leisure facilities should be promoted.

Conclusions

11.4.2 The Council has agreed a proposed change to the policy which would give the special attention suggested in the first issue and meet the terms of 017/0075 in this respect.  As to the second issue, objection 154/0977 comments on the breadth of the leisure facilities which exist in the City Centre, including the current emphasis on younger customers.  The role of the plan is to provide a land use framework for future investment.  Its policies are intended to encourage new investment in the City Centre and identify particular areas where leisure use would be especially suitable.  No specific modification is suggested by the objector and it is not clear that what is sought can be achieved directly through the development plan.  

Recommendation

11.4.3 That Policy CC1 be modified in accordance with the proposed changes.

11.5 policy cc2 – a vibrant and entertaining market place

Objections

096/0593, 2330

Issue

11.5.1 Whether there is sufficient emphasis on the role of the City Centre for shopping.

Conclusions

11.5.2 The objector supports the identification of the City Centre as the major focus for new shopping schemes.  In so far as the objection seeks to have this reflected in other policies, particularly in the shopping chapter, this has been taken into account and is supported by the objector’s representations to other relevant parts of the plan.

11.5.3 My conclusion below is that Policy CC3 is a statement of intent and not a policy.  No comparable objection has been made to Policy CC2 but the two policies are of a similar form and complementary.  An imbalance would result from the recommendation that CC3 should be deleted as a policy.  In my view CC2 should also be deleted as a policy and become part of the text as far as necessary.  Adequate policy coverage is provided by Policies SCL2 and CC16 and other policies in this chapter applicable to distinctive areas.  However, in the absence of any objection on this point, a formal recommendation is not made.

Recommendation

11.5.4 That no modification be made.

11.6 policy cc3 – a living heart

Objections

032/0203

135/0814

154/0979

165/1147

269/2356, 2357

135/0814 is concerned with the 1,000 dwelling target in paragraph 10.32 of the DDP, which is reported at IR1.1.19-20.  

Issues

11.6.1 These are whether:

(i) This is a statement of intent rather than a policy;

(ii) There is an over-emphasis on housing development at the expense of employment and other opportunities.

11.6.2 In addition to proposed changes to the policy and paragraphs 10.32 and 10.33, FPC45 adds a reference in para 10.32 to the expected density of City Centre housing sites.  These paragraphs are also relevant to Policy CC4 and will be re-examined as part of the subsequent section of the report.

Conclusions

11.6.3 On the first issue, I regard the policy as essentially promotional and a statement of intent.  It does not give any guidance where the categories of development referred to will be permitted and that is not required since other policies do this, such as H8, E4 and E5.  The content in effect introduces the policies which follow and it should be revised to do just that.

11.6.4 Objections 032/0203 and 154/0979 are concerned that the plan may be pressing housing use to the extent that the opportunity for employment use is unduly restricted.  Policy CC3 is neutral in this respect.  Furthermore the plan is supportive of office use through Policy E5 and in many of the Distinctive Areas within the ambit of Policy CC15.  Some of the arguments made are relevant to the allocations in Policy CC4 and new policy CC5 and are taken into account there.

11.6.5 Counter-objections 269/2356 and 2357 seek to protect uses affected by the Phoenix Initiative, including any consequent need to re-locate.  There is nothing to suggest that the proposed changes are relevant to the points being made and the argument that Policy CC3 favours housing is not justified when looked at in the context of the references to employment and education within it and the balance provided by Policy CC2.

Recommendation

11.6.6 That Policy CC3 be deleted as a policy and incorporated in the text.

11.7 POLICY CC4 – NEW HOUSING SITES

Objections

017/1237

028/0114, 2037

032/0202

038/0247

071/0403

075/0448

079/0485, 2081

081/0489

083/0495, 2087

085/0530[CW]

108/0639[CW]

113/0676, 2431

135/2409

141/0866, 2048

151/1087, 2311

Background and issues

11.7.1 There were several objections to the DDP criticising the lack of detail about the sites listed in this policy, so that the contribution of each to housing land supply could not be properly evaluated.  The proposed changes have introduced useful detail and have distinguished between sites to be used exclusively for housing, which remains the principle underlying CC4, from mixed use sites including housing, which are now in Policy CC5.  Many of the objections which remain outstanding are concerned with what contribution to housing land supply the identified sites are likely to make during the plan period.  In this part of the report I deal with the objections listed to the extent that they are relevant to the terms of the policy and the inclusion of the sites in this chapter of the plan.  The land supply implications are followed through at IR1.1.19-20.

11.7.2 In the proposed changes the list of sites identified was revised.  DDP site 2, Hill Street/Bond Street, is now part of a mixed use proposal within Policy CC23 and objection 085/0530 is conditionally withdrawn.  DDP site 4, Spon Street/Queen Victoria Road, is now site 4 within Policy CC5 and objection 108/0639 is conditionally withdrawn.  No objections seek to reinstate the original list and I support the proposed changes in this respect, so that I am therefore taking the revised list of nine sites as a starting point.  The numbering of sites used is that following the proposed changes except where otherwise stated.  Of these nine sites, CC4-1 has been completed and CC4-2 is under construction.   CC4-6, Whitefriars Street, is subject to a site specific objection reported below.  Excluding this, the remaining six sites would have an approximate capacity of 320 dwellings.

11.7.3 Objection 113/0676 seeks the encouragement of affordable housing as part of mixed schemes.  The Council has acknowledged this by a change to para 10.34.  The approach to affordable housing in the City Centre is considered further at IR4.12.14.  For the reasons set out there I am satisfied that the proposed change is a sufficient response to the objection.  Objection 017/1237 seeks support for “lifetime housing”.  The issues raised are more appropriately discussed in the context of policies applicable to new housing throughout the City, so that this objection is dealt with under Policy H10.

11.7.4 Issues covered here are whether:

(i) Satisfactory education provision could be made available;

(ii) The identification of sites for housing is too inflexible and precludes other opportunities which may arise, including office use;

(iii) The identification in the text of site 4, Queen Victoria Road, as suitable for student and owner-occupied accommodation is appropriate;

(iv) Site 6, Whitefriars Street, should be omitted so as to enable development by Coventry University.

Conclusions

Education provision

11.7.5 Objector 075 notes that the primary school serving the City Centre has been reduced recently to single form entry.  There is a statutory responsibility on the Council to meet the education requirement and its view is that existing schools will be able to cope.  One factor is that the amount of family housing to be provided may be small.  There is no evidence that the needs which will arise cannot be adequately met or that this would be grounds to resist new housing in the City Centre.

Flexibility and office development

11.7.6 PPG6 and RPG11 provide strong support for encouraging housing development in city centres.  PPG6 advocates identifying suitable areas and sites and although this is in the context of mixed use, this would also include sole use for housing in appropriate circumstances.  The seven sites yet to commence are in just three distinctive areas of the City Centre, including three in the University area.  Given the scale, location, and characteristics of the sites I can see no justification for the argument that these demonstrate an imbalance against office use.  Retaining a possibility of mixed use would reduce clarity and certainty without significantly adding to the range of realistic opportunities for employment development.

Site 4 – Queen Victoria Road

11.7.7 Objection 081/0489 would like to secure the development of this site for social housing.  The proposed changes preclude student accommodation on the identified sites but flexibility concerning tenure is retained, which is both necessary to comply with national policy and Court judgements and desirable to broaden the mix of City Centre housing.  Nevertheless the change to the text does meet the objector’s point as far as is realistic by referring to the suitability of this site for social housing.

Site 6 – Whitefriars Street

11.7.8 This site has permanent planning permission as a car park and is owned and occupied by Coventry University.  The site adjoins other University buildings, including the recently acquired Odeon cinema where the Performing Arts Centre is being established.  The University recognises that long term use as a car park is inappropriate but seeks the opportunity to develop the land for its own use. There are no specific proposals for the land by the University, a major reason being that funding is on a relatively short term cycle.

