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1
PURPOSE

1.1
To ascertain Member opinion on Lancashire County Council's consultation proposals for the resurfacing of Clitheroe town centre footways and to forward these views to the Lancashire Local – Ribble Valley.

1.2
Relevance to the Council’s ambitions and priorities

· Council Ambitions – To protect and enhance the existing environmental quality of our area.  To help make peoples lives safer and healthier.

· Corporate Priorities – The corporate plan commits us to conserving our countryside, the natural beauty of the area and enhancing the built environment.

· Other Considerations – None.

2
BACKGROUND

2.1
The Lancashire Locals process aims to strengthen local democratic accountability through empowering locally elected Councillors, (4 county, 4 district), to take decisions upon and shape and influence the delivery of local government services in the  Ribble Valley.  Its general remit is to express views on policy, strategy and other matters, specifically referred to it by the county or district councils including, where appropriate, the co-ordination of consultation with local stakeholders and communities.  Under its shaping and influencing role the Local is available to offer its views on highway authority functions, Highway Special Maintenance Schemes and street scene issues.  

2.2
The Clitheroe Conservation Area Appraisal (adopted 3 April 2007) includes the town’s areas of historic stone floorscape and the stone paved pedestrian alleys off Moor Lane and Church Street within the Conservation Area’s “Summary of Special Interest”.  In ‘Weaknesses’ is identified the low quality of materials used in the environmental enhancement and traffic calming in Castle Street, the poor quality concrete paving slabs (red and white) in Market Place, the red dressing to tarmac in Castle Street, and poor quality concrete paving.  In ‘Opportunities for Enhancement’ is identified the substandard road surface beside the gate to the castle grounds.  The Clitheroe Conservation Area Management Guidance (unadopted) recommends a review of design and materials for the paving/streetscape throughout the area with a view to publication of a streetscape manual setting out principles for public space design that is co-ordinated, safe, enjoyable and appropriate to surroundings.

2.3
English Heritage’s Streets for All: North West (2005) provides general principles for new ground surfacing in historic areas.  It is suggested that natural, local materials are to be preferred to manmade alternatives – the initial high cost of natural materials is off-set by their appearance, and in many cases, durability.  Ground surfacing should be simple, and should not become a focal point – small paving modules laid in arbitrary colours and patterns should be avoided.  When assessing costs, use sustainable accounting methods and consider life cycle costing. Authorities should identify a hierarchy of streets and spaces in order to prioritise the use of more expensive, natural materials.  Small module paving on footways should be avoided unless there is an historical precedent – it tends to dominate the street and is best confined to the carriageway and pedestrian crossing points.

2.4
The government’s Planning Policy Guidance Note 15 (1994) – Planning and the Historic Environment reinforces the advice that traditional stone (floorscape) should be retained wherever possible or reintroduced where there is historical evidence for it.  In particular, where there is a tradition of rectangular slab paving, small block paviours and arbitrary new patterns should be avoided.  

2.5
English Heritage’s Street Improvements in Historic Areas (
1993) advises that ‘Before any proposals are prepared for street improvements an informed townscape analysis should be carried out together with historical research to identify the original form, pattern and type of materials used for surfacing….  From the beginning detailed consideration should be given to the total impact of any new scheme.  The entire historic environment must be considered including the needs of pedestrians and those with disabilities, as well as vehicles, and solutions must not be purely traffic-led’ .

2.6
The Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment’s (CABE) Briefing: Paving the Way (2006) recommends that highway authorities should, under best value, establish an audit trail for design decisions affecting the streetscape – it is noted that there is still a wide gap between aspirations and what is being delivered as authorities rely on safety audits which do not take into account all of the aspirations for a space and skew the outcomes.  CABE also recommends that local authorities introduce cross sectoral management of streets with the aim of establishing an integrated approach to the public realm.

2.7
The government’s Manual for Streets (March 2007) is aimed primarily at new development.  It acknowledges that good design plays a vital role in securing places that are socially, economically and environmentally sustainable.  Developers and local authorities are encouraged to consider the innovative use of materials, processes or techniques – this could be supported by local authorities adopting a wide palette of local and natural materials, bearing whole-life costs in mind. In the forward to Manual for Streets it is suggested that uncoordinated decision making can result in disconnected, bland places that fail to make a contribution to the creation of thriving communities.  It recommends that development teams are established and negotiate issues in the round and retain a focus on the creation of locally distinct, high quality places.  

