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Devonshire Square, Loughborough & Former General Hospital/Aumberry Gap, Loughborough Development Briefs 

Supplementary Planning Documents – Consultation Drafts
STATEMENT OF CONSULTATION
1.
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Under the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
 it is a requirement to prepare and publish a Consultation Statement for a range of planning policy documents, including Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs), to outline any initial consultation undertaken with key stakeholders and other bodies prior to formal public consultation. 

1.2 This Consultation Statement describes the involvement of key stakeholders, the community, voluntary organisations and statutory consultees in the preparation of the following SPDs:

· Devonshire Square, Loughborough Development Brief:

· Former General Hospital/Aumberry Gap, Loughborough Development Brief. 

1.3 This statement details who the local planning authority has consulted in connection with the preparation of the SPDs and how they were consulted.  It presents a summary of the main issues raised in these consultations and explains how these issues have been addressed in the consultation draft version of the SPD. 

1.4 The Development Briefs have been prepared in conjunction with the Loughborough Town Centre Masterplan, which is being produced by the Council’s consultants Atkins.  Their work has been guided by an overall vision and strategic aims for the Town Centre produced by the Town Team.  The formation of the Town Team followed a two-day Loughborough Urban Design Workshop in February 2004 which was lead by OPUN, the Architecture and Built Environment Centre for the East Midlands.  The event brought together many groups and organisations which have an interest in the future of the Town Centre in a “visioning exercise” to help the Town establish some possibilities for its future growth and development over the next 25 years.
1.5 Following this event, the Town Team was set up to provide advice on the preparation of the Town Centre Masterplan and Development Briefs.  The Town Team has met regularly since its inception in 2004 and comprises over 20 representative local organisations with a particular interest in the Town Centre including:

· Charnwood Borough Council

· Leicestershire County Council

· Loughborough and District Civic Trust

· Loughborough Chamber of Trade and Commerce
· Loughborough Historical Society

· Loughborough University

· Charnwood Disability Forum
· Charnwood Arts

· Hastings Community Association

· Linden Road and Limehurst Avenue Residents Association

· Mariners Quay Residents Association

· Storer Area Residents Association

· AstraZeneca

· William Davis

· The Rushes Centre 
1.6 In addition to the Town Team’s regular input, a public consultation on Atkins Strategic Framework for the Masterplan and the Development Briefs was undertaken in 2005 (from 7th February until 7th March).  The consultation was publicised in the local press and leaflets were prepared to summarise the key issues and proposals in the Draft Strategic Framework.  A three-day exhibition was held in Market Street, Loughborough which was attended by over 1,500 people.  Consultation letters and a copy of the Draft Strategic Framework document were sent to all Councillors, all Parish and Town Councillors and all members of the Loughborough Town Team as well as Board Members of the Local Strategic Partnership.  All organisations on the Strategic Partnership were consulted by letter with a copy of the leaflet and an indication of the availability of the Framework document. 

1.7 The questionnaire attached to the consultation leaflet was completed by 325 members of the public.  The key responses in respect to issues related to the Development Briefs were:

· 49% of respondents agreed with high density, mixed use development on the Devonshire Square development site whilst 36% did not;

· Particular concerns were expressed about the effect on Queen’s Park and any encroachment into the park;

· 51% felt that high density, mixed use development on the former General Hospital/Aumberry Gap development site was a good idea whilst 38% did not;

· 59% of respondents thought it was a good idea to provide new strategic car parks at the former General Hospital/Aumberry Gap site and Loughborough Leisure Centre whilst 28% did not;

· Nearly 80% of respondents thought it was a good idea to create a series of improved public spaces with only 10% expressing the contrary view;

· 80% felt it was a good idea to improve pedestrian priority within the Town Centre and review the one-way system.

1.8 A special meeting of the Town Team was held on 17th March 2005 to consider all the response received and a summary of the comments relating to the two Development Sites is attached (Appendix 1).  The consultation responses and Town Team comments were considered by Cabinet on 31st March 2005 when it was resolved:

1) that having taken account of the consultation responses and the recent consideration by the Town Team the draft Strategic Framework be approved as the basis for the preparing the detailed Town Centre Strategy and Masterplan. 

2) that Atkins, in preparing the Masterplan, be asked to take account of: 

a. The Cabinet’s response to the County Council’s consultation on the Loughborough integrated transport project. 

b. The desirability of high quality mixed use development including residential on the four key development sites. 

c. The need to respect and enhance the character and quality of Queens Park, to avoid any loss of park area and, if possible, to envisage an increase in the park area. 

d. The need to refine the approach to the Quarters concept in the light of the Town Team’s comments. 

e. The potential danger of too great an extent of pedestrianisation. 

f. The desirability of improved strategic car parks at Baxter Gate and Browns Lane. 

g. The detailed comments of the Town Team and other consultation responses. 

h. Improving facilities for bus passengers. 

i. The retail assessment. 