11.7.9 The plan acknowledges the important role of the University in the life of the City Centre, including for employment and in stimulating evening activity.  Student numbers have increased substantially over the preceding 10 years and the University expects this to continue, particularly with the introduction of Associate Degrees.  An Estates Strategy was produced in 1999.  This records the relatively restricted area of teaching space per student, although developments currently taking place will produce a considerable improvement.  The benefits available from managing the use of space should mean that enlargement will not be generally required.  Notwithstanding this background, this is a prime site for the enhancement of the University because of its central position and other land further from the core would not necessarily be a substitute.  Although the Council suggests that other opportunities for the University exist, such as adjoining the Herbert Art Gallery and Museum referred to in para 10.87 of the plan, it is also accepted that this would be more expensive, particularly because of complex levels.  However in the medium term, estimated to be about five years, the Gulson Road site (CC34) may be available. 
11.7.10 It would be difficult to replicate the opportunity which this land offers to an institution which has an important role in the City Centre.  Redevelopment for a University activity would accord with the plan, apart from the conflict with the preferred use for housing.  However the case for housing is to some extent a general one which does not match the exceptional value of the location and potential of the land for the University.  Also relevant to my conclusion is the strong possibility that if the plan allocation is maintained it will not be implemented, since the University is unlikely to dispose of its interest and compelling a sale has not been suggested as a realistic option.  The future of the site may need to be re-examined when the plan is reviewed if redevelopment is not imminent, especially because Gulson Road should then be available.  The omission of the objection site could have an adverse effect on the attractiveness of the adjoining site CC4-7 for housing.  This disadvantage might be avoided if the character and function of what is eventually built is compatible and attractive.  On the basis that I am recommending that the site be omitted from this policy, the University will not be maintaining its objection to the general exclusion of student accommodation introduced into para 10.34.  The text of the new policy I recommend should explain that general housing use would be appropriate if the development by the University does not proceed.

Recommendations

11.7.11 Modify Policy CC4 in accordance with the proposed changes and by deleting site 6 – Whitefriars Street University car park.

11.7.12 Modify the plan by including a new policy to encourage the redevelopment of the Whitefriars Street University car park for academic, administrative or residential use by the University and include in the text a reference to possible housing development in the terms outlined in paragraph 11.7.10.

11.7.13 Modify paragraphs 10.32-10.36 in accordance with the proposed changes, including the addition of new paragraph 10.32a, and FPC45 and by reducing the number of dwellings in paragraph 10.34 from 848 to 800.

11.8 POLICY CC5 – SITES AND AREAS WITH A SUBSTANTIAL HOUSING ELEMENT

Objections

028/0115, 2038

029/0120, 2271

032/0206

054/0292

079/0486, 2082

108/0640[CW]

113/0675

135/2410

141/0867, 2049

151/1088, 2312

171/1170[CW]

Background and issues

11.8.1 This was Policy CC7 in the DDP.  The Council has responded to objections by adding in more detail about the sites and bringing together in one policy all mixed use sites where a housing element is expected.  In the proposed changes, land forming part of Warwick Road United Reform Church is deleted from the Greyfriars Road car park site, which is then included in Policy CC4.  This would satisfy objection 054/0292, which seeks to safeguard development proposals promoted by the Trustees relating to Listed and community buildings, and conditionally withdrawn objection 108/0640.  In addition, FPC49 introduces a redistribution of the number of dwellings to be sought in Phoenix 1 and 2 which has been agreed with the HBF but would not affect total provision.

11.8.2 As in the case of Policy CC4, many objections are concerned with what contribution to housing land supply the identified sites are likely to make during the plan period.  In this part of the report I deal with the objections listed to the extent that they are relevant to the terms of the policy and the inclusion of the sites in this chapter of the plan.  The land supply implications are followed through at IR1.1.19-20.

11.8.3 The main issues are whether:

(i) The policy gives undue emphasis to the housing element and thereby prejudices the prospects for redevelopment;

(ii) Too much detail is included in the text;

(iii) The provisions of the plan affecting site 1, Manor House Drive, are overprescriptive and likely to prejudice development;

(iv) A broader range of uses should be identified for site 2, land on the east side of Grosvenor Road.

Conclusions

Undue emphasis to housing

11.8.4 The specific provisions concerning sites 1 and 2 are not covered here but in the subsequent issues.  The proposed changes to the policy place housing development within the context of comprehensive, mixed use redevelopment and the text includes more detail about the uses proposed for each site.  Clearly there are competing considerations here.  By providing more detail, the proposals in the plan are more transparent, so that it easier to evaluate how realistic the allocations are and more guidance is provided to developers.  It can also be argued that, by making a commitment to a substantial housing element, flexibility may be lost.  This phraseology applies to sites 3 and 4, but in each case a brief has been prepared so that the implications have been explored and these are relatively small areas where the options are few.  The remaining larger sites, 5, 6, and 7, are the subject of individual site specific policies, each including a range of uses.  In my view the approach in Policy CC5 correctly represents the importance given to securing a residential element and it would seriously undermine the strategy for the City Centre to extend the range of flexibility which exists. 

Excessive detail

11.8.5 Objection 113/0675 questions whether the degree of detail provided about the form of development on particular sites is necessary in the context of a plan to 2011.  Other objectors have sought the inclusion of additional information to test the robustness of the plan and the text provides a useful broad framework, leaving detailed guidance to be prepared in development briefs outside the development plan process.

Manor House Drive

11.8.6 The DDP requires that residential use should form a substantial element of the redevelopment of this site and identifies in the text a range of acceptable uses which could be part of the mix.  The proposed changes add to the policy that the development should be comprehensive and mixed and specify in the text an objective of at least 75 dwellings on about one-third of the site.  Objections 029/0120 and 2271, which apply to this site, are not to the range of uses but the obligation to include more than one use.

11.8.7 The objector interprets “comprehensive” as implying that the whole development must proceed simultaneously.  That is not the only interpretation possible but I cannot see the justification for including comprehensive in this policy, which does not appear in other comparable policies of the plan (such as CC23 or CC36).  The omission would have no adverse effect and would avoid confusion.  In this respect site 2 may not be comprehensively developed, so that the implications of this exceptional use of “comprehensive” in the plan may not have been fully thought through.  Omission of the word would not prevent the Council seeking necessary assurance that a genuine mixed use development would take place.

11.8.8 The main point of the objection is that a single use should be accepted.  This is a substantial site and I disagree strongly with the view that a mix would remain locally if this occurred.  The approach being taken in the plan is directly in accordance with paragraphs 2.13 and 2.16 of PPG6.  The plan recognises the need to consider financial viability but there is no evidence that the mixed use development promoted in the plan would not be viable.  Furthermore the argument that the policy is not consistent with the remainder of the plan is plainly incorrect.  This policy carries forward the strategy in OS9 and CC1 and is reflected in other mixed use policies such as CC15. 

11.8.9 The effect of the objector’s suggested re-wording of the policy would be to remove any obligation to include an element of housing, a modification which would be contrary to the strong encouragement given to this in PPG3.

Grosvenor Road

11.8.10 This is land south of the ring road, partly a Council car park and also containing former garage premises and Park Court offices.  Objection 171/1170 sought additional uses, including retail, leisure and food sales, but has been conditionally withdrawn subject to the changes made to the policy and text.  I agree that the range of uses identified by the objector should not be encouraged but the more limited changes to the plan are appropriate.  However given that the additional 25 dwellings are one of several recognised alternative uses, these should not be part of the total of “at least 455 dwellings” in revised para 10.39.

Recommendations

11.8.11 Modify Policy CC5 (formerly CC7) as in the proposed changes and delete “comprehensive” from the first sentence.

11.8.12 Modify the text in paragraphs 10.39-10.42 in accordance with the proposed changes as varied by FPC49 and subject to replacing 455 by 430 in paragraph 10.39. 

11.9  POLICY CC8 – CITY CENTRE WINDFALL SITES

Objections

079/0487

165/1139

Background and conclusions

11.9.1 Objection 079/0487 applies to this policy only in so far as this is relevant to the expected contribution of development in the City Centre to the housing land supply.  This is reported at IR1.1.19-20.   Objection 165/1139 argues that the policy is a statement of intent which does not provide useful guidance.  The Council has accepted this and deleted the policy in the proposed changes.