3
ISSUES

3.1
In May 2006 the Borough Council was advised of Lancashire County Council (Highways) consideration of carriageway resurfacing and footway works at Moor Lane/Castlegate between Woone Lane and Parson Lane and invited to discuss these proposals.  Subsequent officer meetings have focused upon Lancashire County Council's concern at the condition and safety of the small element paving damaged by delivery vehicles over-running throughout Clitheroe town centre, and the impact of alternative footway treatments upon Clitheroe Conservation Area.  

3.2
In January 2007 Lancashire County Council's Area Surveyor (East) invited a number of local organisations to comment upon two proposed alternative footway resurfacing schemes and to attend a discussion forum on the 30 January 2007.  The proposed alternatives ‘scheme A’ and ‘scheme B’ are appended.  In summary Scheme B proposes high quality traditional stone footway resurfacing along the main medieval axis of Clitheroe from the Castle to Church Street with more ubiquitous tarmac resurfacing outside of this area to offset the expense of the stone flags/blocks.  Scheme A proposes the replacement of existing concrete flags with new concrete flags along both the main medieval axis and areas outside of this.  Both schemes A and B would have similar cost implications estimated at £750,000.  Scheme B would be more disruptive to the town centre.  However, both schemes, because of annual funding limits, will take at least 10 years to implement.  

3.3
Written responses to the consultation were received from Clitheroe Chamber of Trade, Clitheroe Books, Clitheroe the Future, Clitheroe Civic Society and a local Borough Councillor.  The discussion forum was attended by three people, all Borough Councillors.  

3.4
The letters received during the consultation are appended.  In respect to which scheme was preferred, the following comments were made.


Clitheroe Chamber of Trade would prefer scheme A to keep a uniformity throughout the town centre.  The tarmacked areas in scheme B would not be acceptable.


Clitheroe Books believe that safety and consistency of surface is important but so is the appearance of the footpaths especially in a town like Clitheroe which relies greatly on tourists and visitors.  It is suggested that all existing surfacing be replaced with York stone paviours or equivalent.  


The Councillor believes scheme B is the best way forward noting financial constraints and acknowledging that scheme B will not be the complete answer.  


Clitheroe the Future believe that the tarmac proposed in scheme B would be unacceptable in a conservation area.  Scheme A provides consistency and is far more acceptable.  However, laying stone flags rather than concrete would be more in-keeping with the town.  


Clitheroe Civic Society believe neither of the schemes meet the criteria set down in English Heritage’s Streets for All or the Clitheroe Conservation Area Appraisal, nor the long term aspirations of the towns people.  However, it is suggested that the use of stone in the old Market Place and in the streets where many of the buildings are listed would be most appropriate.  Elsewhere the main considerations should be safety and appropriateness to the surroundings.  

3.5
The three Councillors attending the forum of 30 January were broadly supportive of scheme B.  Issues raised at the forum included recognition of the importance of the town’s attractive historic core to tourism, that the high quality approach in scheme B would compliment proposals for Clitheroe Castle’s enhancement, that Wellgate deserves better treatment, and that without the input of other resources, Lancashire County Council annual spending on the scheme would be limited and piecemeal.    

4
RISK ASSESSMENT

4.1
The approval of this report may have the following implications

· Resources – None as the scheme is Lancashire County Council funded.

· Technical, Environmental and Legal – The scheme is proposed and will be implemented by Lancashire County Council. However, the proposals will have significant impact on the character and appearance of the historic core of the Borough’s largest town.  This could have implication for efforts to encourage the local tourist economy including the Clitheroe Castle Heritage Scheme.
· Political – In the light of the proposals for enhanced two-tier working and the existing Lancashire Local framework the consideration of this scheme could be viewed as an example of how well the County and Borough Councils work together.

· Reputation – The maintenance of the public highway is a matter for Lancashire County Council.  However, decisions made with respect to the centre of Clitheroe, and the nature of input to this consultation process, is likely to effect the reputation of the Borough Council.
5
CONCLUSIONS

5.1
 I interpret the consultation response to suggest support for the use of high quality traditional materials in both the main medieval historic axis of Castle Street/Church Street and the surrounding areas of the town centre.  Advocates of scheme A appear to value the consistent approach to the whole of the town centre and the minimal use of tarmac, rather than the use of concrete flags and blocks.  It is also clear that respondents consider that footway resurfacing issues should be considered in a wider streetscape context as examined in the Pedestrian  Audit of 2003 and referred to in the Clitheroe Conservation Area Management Guidance and English Heritage’s Streets for All.  