3) that the Draft Strategic Framework, as amended by resolutions 1 and 2 above, be approved as the basis for the development of the Town Centre Masterplan and Strategy. 

1.9 Atkins further preparation of the Town Centre Masterplan and Development Brief frameworks has been guided by the results of the consultation exercise and the Cabinet recommendations.  Regular meetings of the Town Team have continued to be held, including a special workshop on the two draft Development Briefs on 28th June 2006.  Appendix 2 is a summery of the comments made during the workshop along with recommended action/changes.  These comments were reported to Cabinet on 20th July 2006 when it was resolved that the two Development Briefs be submitted for a period of public consultation.

1.10 The SPD is now published for public comment.  Representations should be submitted to the Council by Friday 1st  September 2006. 

APPENDIX 1

TOWN TEAM MEETING – 17.03.05

WORKSHOP COMMENTS FROM GROUP 4 –

STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT SITES

Devonshire Square
· Do not lose any area of Queen’s Park, ideally expand it!

· Need to make more of a connection between Market Place and Queen’s Park.  At present it is hidden from view.

· Boundary of Queen’s Park could be adjusted BUT bowling green to remain.  Scale of buildings should respect park and not dominate and overpower the Carillon Tower.

· Retain a reduced car park perhaps include for more disabled parking.  Accept that John Storer House could be relocated to allow for a more attractive building to be developed on key gateway site.  New facilities would have to be located within Devonshire Square area.

· Support for water feature in the park but would have to have a natural appearance.

· Site suitable for high quality housing.

· Retain former cattle market “blood drain”, presently marked by railings and setts.

Former General Hospital Site/Aumberry Gap
· All members of group were very concerned over inner relief road (IRR) due to matters of severance effect, breaking pedestrian links, speed of traffic, design of IRR (4 lanes?).

· Bus station needed (1 member of group was against this idea).

· Car parking in the form of a multi-storey car park was felt to be a good idea but would need to have active uses on ground floor.

· Pedestrian linkages through site were considered a good idea.

· It was recognised that there was need for a landmark building/high quality architecture on the Aumberry Gap site.

· Loss of Nursery School (and attractive building) concerned some members of group (caused by alignment of IRR).

· Need to respect listed buildings on site with new development.

APPENDIX 2
DEVELOPMENT BRIEFS FOR DEVONSHIRE SQUARE AND FORMER HOSPITAL/AUMBERRY GAP SITES, LOUGHBOROUGH

COMMENTS FROM STAKEHOLDERS AT LOUGHBOROUGH TOWN TEAM MEETING 28TH JUNE 2006

	Respondent
	Comments
	Response of Director of Development

	Mariners Quay Residents
	1. Need to know how much of Queens Park will be lost. Can’t afford to lose any

2. Currently not aware of built development when in the Park. New buildings will change this

3. The view down New Street could be damaged by the relocated John Storer House. Needs to be carefully handled


	1. 
A key objective is "a development that adds to the quality and quantity of public space” and the importance of respecting Queen’s Park as a mature, well treed and dignified open space is recognised within the text.

2 & 3. 
The briefs key objectives include recognition of the need for “a coherent, distinctive and attractive development which responds to the positive characteristics of its surroundings and relates sensitively to its neighbours” and “enhances key frontages to Queen’s Park and the JSH site”. 

	Action for a better Charnwood
	1. What constitutes the Park? Is the Park a retreat or part of the town? Is it grass or a community space? More thought needs to be given to how to merge hard and soft surfaces.

2. Development should be stepped back along the Park edge to avoid adverse impact of height.

3. Children’s play areas should be retained.


	1 & 2.
The brief recognises the importance of Queen’s Park and highlights the need for any new development to relate sensitively to it.  Further illustrative material will be prepared to show the quality of treatment, in building design and landscaping, required for this edge.

3.
The proposed realignment of the Wood Brook would require the re-planning of the children’s play area but there is no intention to remove this facility.   

	Chamber of Trade and Commerce
	1. Chamber concerned re the loss of any car parking spaces in the nearest car park to the Town Centre

2. Re-routing of the Woodbrook will be very expensive – is it viable?

3. Could culverts be improved to allow build over?

4. May be a case for some retail in the scheme.

5. Question the wisdom of the proposed new link through the site.


	1. 
Some 70 short stay spaces are proposed to be retained on the site.  In the related Town Centre Master Plan, additional parking facilities are proposed next to Loughborough Leisure Centre, off Brown’s Lane.