Recommendation

11.9.2 Modify the plan by deleting Policy CC8.

11.10 POLICY CC9 – WARM AND WELCOMING PUBLIC SPACES

Objections

017/1240[CW]

136/0816

Issues

11.10.1 These are whether:

(i) The text should refer to accessibility for all;

(ii) The policy should refer to consultation with affected interests and the retention of essential service access.

Conclusions

11.10.2 Objection 017/1240 has been conditionally withdrawn although there are no changes proposed to this policy.  However this policy does not identify specific schemes, which are included elsewhere, notably in Policy CC10.  Additional references to accessibility here would be an unnecessary duplication.

11.10.3 On the second issue, objection 136/0816 is concerned at the effect on the operational requirements and statutory duties of the Post Office.  Whereas consultation will frequently be appropriate, I am not convinced that the effect of this policy on the objector’s interests is so great as to justify including this in the plan.  It is also relevant that statutory procedures must be followed should any existing rights be affected. 

Recommendation

11.10.4 That no modification be made.

11.11 POLICY CC10 – MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT SCHEMES

Objections

017/1241[CW]

024/0097

052/0283

085/0522[CW]

136/0817

145/0893

Background and issues

11.11.1 Objection 017/1241 seeks safeguards to ensure that the effect on disabled people is considered and has been conditionally withdrawn on the basis of the change to para 10.45.  Objection 052/0283 is met by the change to the same paragraph explaining the sources of funding.  Objection 085/0522 is conditionally withdrawn subject to two proposed changes to the Proposals Map delineating the location of schemes 9 and 12.

11.11.2 The remaining issues are whether:

(i) The improvement schemes give sufficient consideration to the movement of buses;

(ii) The policy should refer to consultation with affected interests and the retention of essential service access;

(iii) Any further reference to the needs of the Cathedral is appropriate.

Conclusions

11.11.3 On the first issue, Travel West Midlands is concerned about bus access to the City Centre. The proposed changes to para 10.45 include the deletion of the preference for removing vehicles from Broadgate and High Street.  Arguably therefore this part of the plan is essentially neutral and makes no commitment as to how the difficult problem of bus access to the City Centre is to be reconciled with other priorities.  Nevertheless the objector’s point is important because the implementation of some schemes may be delayed if this issue is not resolved or options may be reduced by works which are carried out.  There is no further change which I intend to recommend here but the issues involved are given further consideration as part of Policy CC11, which is the more appropriate point in the plan for this to be covered.

11.11.4 The second issue arises from an objection on behalf of Post Office Property Holdings similar to that to Policy CC9.  Unlike Policy CC9, this policy identifies a series of major schemes which are shown on the Proposals Map.  The proposed changes include an addition to the text making provision for essential service access.  The objection also seeks a commitment to consultation but in my view the modification suggested is a sufficient recognition of the substance of the objection.  Further detail in the plan as to how the Council proceeds to implement schemes would carry little weight and add unnecessarily to the length of the document.

11.11.5 The objection from the Cathedral Council which results in issue (iii) does not criticise the plan but advocates consultation to protect access needs.  This is adequately recognised by the proposed change to para 10.45.

Recommendations

11.11.6 That no modification be made to Policy CC10.

11.11.7 Modify paragraph 10.45 in accordance with the proposed changes.

11.11.8 Modify the boundaries of sites 9 and 12 on the Proposals Map in accordance with maps 16 and 17 in CD064.

11.12 POLICY CC11 – ACCESSIBLE TO ALL

Objections

017/1242

029/0127, 0128

030/0158[CW]

044/0266[CW], 0267[CW]

052/0282, 2386

063/0341[CW]

088/0539

121/0722, 0723[CW], 0725[CW], 2243

145/0894, 0896

154/0981

165/1146

168/1156

169/1160[CW]

Issues

11.12.1 These are whether:

(i) This is a statement of intent or appropriate as a policy;

(ii) The role of buses is clearly identified and suitably promoted;

(iii) There is an adequate definition of and sufficient demand for a People Mover;

(iv) Cycle access receives sufficient priority;

(v) Servicing needs should be protected;

(vi) Improved car access to and parking at Coventry Station should be encouraged;

(vii) “At-grade” crossings of the ring road mentioned in para 10.49 would be undesirable.

11.12.2 Objection 029/0127 is met by the proposed change to para 10.45 which I recommend in conjunction with Policy CC10.  Objection 044/0266 is conditionally withdrawn subject to the new paragraph 10.52 in the proposed changes.

Conclusions

Issue (i) – statement of intent?

11.12.3 Although the policy includes management matters, it does have land use implications and is therefore appropriate in this form.

Issue (ii) – buses

11.12.4 This is an important policy concerning access to and within the City Centre.  In the DDP the removal of buses from Broadgate and High Street and the development of substitute interchanges is referred to in the policy and text.  In the proposed changes these references are deleted without any alternative text being substituted.  Some objections have been conditionally withdrawn as a result but others remain.  There are clearly difficult issues to be decided which could not be resolved by the Phase 1 Access Strategy [CD092].  PPG12 explains the relationship between development plans and local transport plans, including the need for the land use implications of a transport plan to be incorporated in the development plan.  A provisional West Midlands Transport Plan was prepared in 1999 and is to be rolled forward in 2000.  The Council’s response is that the difficulties raised will be addressed by the next phase of the Access Strategy and be incorporated within the local transport plan.  This approach has several disadvantages.  Future arrangements for bus access to the City Centre are very important to ensure that the role of public transport is enhanced.  By failing to provide clear direction on the principles whereby this will be achieved the plan does not give the framework needed to focus new investment.  This would be relevant to the options for new shopping development discussed within Policy CC16.   When decisions are made there is a potential effect on the principle and detail of the environmental improvement schemes identified in Policy CC10.  Thus there is a strong case for resolving the principles of bus access so that the land use implications can be incorporated in the plan before adoption.

Issue (iii) – the People Mover

11.12.5 The policy promotes this transport option, which is described as a low emission bus in the proposed changes.  Objection 145/0896 questions whether a sufficient demand exists and draws attention to the reluctance of passengers to transfer between vehicles and the limited advantage for short journeys.   This should not be seen as an alternative to convenient interchanges for longer journeys by public transport but providing convenient rapid travel between the Station and other parts of the City Centre would support the strategy of the plan in relation to the role of City Centre and of public transport.  Set against these potential benefits, there is no substantial evidence which would justify omitting from the plan this means of improving accessibility within the City Centre.  Objection 017/1242 seeks a fuller definition, including on accessibility into the vehicles, which is met by the proposed change to the text.

Issue (iv) – access for cyclists

11.12.6 Several objections argue that maintaining and improving cycle access necessitates further modifications to the plan.  Currently the emphasis in this part of the plan is on schemes to benefit crossing the ring road.  Comments are particularly directed at access through Broadgate and High Street, perceived as being affected by the possible removal of buses and other vehicles.  Another concern is access through the City Centre.  The scope of Policy CC11 is restricted, concentrating on main priorities.  Extended references to the needs of cyclists would not be consistent with that approach and would be likely to introduce excessive detail in this part of the plan.  Paragraph 10.47 sets out a balanced strategy.  Policies AM12 and AM14 deal with the special needs of cyclists and I have recommended an addition to the text under Policy AM14 concerning access through the City Centre.

Issue (v) – servicing

11.12.7 029/0128 suggests adding to the text of para 10.48.  Although servicing needs are important, this part of the plan is directed principally at those who use City Centre services and facilities.  In so far as a further reference to servicing is required, this has been appropriately included in para 10.45.

Issue (vi) – the Station

11.12.8 052/0282 and 2386 seek reference to improvements to car access to and parking at the Station.  These are both matters covered under the Station Area in Policies CC28 and 29.  Policy CC11 is concerned with access to and within the City Centre in a more general way than being promoted by the objector.  The appropriate place to deal with these points is in the later more specific policies identified and the associated text. 