5.2
However, the Borough Council is not being asked by the County Council for comments on the wider context of the scheme but to express views and preferences in respect of two footway resurfacing options.  In my opinion scheme B is superior and would enhance the character and appearance of Clitheroe Conservation Area.  In this I am mindful of the resource constraints faced by Lancashire County Council, and of English Heritage’s advice in Street Improvements in Historic Areas (1993) that “where resources are inadequate, never compromise on quality; do less, better”.  This point is expounded in Streets for All: North West where it is advised that ‘Authorities should identify an hierarchy of streets and spaces in order to prioritise the use of more expensive natural materials”.  I also note English Heritage’s view on the use of tarmac, particularly when its use is considered instead of small module paving “… the recent use of small unit blocks and paviours in random patterns and colours has detracted severely from the character and appearance of many areas through visual fragmentation.  They are rarely appropriate and should not be used.  It may be better to use asphalt than inappropriate small module paving.  It is cheap, easy to repair, can be made attractive with the use of crushed stone aggregates and does not distract the eye” (Streets for All: London, 2000).  Street Improvements in Historic Areas also advises that “natural stone paving should generally be used in conservation areas and other sensitive locations.  Natural York stone and other durable sandstones have wide colour and textural variations within and between each piece.  Viewed en masse, these materials have a range of neutral buff to grey tones which can create an attractive backdrop for buildings and people.  They mellow with age.  Conversely artificial stone, block or clay paving can appear too regular and unyielding over large areas…  Although sometimes more expensive as an initial capital cost, natural stone has a much longer life and therefore offers better value for money than artificial alternatives.  Owing to their fine grained composition most sandstones, like York stone, have a self cleaning property which is absent from most artificial materials, bricks and textured features, which tend to retain dirt, chewing gum and other stains”.   

5.3
Whist scheme B is preferred I would suggest, given English Heritage’s advice above, that Lancashire County Council give appropriate consideration to the minimising of small elements/blocks on vehicle over-runs along the main medieval axis of Clitheroe.  It may be that kerb raising, designation of loading/unloading areas or the selective use of bollards may achieve the same level of accommodation for delivery vehicles but with less discordance in the streetscape.  

5.4
Mindful of the holistic approach to historic streetscape and town centre management advocated by English Heritage, CABE, Manual for Streets and the Clitheroe Conservation Area Appraisal, I would strongly encourage the County Council to consider footway resurfacing in a wider context.  In particular, issues of footway and carriageway width position and alignment, carriageway resurfacing, street furniture co-ordination and review, and proposed traffic regulation (including the proposed Traffic Regulation Order for Moor Lane and the Residents Only Parking Scheme for Church Brow, York Street etc discussed at the Lancashire Local – Ribble Valley of 4 October 2006) should be considered together.  Furthermore, the requirements of all pavement and carriageway users should be considered.  

5.5
It is suggested that sustainable and ethical material sourcing issues are considered in scheme implementation.  

5.6
It is intended that this matter also be reported to the Community Committee of 22 May 2007 as an item for information.  

6
RECOMMENDATION 1

6.1
That Members support Lancashire County Council’s further development of proposals for footway resurfacing in Clitheroe town centre based on scheme B and the Director of Development Services be authorised to convey this to the Lancashire Local-Ribble Valley.


RECOMMENDATION 2

6.2
That Members authorise the Director of Development Services to convey to the Lancashire Local – Ribble Valley an expectation that footway resurfacing will be considered in the context of all town centre streetscape and management issues and the requirements of all town centre users.


RECOMMENDATION 3

6.3
That Members authorise the Director of Development Services to convey to the Lancashire Local – Ribble Valley an expectation that footway resurfacing materials be sustainably and ethically sourced.


RECOMMENDATION 4

6.4
That Members authorise the Director of Development Services to convey to Lancashire Local – Ribble Valley an expectation that the use of small element paving be minimised in the works. 

Director of Development Services 

For further information please ask for Adrian Dowd

, extension 4513. 

DECISION
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