2 & 3.
The Environment Agency will be consulted on the proposals to clarify technical requirements and enable further assessment of viability.

4.
Noted.

5.
This proposal is to improve linkages between Queen’s Park, the town centre and Brown’s Lane, and to create scope for ‘active’ ground floor frontages to the development’s Park frontage.  

	Loughborough University
	1. Would the proposed Arts venue be viable? May be better to have commercial use

2. Need to be more creative on the treatment of Devonshire Square

3. Could car parking be provided under buildings?

4.  The building mass has a large footprint, could this be reduced?

5. Would the Park remain open all day?

6. Better to keep Wards End closed to traffic all day

7. Is the bowling green a barrier?

8. What do we mean by a “landmark” building?


	1. 
Although the exact nature of the Arts Centre proposal has yet to be established, it recognises the potential contribution of site development to the ‘leisure/cultural quarter identified in the Town Centre Master Plan.

2. 
The treatment of the public space is examined in the Town Centre Master Plan Public Realm Strategy.

3 & 4.
Noted.  These detailed issues will be considered in the further preparation of the brief.

5.
Consideration of the Park opening hours is outside the scope of the brief.  

6 & 7.
Comments noted.

8.
In urban design terms, it’s ‘a conspicuous building that stands out from background buildings, providing a point of reference in the urban scene’.

	Disability Forum
	1. John Storer House must stay in the centre

2. Careful thought needs to be given to links with the Leisure Centre and access to John Storer House

3. John Storer House could be enhanced and bigger.


	Noted.  The brief recognises the valued of John Storer House to the local community, the significance of its town centre location and the opportunity that development of the wider site presents for improvements to its facilities. 

	Hastings Community Association
	1. Be aware of the impact of the Inner Relief Road on people of Hastings Ward. Must make sure it’s as pleasant as possible and adverse effect is minimised in relation to traffic speeds and safe crossings.

2. Need to take account of the impact of high density housing on local services and facilities such as schools.
	1. 
The IRR has been approved in principle and consultation comments of local people have been taken into account by the County Council.  They are preparing a business case to present to the Dept. for Transport and are looking at ways of reducing impact and severance. A planning application will be submitted by the end of the year on which there will be full consultation. Next stage will be to advertise orders to acquire land and a Public Inquiry.

2. 
This will form part of the consideration of any planning application for the development of the site. 

	AstraZeneca
	1. Better to have office accommodation on the Hospital site to protect the retail core.


	1. 
The Local Plan Policy (CA/4b) and brief recognise the scope for office uses on this site.

	Loughborough Churches together
	1. Need to look at best practice elsewhere on student housing provision to avoid the problem of buildings becoming redundant.


	1. 
The adaptability of development generally is an issue needing further consideration.  ‘Charnwood – Leading in Design’ encourages sustainable development including designs which enable buildings to be easily adapted to changing needs at minimal cost. 

	General Comments
	Devonshire Square:

1. What about the loss of trees because of the diversion of the Wood Brook.

2. How can the brook become a feature when there is no water at times during the year?
3. Concerned that the corner of Granby Street is not opened up enough to Queen’s Park.

4. Brown’s Lane has no footpath and is an unfriendly environment for pedestrians at the moment.

Former General Hospital and Aumberry Gap:
1.  Retail uses along IRR unlikely to be viable.

2. How will we achieve retail uses fronting on to the new public space linking the IRR to High Street? Will it be a safe route at night?

3. How will we judge proposals to replace the Victorian Hospital Building?

4. Building heights should rise towards the centre of the site rather than at the edges.


	1. 
The impact of the proposals on trees will require careful examination following consultation with the Environment Agency on the technical requirements related to the relocation of the watercourse.

2. 
This will be informed by consultation with the Environment Agency.

3. Further consideration will be given to the quality of linkages that can be created with Queen’s Park.

4. The scope for improvements to Brown’s Lane will be examined as part of the current Town Centre Master Plan exercise.

1 & 2.
The brief acknowledges the wide range of possible uses, including retail, identified for the site in the Local Policy (CA/4b).  Retail uses can contribute to the creation of ‘active’ frontages, which are important for all principal faces of the development including onto the IRR and the new pedestrian route.  Active frontages help ensure safe and attractive streets and public spaces. 

3.
Proposals to replace any buildings within the Conservation Area, including the former General Hospital, will be assessed against criteria set out in the government’s ‘Planning Policy Guidance Note 15: Planning and the Historic Environment’. 