Issue (vii) – crossing the ring road

11.12.9 Objection 121/0722 questions the desirability of providing at-grade crossings of the ring road, mainly on safety grounds, which is one of the alternatives in para 10.49.  The matters raised are relevant but the text criticised is just setting out possibilities, which will have to be examined in more detail in relation to the circumstances at each potential crossing point.  In its context, the contents of the paragraph are satisfactory.

Recommendations

11.12.10 Modify Policy CC11 and paragraphs 10.48, 10.50 and 10.52 in accordance with the proposed changes, including the addition of paragraph 10.50(a).

11.12.11 Prepare an Access Strategy in the context of the local transport plan so as to identify the main features of bus access to the City Centre during the plan period and modify the plan to incorporate the land use implications.

11.13 POLICY CC12 – CAR PARKING AND NEW DEVELOPMENTS

Objections

049/0275[CW]

132/0776[CW]

134/2449

151/1089, 2313

154/0980

165/1125

263/2316

Issues

11.13.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy complies with national policy and is clear and unambiguous, including giving a sufficient indication as to how developer contributions will be determined;

(ii) The parking standards to be applied should be part of the plan;

(iii) The implications of the plan for the future level of parking spaces in the City Centre are reasonable;

(iv) The policy would discourage investment in Coventry and should not apply throughout the City Centre.

Conclusions

11.13.2 On the first issue, the proposed changes to the policy are intended to improve clarity and remove ambiguity and the express requirement for developer contributions.  Counter-objection 151/2313 seeks a more detailed statement of the basis on which developer contributions will be sought.  I am not satisfied that this is realistic given the wide range of circumstances which may arise.  The effect of seeking to do this would be likely to introduce excessive detail into the plan and to contravene the advice in C1/97.  Furthermore Policy OS13 and C1/97 will provide an overall restraint on the operation of Policy CC12.  The preparation of new car parking standards, which is recommended under Policy AM18, will be a more suitable means to give the additional detail which is desirable.

11.13.3 Issue (ii) is a response to objection 151/1089, which argues that the importance of parking standards requires their inclusion and scrutiny in the plan.  The Council’s case against this is mainly the need for flexibility so as to keep parking standards up-to-date during the lifetime of the plan.  On balance I accept that that is a reasonable intention provided that there is a sufficient indication of the principles to be followed in the plan at the outset.  These are described in the policy and given further consideration in the two issues which follow.

11.13.4 On issue (iii), two objections (132/0776 and 154/0980) commented on future overall parking levels in the City Centre, although each from a different perspective.  This has been examined further in the City Centre Access Strategy and I have no reason to disagree with the approach proposed there and reflected in Policy CC13 and para 10.54.

11.13.5 Finally, concerning issue (iv), objection 134/2449 was made on the basis that the policy might be interpreted to apply outside the City Centre. That cannot be the case, since the whole of this chapter of the plan is concerned only with the City Centre and other policies on parking apply elsewhere.  Objection 263/2316 is directed at the potential effect on investment, particularly in the Parkside area.  Concerning the City Centre as a whole, PPG13 recognises the danger of disadvantaging more central areas but that should not lead to a dilution of the general principles which apply to parking in town centres and are appropriately reflected in this policy.  Turning to the more peripheral areas within the City Centre, essentially those outside the ring road, the Council’s response does acknowledge the possibility of a more flexible approach in the parking standards there.  In my view this should be reflected in the text of the plan because this would be a departure from the policy.  Not only is there a difference in terms of public transport accessibility but also public car parking to cater for visitors may not be available in these locations.

Recommendations

11.13.6 Modify Policy CC12 in accordance with the proposed changes.

11.13.7 Modify paragraph 10.53 in accordance with the proposed changes and by adding an explanation that a level of parking above the operational minimum may be acceptable in areas outside the ring road within the principles of Policy AM18.

11.14 POLICY CC13 – PUBLIC CAR PARKING

Objections

017/1244[CW]

072/0407

085/0531[CW]

165/1126

Issues

11.14.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy complies with national guidance concerning planning obligations;

(ii) Shopmobility and accessibility should be referred to;

(iii) The commitment to retain Leigh Mill car park would prejudice an overall redevelopment.

11.14.2 Concerning objection 072/0407, which relates to Salt Lane car park, FPC59 is a change to the proposals map and description to reflect imminent development proposals.  The objector has confirmed that these changes would satisfy the objection.  In addition, FPC36 affects the wording of the policy.

Conclusions

11.14.3 On the first issue, the advice in C1/97 on planning obligations resists precise requirements or rigid formulae in development plans but supports explaining where obligations will be sought, with the emphasis on planning matters rather than funding.  FPC36 is a suitable means to respond to the objector’s concern that this advice is not strictly followed in the current form of the policy.

11.14.4 Turning to issue (ii), this responds to the points made in objection 017/1244.  Shopmobility is included in para 10.52 in the proposed changes.  Accessibility is sufficiently covered in other policies, such as CC1 and CC11, and would not be prejudiced by this policy. Particular mention here is unnecessary and would not improve the plan.

11.14.5 Issue (iii) deals with concern in objection 085/0531 that identification of the Leigh Mills car park for retention could prejudice a comprehensive development.  Para 10.73 as proposed to be changed envisages the retention of this modern car park but even were that not so Policy CC13 does not preclude change but simply defines the essential parameters.

Recommendations

11.14.6 That Policy CC13 be modified in accordance with the proposed changes and FPC’s 36 and 59.

11.14.7 That the Proposals Map be modified in accordance with FPC59.

11.15 Paragraph 10.56 – see appendix B

11.16 POLICY CC15 – DISTINCTIVE AREAS

Objection

017/1246

Issue

11.16.1 This is whether the policy will disadvantage disabled people because of the concentration of uses in inaccessible buildings and locations.

Conclusions

11.16.2 I understand the objector’s concern that if the policy resulted in the concentration of all the providers of a particular service in a single location which was characterised by difficult access for disabled people, this could be grounds for modification.  However the circumstances in Coventry today and the terms of the policy demonstrate that this will not occur.  The only area where access is seen to be a general difficulty is Spon Street.  Recent works have eliminated high kerbs but the buildings themselves have constraints.  Although individual buildings elsewhere in the City Centre are also mentioned, isolated examples may be undesirable but do not support the objector’s case against the policy.  Whereas the policy is intended to encourage an element of clustering, it is unlikely to result in such a degree of concentration as to produce the effect feared.   Spon Street is part of the West End Area where a substantial range of uses is to be encouraged.  Market factors are likely to be a stronger influence on concentration.  This cannot be eliminated by planning polices but because the policy supports an overall mix of uses there will be scope for choice and variety to occur. 

Recommendation

11.16.3 That no modification be made.

11.17 POLICY CC16 – THE CENTRAL SHOPPING AREA

Objections

015/0044[CW]

017/1247[CW]

029/0121, 2270

052/0281, 2387

068/0372

095/0588[CW]

096/0595, 2331

134/2457

Issues

11.17.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy is consistent with national guidance in PPG6, particularly in relation to the sequential approach and development outside the central shopping area;

(ii) The policy restricts uses other than shopping to the detriment of the vitality of the central shopping area; 

(iii) The reference to the Station Area in the policy and para 10.60 following the proposed changes is consistent with Policies CC28 and 29;

(iv) Accessibility would be improved by encouraging the spread of shops throughout the City.

11.17.2 In its response CCC/111 the Council states that the proposed change adding what is the final sentence of para 10.59 will not be made. 

Conclusions

Issue (i) – the sequential approach and PPG6

11.17.3 PPG6 suggests that in preparing development plans local authorities should examine the background, including forecasts of retail demand and the relationship between centres, and proceed both to identify suitable sites to meet the need which will occur over the plan period and include criteria based policies to be applied to edge of centre and out of centre proposals.  The plan intends to maintain and enhance the role of the central shopping area.  This is clarified in the proposed changes to Policy S1, and this principle is retained in my recommended modification.

11.17.4 The appraisal of the capacity and commitment figures in Chapter 5 of the plan is in IR Chapter 6.  My conclusions there include that the proposals for new retail development in the plan will not meet the capacity identified by Donaldsons for the City Centre, and there is also a need to address the further shortfall in additional comparison capacity which I have summarised at IR6.1.21-22.  There is therefore an important requirement to evaluate the scale of growth likely from schemes already included in the plan and to identify what further opportunities exist in the City Centre.  The Central Shopping Area is reasonably compact and the West Orchards centre illustrates the opportunity to provide more concentrated shopping within an enclosed setting, increasing the variety of shops within a fairly small area.  The sites listed in Policies CC17-19 are intended as the major sites to meet demand in the City Centre during the plan period.  The principle of intensification within the core of the centre which is being applied is to be commended and there may be further similar opportunities.  One possibility if additional expansion is required would be to extend the Central Shopping Area, perhaps to the west and north, or to allow development there without any requirement to show need and the absence of in-centre alternatives, subject to the provision of appropriate linkages to the Central Shopping Area.  This would be likely to affect certain site specific proposals and Distinctive Area policies.

11.17.5 The comprehensive restriction on redevelopment for shopping outside the central shopping area is removed in the proposed changes, which meets several objections to the effect that the policy does not follow a sequential approach.  Objections 096/0595 and 2331 are concerned that sites within the City Centre outside the central shopping area should not be regarded as equally appropriate ie need should be demonstrated and a sequential approach should be followed.  The Council argues that this is adequately dealt with by the reference to which categories of retail development will be permitted in some of the Distinctive Area policies.  Since redevelopment for retail is only supported in two of the areas, the implication may be that this is unacceptable elsewhere.  I interpret the proposed changes as applying Policy S13 to the City Centre, whereas in the DDP the effect of para 5.19 is that that is not the case.  Nevertheless considerable uncertainty still exists as to what policy approach will apply to shopping proposals outside the Central Shopping Area which are not in accordance with the Distinctive Area policies.  I support the Council’s intention not to change the text so as to explicitly exclude edge of centre and out of centre developments where the plan identifies the site for another purpose, but it will be necessary to make it clear what policy framework applies there.

11.17.6 Objection 029/0121 seeks modification of the plan to conform with PPG6 so that the sequential approach applies to sites outside the Central Shopping Area.  The proposed changes together with modifications I recommend here and to Policy S13 will achieve this.  In counter-objection 2270 the objector proposes adding to the sites listed for small scale redevelopment in Policy CC16 and leaving the scale of development to be decided by other policies, including S13.  This would be an unnecessary and undesirable modification which would reduce the clarity of the guidance in the plan.  The sites concerned are already the subject of site specific proposals and any relevant objections to those provisions will be taken into account.  Several of the sites are small and with one exception outside the Central Shopping Area.  Subject to the need to review opportunities for development which I have already referred to, no further modification to the plan is necessary in relation to these sites.  As to the suggestion that the proposed changes should be extended to add the site CC5-1, this is not a site with such good linkages to the Central Shopping Area that new shopping development should be encouraged.  There would be the opportunity for proposals to be appropriately considered against Policy S13.  Specific identification in Policy CC16 would confuse the proper application of a sequential approach, including justification of need.

Issue (ii) - restrictions on non-shopping uses

11.17.7 Although objection 068/0372 appears to be arguing that this policy might discourage non-shopping uses, particularly those within Class A3 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987, I do not accept that that is so.  Policy CC15 will also apply and the only restriction is in CC20, where the objector’s case will be considered under a related objection.

Issue (iii) – the Station Area sites

11.17.8 Counter-objection 052/2387 resists the definition of shopping development appropriate on these sites as being small scale.  The DDP policy contains a more prohibitive restriction so that the change is arguably more favourable to the objector’s point.  The objector suggests an amended provision for retail development “related to the scale of any development scheme on the site” but this would ignore the shopping strategy in the plan and appears to contain no limit other than what the site might support physically or financially.  What is proposed in this policy is consistent with my conclusions on Policy CC29 and the primacy of the Central Shopping Area.

Issue (iv) – accessibility and the dispersal of shops

11.17.9 Objection 017/1247 argues against restrictions on the location of shops because this inhibits accessibility to those living at more distant points.  The plan needs to achieve a balance through its overall approach to shopping but provided this is the case, a thriving, attractive and accessible central area will benefit all users.   There is no need for modification arising from this objection, since that balance is fundamental to this and related policies in the shopping chapter. 

Recommendations

11.17.10 That the Council evaluates the opportunities for new shopping development in the Central Shopping Area in relation to forecast capacity and modifies the plan to identify how the requirement will be met. 

11.17.11 
Modify Policy CC16 in accordance with the proposed changes and to add a new final sentence that:

Shopping proposals outside the Central Shopping Area and not in accordance with allocations or the Distinctive Area policies (not CC15) in this chapter will be assessed against Policy S13. 

11.17.12 Modify the text in accordance with the proposed changes to paragraphs 10.59 and 10.60, but deleting the final sentence of paragraph 10.59.

11.18 POLICY CC17 – LOWER PRECINCT REFURBISHMENT
Policy CC18 – SMITHFORD WAY REDEVELOPMENT

Objections

017/1248[CW], 1249[CW]

Issue

11.18.1 This is whether the policies would discourage mixed use and reduce the convenience of the City Centre for disabled people.

Conclusions

11.18.2 These objections, and a similar objection to Policy CC20, have been conditionally withdrawn although there is no directly relevant change.  Nevertheless these two policies will not determine the detailed use of units in these areas and the form of the redevelopment will benefit from plan policies and statutory requirements concerning accessibility.

Recommendation

11.18.3 Modify paragraph 10.62 in accordance with the proposed changes.

11.19 POLICY CC19/paragraph 10.64 – see appendix B

11.20 POLICY CC20 – PRIMARY FRONTAGES

Objections

017/1251[CW]

068/0373

092/0561

096/0596, 2332

165/1119, 1138

260/2290


Issues

11.20.1 These are whether:

(i) The control of non-shopping uses is consistent with national guidance and provides sufficient flexibility for changing requirements and A3 uses;

(ii) There should be control in secondary frontages;

(iii) The policy would discourage diversity and hinder accessibility for disabled people.

11.20.2 In response to objection 165/1138 the proposed changes delete “normally” from the policy.  The need to define what is meant by the Use Classes Order referred to in 165/1119 is covered in para 10.66.

Conclusions

Issue (i) – national guidance and flexibility

11.20.3 PPG6 emphasises the need to encourage diversity in town centres while recognising in para 2.12 that support for the shopping function of the primary shopping area may be required.  What is appropriate will depend on the size and character of the particular centre.  Here the Council has defined a limited primary area where there is a high degree of control of non-shopping uses, particularly those in Class A2, which will maintain the attractiveness and convenience of the central shopping area for its main purpose.  On balance, I am satisfied that the absence of control elsewhere gives adequate scope for the changes which will inevitably occur in the composition of the centre.  096/0596 and 2332 question the suitability of using the current extent of non-shopping uses as a measure because of potential uncertainty in future as to what this was.  I have reservations about this but these could be largely overcome by the Council keeping a precise record.  Policy S6 gives the date of deposit as the base date and this should be repeated here.  The same objections also note that the policy will give little scope for newly emerging service formats.  I agree that changes are likely which cannot be envisaged now but there will be an inevitable need to review the policy as new developments take place in the centre, so that there will be an opportunity to respond to this and other factors.

11.20.4 068/0373 would prefer to see control removed, particularly on A3 uses.  Concerning the latter, the plan recognises that these will frequently complement the shopping function but the opportunity retained by this policy and S11 to take account of the impact in the particular location is reasonable and supported by para 2.25 of PPG6. 

Issue (ii) – secondary frontages

11.20.5 Objection 092/0561 seeks retention of an element of control over the balance of uses in secondary frontages in a similar form to that in the UDP.  This would introduce a degree of constraint which could not be justified in seeking to maintain a diverse, lively and attractive central area.