4.
Noted.  The guidance will be amended to acknowledge this point. 


COMMENTS RECEIVED SEPARATELY FROM KEY STAKEHOLDERS

	Respondent
	Comments
	Response of Director of Development

	Leicestershire County Council - Highways & Transportation – (officer comments)
	The Master Plan lacks detail in respect of the two opportunity sites with the implications in respect of the additional/redistributed traffic movements, the access arrangements, parking, servicing, building and road layout being unclear.  It is therefore somewhat difficult at this stage to give clear guidance on the content of the SPDs, but based on the concepts set out in Master Plan, some initial thoughts are set out below.

1. Devonshire Square

(i)
The removal of traffic from Wards End/Granby Street will be subject to securing appropriate Traffic Regulation Orders. A proper assessment of the implications of any displaced traffic will be required. For example, alterations to the Packe St/Granby St. and Wards End/South St junctions will be necessary and must be designed to meet the Highway Authority’s requirements. (Note - the South St/Wards End junction is ’tight’ with South St. itself being very narrow. It will be important to identify the volume and nature of the vehicles transferred onto this road to ensure they can be safely accommodated on this constrained route).

(ii)
All paving works within the pubic highway must be agreed with the County Council and undertaken at the expense of the development.

(iii)
In view of the emerging Government stance on private and Local Authority contributions to major road schemes, it would be the County Council’s desire to secure a financial contribution to the Inner Relief Road. This may not be something which can be justified in terms of a reasoned highway impact arising as a direct consequence of the development.  However, this site might be expected to benefit commercially from an environmentally attractive and well serviced town centre, which is one of the aims of the Inner Relief Road (IRR), and it is therefore recommended that a negotiated contribution is sought through the Borough Council’s planning policies.

(iv)
It is noted that the scheme provides for a new public path along the eastern boundary of Queens Park connecting Browns Lane and Granby St. and it is recommended that this should be designed to also accommodate cyclists.

(v)
Access – 
It is understood that 3 vehicular accesses are to be provided.

a)
The northern part of the development is proposed to be served from a new access from Granby St.  This is acceptable in principle subject to detail design considerations.

b) The central area is proposed to be served from the private access which runs between nos. 6 and 7 Wards End.  However, this is rather narrow and appears to emerge blindly onto the Wards End footway.  Any intensification of the use of this existing access will therefore need to be carefully considered.

c)
There is no objection in principle to the southern part of the site being served from New St. subject to it being suitably improved, e.g. by providing a turning head.

(vi)
Parking/Servicing
There should be no private car parking provided for the occupiers of any commercial/office development other than that which can be demonstrated to be absolutely essential.  Private residential parking should not exceed 1 space per unit.

2. Hospital/Aumberry GAP

(i)
The comprehensive development of this area is linked to the implementation of the IRR and a reasonable contribution will therefore be sought to this scheme.  It is however, acknowledged that parts of the site can be developed in advance of the IRR being built.

(ii) Access – in order to ensure that the operation of the IRR is not compromised, direct vehicular access onto this road should be avoided.  The suggested 300 space car park will generate a large number of traffic movements which at this stage, has not been properly assessed.  The access requirements and implications on the adjoining road network will therefore need to be examined.

(iii)
Walking /Cycling – the proposed key pedestrian link between High St and the Magistrates Court is noted but, due to the proximity to the junctions with Pinfold Gate and Baxter Gate, unfortunately it will not be possible to have a further crossing facility where it emerges onto the IRR.  Consideration will therefore need to be given to prevent indiscriminate pedestrian crossing movements at this location.

(iv) Servicing/Car parking – there should be no private car parking provided for the occupiers of any office/commercial development other than that which can be demonstrated to be essential. Private residential parking should not exceed 1 space per 1 unit. 

(v) The proposals suggest a ‘live’ retail frontage to the IRR and if this is the case, it will be vital to ensure that no servicing or loading takes place from the Relief Road.

(vi)
The County Council will need to be satisfied that the proposed 300 space car park is necessary as a consequence of an existing or predicted future deficiency in the availability of short stay parking. 
	The comments of the Highways Authority are noted and will be used to inform the content of the final versions of the briefs. 

Some of the comments relate to matters already acknowledged in the briefs, such as the securing of reasonably related contributions to assist in the provision of the Inner Relief Road (Local Plan Policies CA/4a & b). 

The SPDs will be amended to make clear that a Transport Assessment will need to accompany any planning application for the development proposed.  It is also acknowledged that detailed assessment of the proposed strategic car park on the former General Hospital site will be required at an appropriate stage.  

Generally there will be a need to ensure that the arrangement and design of accesses and any highways improvements necessitated by the developments respond to the positive characteristics of the townscape and help support good urban design principles.  

	English Heritage
	Overall able to support the Loughborough Town Centre Master Plan but the post of Historic Areas Advisor for Leicestershire is currently vacant due to retirement and EH is unable to comment in detail on the Development Briefs.
	Comment noted.


� Regulation 17(1)(b) of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004. 
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