Issue (iii) – accessibility for disabled people

11.20.6 Maintaining the convenience and accessibility of the central area for disabled people is an important objective but there is no evidence that the operation of the policy will have a significant effect in this respect.

Recommendations

11.20.7 Modify Policy CC20 in accordance with the proposed changes.

11.20.8 Modify paragraph 10.66 in accordance with the proposed changes and to explain that the base level for the purposes of the policy is that at the date of deposit of the plan.

11.20.9 That the Council establishes a full record of the use of premises within the primary frontages identifying the Use Class of each at the date of deposit of the plan. 

11.21 POLICY CC23 – arts and Media Centre (SITE AT UPPER WELL STREET/BOND STREET)

Objections

085/0532[CW]

179/1201

Issues

11.21.1 These are whether:

(i) A more suitable location exists for the Arts and Media Centre;

(ii) The policy would allow an appropriate range of uses. 

Conclusions

11.21.2 The Arts and Media Centre project has been superseded by the development of the Centre for Performing Arts in the former Odeon.  The original policy has been replaced in the proposed changes by a mixed use policy which meets objection 085/0532.  The point made in 179/1201 has been overtaken by events, since the project at which the comments were directed is not proceeding.

Recommendation

11.21.3 Modify Policy CC23 and paragraph 10.73 in accordance with the proposed changes.

11.22 POLICY CC24 – THE SOUTHSIDE AREA

Objection

072/0406

Issue

11.22.1 This is whether the policy should encourage uses within Classes A1-3 and commercial leisure. 

Conclusions

11.22.2 The objector gives first floor fitness clubs and public houses or restaurants as examples of possible uses appropriate to the area.  The uses identified in the Distinctive Area policies are not exhaustive and Policy CC24 will apply within the general context of Policy CC15.  My interpretation of the probable effect of the two polices is that uses outside the terms of Policy CC24 might well be appropriate provided that their scale was consistent with the maintaining the principle of mixed use.  With that background, I do not support the extension to the range of uses for this area sought in the objection because the emphasis should remain as it is, with the flexibility being derived from CC15. 

Recommendation

11.22.3 Modify Policy CC24 and paragraph 10.74 as in the proposed changes.

11.23 POLICY CC26 – THE QUEENS ROAD/BUTTS AREA

Objections

185/1234, 2477

Issue

11.23.1 This is whether redevelopment for retail should be identified as suitable either generally within the area or specifically on the car park west of Warwick Road.

Conclusions

11.23.2 The plan would not support redevelopment for retail in this Distinctive Area and such proposals would have to be determined against Policy S13.  This is an area outside the ring road which is substantially separated from the primary shopping area.  The only significant retailing present is the Central Six Retail Park., which appears to be used for predominantly car-based comparison shopping.  Notwithstanding the Council’s assessment that this is an edge of centre location, my interpretation of the advice in PPG6 would suggest that both the Retail Park and the car park identified in the objection are out of centre, although that distinction is not material to my conclusions.  The provisions of Policy CC26 and the absence of a specific allocation on the identified car park are entirely consistent with the general approach in the plan to concentrate new shopping development in existing defined centres.  The objector’s principal argument for an exception here is in order to assist the cost of providing improved facilities at the nearby Station, which will include access improvements.  No detailed evidence is available to support the claims being made, so that there are insufficient grounds to set aside the provisions of the plan intended to support the attractiveness of existing centres and maximise accessibility by a choice of mode.  The objector suggests a modification to incorporate in the policy a requirement to show that the retail development is necessary in conjunction with the Station redevelopment.  This would not provide clear guidance in the plan and it would be preferable for any case for an exception to be tested on its merits when all the circumstances are known.

Recommendation

11.23.3 Modify Policy CC26 and paragraph 10.76 in accordance with the proposed changes.

11.24 POLICY CC28 – THE STATION AREA
Policy CC29 – STATION AREA SITES

Objections

052/0278, 0279, 0280, 2388, 2389, 2390

085/0525[CW]

169/2219 [CW]

185/1232[CW], 1233[CW]

Issues

11.24.1 These policies and many objections to them are closely related but there is a distinction between the more specific Station Area sites (CC29) and the overall policy for this Distinctive Area, CC28.  The main issues are:

(i) What range of uses should be identified as appropriate in the redevelopment of the Station Area sites;

(ii) What range of uses should be encouraged in the Station Area as a whole;

(iii) How the priority and financing of improved access to the Station should be described.

11.24.2 085/0525 is conditionally withdrawn subject to the reference to improved pedestrian links to the City Centre in para 10.78(b).  FPC34 adds to this paragraph by the inclusion of cycle links, which would meet objection 169/2219.

Conclusions

Staion Area sites – Policy CC29

11.24.3 Policy CC29 as proposed to be changed would encourage a broad range of uses on these sites to the west and east of the Station.  The main areas of disagreement now are to the restriction of retail and leisure to be “small” and “limited” respectively and the exclusion of residential. Development here should be closely related to the function as a transport interchange with the emphasis on use of the train.  In that context the main components of a redevelopment should be offices and/or a hotel and enhanced parking facilities.  Other uses, including retail, leisure and restaurants, can add to variety and provide for the needs of those working in the area.  However the shopping strategy of the plan and guidance in PPG6 support the emphasis for such developments being in more accessible parts of the City Centre, such as the central shopping area and the West End and Phoenix areas, where the benefits of a degree of concentration can also be achieved  Thus the restrictions contained in Policy CC29 set an appropriate basis for the mix of uses to be included in a redevelopment while retaining some scope for flexibility.  The Council gives difficulty in achieving a satisfactory residential environment as the reason for not including this use.  No detailed evidence is available but it would be sensible not to rule out this possibility, which would in other respects be a beneficial addition consistent with the overall characteristics of the area.  In the circumstances, this could best be incorporated in the text.

Station Area – Policy CC28

11.24.4 Although some objections concerned at the impact on the redevelopment of the Station Area sites have been directed equally at the two policies, this is mistaken since it is Policy CC29 which is critical for that project while Policy CC28 covers a wider area.  The proposed changes to it dealing with uses in the Area are consistent with my conclusions regarding Policy CC29 with one exception.  Redevelopment for limited retailing has been added to the list of proposals to be encouraged in Policy CC28 in CD064 but this is not fully consistent with the third part of the policy, which refers only to refurbishment.  This may be a typographical error because the font used is incorrect.  Whether or not this is so, my view is that “limited retailing” should not be part of Policy CC28.  Identification of redevelopment for retailing here would be contrary to the general approach followed in the proposed changes affecting other Distinctive Areas and the principles underlying the shopping strategy.  The Station Area as whole has no special suitability for retail development.

Access improvements 

11.24.5 Policy CC28 deals with the general connections between the Station and the rest of the City Centre, which involves principally public transport and pedestrian routes.  The measures to be encouraged are adequately set out in the policy and text.  Policy CC29 is concerned with a more detailed link, ie vehicular access to the Station and circulation in Station Square.  The policy and text of the DDP describe the creation of a new access from Warwick Road as a key first stage and a requirement of any redevelopment.   Objector 052 questions whether a redevelopment will finance this and seeks a less definite statement.  The redevelopment as a whole is intended to be associated with improvements to the Station, including additional parking, and increased use of the West Coast Main Line.  Existing access arrangements are congested and improvements are needed at the Warwick Road roundabout.  The text in the proposed changes is in my view a reasonable statement as to what will be required, since I cannot envisage satisfactory proposals which did not incorporate access improvements.  The terms of the plan would not prejudice negotiation on what part of any improvement is necessary to enable a particular redevelopment to proceed, in accordance with the advice in para B12 of C1/97.  The objector also sought a more specific reference to the access improvements and increased car parking in Policy CC11.  These points are largely covered in Policy CC29 and para 10.79 but the text could be interpreted as stating that multi-storey parking is an optional part of the mixed use scheme whereas the availability of improved parking for rail users should be an essential component.

Recommendations

11.24.6 Modify Policy CC28 as in the proposed changes, but delete “limited retailing” from the second paragraph.

11.24.7 Modify paragraph 10.78 in accordance with the proposed changes, including new paragraphs 10.78(a) and (b), with the latter revised as in FPC34.

11.24.8 Modify Policy CC29 in accordance with the proposed changes.

11.24.9 Modify paragraph 10.79:

i. in accordance with the proposed changes;

ii. to explain that improved parking for rail users is an essential part of a redevelopment;

iii. to state that residential use would be acceptable in a mixed use scheme provided that a satisfactory environment can be provided.

11.25 POLICY CC32 – PARKSIDE 3

Objection

173/1174

Issue

11.25.1 This is whether the identification of this area for redevelopment prejudices existing occupiers. 

Conclusions

11.25.2 The policy for Parkside 3 is to promote and encourage redevelopment for a range of uses, including business offices and research and development.  The land identified covers four separate areas close to or adjoining the ring road in the northern section of Parkside.  This is part of a much larger development option site in the UDP (Policy CA38-23), where a substantial redevelopment has already occurred.  Policy CC32 is matched by allocation under Policy E7 as site 6, which is said to consist of 2.0ha reserved for employment use in the international/national sector.  In the UDP Monitor (CD053) the land is described as not readily available and requiring land assembly.  Although the objection does not specifically identify the E7 allocation, it does suggest that blight has been caused by the proposals for the area.

11.25.3 The objector’s premises occupy the westernmost of the four areas in Parkside 3, where there is a mixture of uses, some fairly modern buildings, and no obvious indication that redevelopment is imminent.  The two more central areas are individually very small, with existing uses, and it is difficult to see any benefit from identification under this policy.  In its absence, Policy CC30 would guide any redevelopment proposals.  I therefore propose to recommend that these sites be omitted from Policy CC32.  In view of the uncertainty that they will contribute to the land supply during the plan period, I shall also recommend that the E7 allocation be deleted.

Recommendations

11.25.4 Modify the Proposals Map by deleting the CC32 notation from the three sites west of Paradise Street.

11.25.5 Modify paragraph 10.86 to be consistent with the revision to the Proposals Map.

11.26 POLICY CC33 – THE COVENTRY UNIVERSITY AREA

Objections

091/0557

136/0818

Issues

11.26.1 These are whether:

(i) The plan should refer to the prospective social contribution of the University to the Charterhouse area;

(ii) There is a need to prepare a planning brief and protect service access.

Conclusions

11.26.2 On the first issue, objector 091 is concerned about the contribution of the University to nearby residential areas but it is not clear how this should be reflected in the land use policies of the plan.  CC33 in particular simply identifies the suitability of the main University area for its future development and there are no grounds for modification to this as a response to the objection.

11.26.3 Objection 136/0818, on behalf of Post Office Property Holdings, seeks a commitment to prepare a planning brief with public consultation, including with the Post Office, and a reference in the policy to protecting service access.  The plan is intended to be succinct, avoid excessive detail, and set out policies and proposals for the use of land.  This is an enabling policy which does not anticipate a particular development.  Even were that not so, what the objector seeks would add unnecessary procedural and administrative detail and obscure what is relevant, making the plan less effective as a result.

Recommendation

11.26.4 Modify Policy CC33 and paragraphs 10.87 and 10.88 in accordance with the proposed changes.

11.27 POLICY CC34 – see appendix b

11.28 POLICY CC35/paragraph 10.91 – see appendix b

11.29 
POLICY CC36 – THE PHOENIX AREA
POLICY CC37 – PHOENIX 1
POLICY CC38 – MUSEUM OF BRITISH TRANSPORT
POLICY CC39 – PHOENIX 2
POLICY CC40 – PHOENIX 3
POLICY CC41 – POOL MEADOW

Objections

012/0036

017/1263

082/0493

085/0529[CW]

136/0819, 0820, 0821, 0822, 0823, 0824

139/0836[CW]

140/0847

142/0869, 0870, 0871, 0872, 0873

269/2359, 2360, 2363, 2364

Issues

11.29.1 Since several objectors raise similar points against more than one of these policies, they are dealt with together, although where relevant individual policies are referred to.  Objection 085/0529 is conditionally withdrawn subject to the proposed changes to Policy CC41 and para 10.101.  The main issues are whether:

(i) The retention of notable or Listed buildings will be prejudiced;

(ii) There is a need to prepare a planning brief and protect service access;

(iii) There is adequate opportunity to re-locate existing uses, particularly those for leisure,  and whether these should be retained if they cannot be re-located in the City Centre;

(iv) The needs of the blind and partially sighted will be incorporated, particularly by avoiding the construction of steps;

(v) The plan should do more to improve the accessibility of the Bus Station.

Conclusions

11.29.2 This is a series of related policies.  CC36 anticipates the redevelopment of a significant part of the whole Distinctive Area and defines the main land uses.  Policies CC37, 39, 40 and 41 set out broad principles, mainly the land uses, for redevelopment in four sub-areas, Phoenix 1, 2 and 3 and Pool Meadow.  Policy CC38 refers to the future expansion of the Museum of British Road Transport.

Issue (i) - notable and Listed buildings

11.29.3 Three objectors comment on the effect of the proposals on notable buildings, although one (082) does so only by expressing reservations in the context of general support for the project.  One area of concern mentioned is that work has commenced and in some cases demolition been carried out in advance of this report and adoption of the plan.  From their perspective this reaction is understandable but sometimes decisions have to be made which do not fit in with the timetable for plan preparation.  It is a matter for the Council to ensure that the appropriate statutory procedures are followed.  Planning permission and financial support exists for the initial part of this scheme, on which works have commenced.  These are commitments which have to be accepted now.  As the Council points out, there has already been substantial public debate in progressing the scheme to the stage it has now reached.  This part of the plan sets a broad framework for the preparation of further detailed proposals but it does not define the detail of schemes, so that the effect on individual buildings and the public spaces to be created will have to be the subject of consultation and relevant statutory procedures as the various phases progress.  The concerns raised by objectors on these grounds are not a reason to modify what is proposed in the plan. 

Issue (ii) - future planning briefs and service access

11.29.4 This issue responds to objector 136, who has raised similar points on other policies, such as CC33.  The proposed changes include a commitment to prepare a brief in consultation with the public and local businesses in connection with Phoenix 2 and 3 and Pool Meadow (CC39-41).  In these three cases there is the potential for major redevelopment and it is reasonable that this commitment should be given.  A particular factor is that the objector’s sorting office is in the Phoenix 2 area.  In my view the changes made are a sufficient response to the objection.  The other policies do not envisage major redevelopment and the plan should avoid excessive detail and concentrate on land use proposals.

Issue (iii) - effect on existing uses

11.29.5 This issue arises from counter-objections from objector 269.   It is difficult to see that any proposed changes to the plan impinge on the objector’s case.  In my view the objections are mistaken because Policy CC36, which sets the overall context for the Phoenix Area, accepts that use for leisure will be promoted and encouraged and this is also referred to in Policies CC39, 40 and 41.  There are no grounds in these objections to set aside the Phoenix 1 scheme which is part of the DDP and has planning permission.  In so far as the objector seeks to remain on the site currently occupied, that cannot be resolved by an objection to the plan at this stage but will depend on the independent outcome of an intended compulsory purchase order. 

Issue (iv) - effect on the blind and partially sighted

11.29.6 Objection 140/0847 is concerned at the potential presence of steps within the Phoenix Initiative and in other enhanced public areas.  The proposed changes to para 10.94 include that the special needs of disabled people will be taken into account.  Other policies of the plan, notably OS11 and its supporting text, should also contribute to achieving satisfactory designs and no further modification is appropriate or necessary.

Issue (v) – the accessibility of the Bus Station

11.29.7 This issue responds to objection 017/1263.  The original objection concentrates on the need to improve links to the railway station.  At the hearing when this was discussed it was agreed that the plan is correct in seeking to establish the People Mover and that although this had been inadequately defined, this defect is remedied by the proposed change to para 10.48 which I have supported.

Recommendations

11.29.8 Modify Policy CC36 and paragraph 10.93 in accordance with the proposed changes.

11.29.9 Modify Policy CC37 and paragraph 10.94 in accordance with the proposed changes and to be consistent with FPC49.

11.29.10 That no modification be made to Policy CC38.

11.29.11 Modify Policy CC39 and paragraph 10.97 in accordance with the proposed changes and to be consistent with FPC49.

11.29.12 Modify Policy CC40 and paragraph 10.99 in accordance with the proposed changes.

11.29.13 Modify Policy CC41 and paragraphs 10.100 and 10.101 in accordance with the proposed changes.

11.30 POLICY CC42 – THE RING ROAD AREA
POLICY CC43 – SUBWAYS
POLICY CC44 – briDGES

Objections

017/1264, 1265, 1266

085/0526[CW]

121/0726

Issues

11.30.1 These are whether:

(i) The proposals in the plan for improved access across the ring road will disadvantage disabled people;

(ii) Reducing the number of subways as envisaged in Policy CC43 would be prejudicial to traffic flow;

(iii) A bridge between Parkside 3 (CC32) and the improved car park at St Johns Street (CC13) is feasible and should be added to Policy CC44.

Conclusions

Issue (i) – effect on disabled people

11.30.2 Policies in Chapter 6 of the plan, including AM8 and AM12 deal with general issues concerning pedestrians and cyclists.  Objector 017, while supporting some elements in these city centre policies, is concerned in two main respects.  Firstly, the replacement of subways by bridges is seen as potentially less convenient for disabled users if there are extensive ramps.  This is particularly relevant to Policy CC44, where a new bridge at Hill Street is proposed.  This would replace a long, busy and fairly narrow subway.  I appreciate the objector’s concern, well-illustrated by some other bridges nearby.  It seems possible that the levels could provide some assistance to achieving a satisfactory design but it is also possible that the ramps necessary could present a major disadvantage to those who have to use them.  The importance of the overall design if this scheme is to be worthwhile is also mentioned in the City Centre Access Strategy.  This should be recognised in the plan by a modification to the text.  The second main criticism by the objector is that shared use of subways by pedestrians and cyclists is unsatisfactory.  This is a reasonable point but what the plan seeks to do is improve on the existing situation in a manner which balances design feasibility and resources.  In my consideration of para 6.45 of the plan I have recommended that shared arrangements should only occur where alternative safe facilities for cyclists cannot be provided.  It would be desirable to emphasise that improving on existing arrangements in this respect will be important when improvement schemes are designed. 

Issue (ii) – Policy CC43 and the effect on traffic flow

11.30.3 Objection 121/0726 perceives that the implication of Policy CC43 and para 10.103 is that there will be less segregation of vehicles from pedestrians and cyclists crossing the ring road, possibly by more at-grade crossings.  The effect of this is seen to be a delay to traffic.  Reading the policies as a whole I do not accept that this interpretation of their effect is necessarily correct but the wording of Policy CC43 does give some grounds for confusion.  This is because the first sentence could be seen as applying more generally than is set out in more detail in Policies CC44 and CC45.  Furthermore this is an aspiration, too vague to be a policy, and would be better as part of the text, where it appears already in para 10.103.

Issue (iii) – additional bridge

11.30.4 This issue arises from objection 085/0526, which has been conditionally withdrawn although no relevant change to the plan is proposed.  The objection suggests that a new bridge may be possible across the ring road between two developments but it is uncertain to what extent there will be a comprehensive development on the western part of site CC32. The practical difficulties of implementation suggest that this is a very uncertain possibility which should not be added to Policy CC44. 

Recommendations

11.30.5 That no modification be made to Policies CC42 and CC44. 

11.30.6 Modify Policy CC43 by deleting the first sentence and by making any necessary consequential modifications to the remaining two sentences.

11.30.7 Modify the text, probably paragraph 10.102, to explain that better segregation between pedestrians and cyclists will be sought when improvements are proposed. 

11.30.8 Modify paragraph 10.105 to explain that the construction of a new bridge at Hill Street will be subject to the length and gradient of the ramps necessary in the design not disadvantaging users. 

11.31 POLICY CC46 – DOWNGRADING THE RING ROAD

Objections

075/0446

085/0527[CW]

089/0542

121/0728

136/0825

157/1021

158/1042

196/0347

Issues

11.31.1 These are whether:

(i) Downgrading the northern side of the ring road should be a policy in the plan;

(ii) The southern side should also be included;

(iii) There is a need to refer to the protection of service access and consultation with the public and occupiers.

Conclusions

11.31.2 On the first issue, the policy expresses the potential to carry forward the City Centre Access Strategy (CD092), which identified the opportunity to downgrade the northern section of the ring road and the benefits which might be achieved and proposed a strategic traffic study as the next stage to assess feasibility.  Some objectors are concerned that the effect would restrict traffic flow and others are understandably worried that the result would be to increase traffic elsewhere, with an adverse effect on neighbourhoods or even pressure for consequential highway improvements.  In so far as the policy and text says anything about what is to be done to evaluate and progress the idea, para 10.108 refers to a “series of studies” to look at “changes in accessibility by different means of transport”.  The content of CC46  is not a policy and it should be incorporated in the text.  In its present form it may be interpreted as implying a degree of certainty to implementation of the project which is not justified.  In practice the wording chosen does not tell users of the plan anything about future land use change and at this stage a more definite statement would be unsubstantiated.  The recommendation to delete the policy should not dilute the commitment to appropriate further investigation.  If possible, the plan should give a more precise and positive indication of the next steps to be taken.

11.31.3 One objection proposes extending the project to the southern side of the ring road.  I have no reason to disagree with the conclusion of the Access Strategy that this is not realistic, certainly in terms of cost.  To extend the investigation further and increase the scale of what would be a major undertaking, even without this, would be likely to reduce the probability of achieving anything.

11.31.4 Turning to the third issue, objection 136/0825 seeks a commitment to protect service access and to consultation.  Incorporating modifications of the kind sought would misrepresent the stage which this project has reached and add to the length of the plan to no purpose, making it a less effective document.  There is also a danger that confusion could be generated by creating a false impression of certainty and over-simplifying what will be a complex process.

Recommendations

11.31.5 Modify the plan by deleting Policy CC46 and incorporating this in the text.

11.31.6 Modify paragraph 10.108 to give a more positive indication of how this project is to be progressed.

11.32 POLICY CC48 – THE COVENTRY & WARWICKSHIRE HOSPITAL SITE

Objections

017/1269

078/2433[CW]

121/2244

Issue

11.32.1 This is whether the policy and text provides an appropriate framework for the future development of the site of the Coventry and Warwickshire Hospital.

Conclusions

11.32.2 There were substantial changes to the policy and text in the proposed changes but further significant changes are made in FPC46.  In part these are a response to the progress of the project for a new Coventry Hospital, to be built on either the Walsgrave or Coventry and Warwickshire sites, during the course of preparing the plan and conducting the inquiry.  The Walsgrave Hospitals NHS Trust objected to the proposed changes (078/2433) but this objection would be met by FPC46.  Rightly, the policy in this chapter of the plan is essentially concerned with how the City Centre site should be developed.  In the proposed changes the City Centre option for the new hospital was preferred but the terms of FPC46 are neutral in this respect.  These locational aspects are considered further in the context of Policy SCL11.

11.32.3 In my view FPC46 is a clear and appropriate basis for future development on the Hospital site.  The balance of uses is largely as in the proposed changes, with only detailed alteration.  Objection 017/1254 particularly opposes retail use, although not on planning grounds.  The terms of the policy are generally consistent with this objection, and the FPC gives added weight to social and community use, but the plan can go no further in being prescriptive as to what uses are acceptable.  

Recommendation

11.32.4 Modify Policy CC48 and paragraphs 10.110 and 10.111 in accordance with FPC46, including adding new paragraph 10.110(a).
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