Oldham Metropolitan Borough Council
and
Rochdale Metropolitan Borough Council

Local Development Framework

Initial Statement of Consultation
for
Draft Urban Design Guide Supplementary Planning
Document(s)

March 2007

Oldham

OLDHAM it B

Metropolitan BoroughLl

Oldham and r Partners
COUNCIL Rochdale \~ in Action




DRAFT DESIGN GUIDANCE PREPARED BY OLDHAM AND ROCHDALE COUNCILS
AS SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING DOCUMENTS

Explanatory Note:

The Government has reformed the system of development planning in England.
Development Plans are used to control and guide the development and use of land. As
part of the reformed system, Oldham and Rochdale Metropolitan Borough Councils must
prepare a “Local Development Framework”.

The Local Development Framework will be a folder of different documents, including
Development Plan Documents which set out the Council’'s approach to future development
in the Borough.

This document is part of a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD). It has been
prepared jointly between Oldham and Rochdale Councils. Policies can be expanded on or
supported by SPDs in order to provide more detail, interpretation of policies and to assist
developers. These will be taken into account when planning applications are determined.

It is a government requirement that Supplementary Planning Documents must be prepared
together with:

e a sustainability appraisal,

e a habitats regulations assessment, and

e an equalities impact assessment.

Members of the public may comment on the Supplementary Planning Document and any
of the three supporting documents. A document outlining who has been consulted in the
preparation of the Supplementary Planning Document, and issues they raised, is also
available alongside these documents. This is called a Consultation Statement.

Members of the public may comment on this document during the six-week public
consultation period as indicated on the public notice and comments form.

Comments made on the document cannot be treated as confidential.

If you would like further help in interpreting this document please contact

= Oldham Council Strategic Planning and Information team on Telephone:
0161 770 4151 / 4139. E-mail spi@oldham.gov.uk.

or

= Rochdale Council Strategic Planning Team on Telephone: 01706 924369. E-mail:
strategic.planning@rochdale.gov.uk

All documents connected with the Local Development Framework are available on the
Council's web sites at www.oldham.gov.uk or www.rochdale.gov.uk.


mailto:spi@oldham.gov.uk
http://www.oldham.gov.uk/
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3.1

Why Prepare a Statement of Consultation?

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). This statement
sets out information on the consultation process that has been carried out during
the preparation of the draft Urban Design Guide. A final statement will be prepared
to set out how the Council has consulted on the formal draft version and how it has
taken into account any comments received.

About the Statement of Consultation

The draft guidance on urban design has been prepared by Tibbalds Planning and
Urban Design Ltd, in partnership with Rochdale Metropolitan Borough Council
(MBC), Oldham MBC and the Oldham and Rochdale Housing Market Renewal
Pathfinder.

This statement of consultation explains how the four partners have sought to
involve all relevant organisations and interested parties in the preparation of the
draft Urban Design Guide

The guidance comprises a series of documents:

e The Urban Design Guide;
e The Residential Design Guide; and
e The Public Realm Design Guide.

The guidance has been prepared through joint-working by the four partners
identified above. However it is the intention that Oldham MBC will adopt the series of
documents as one Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) as outlined in it's
Local Development Scheme (LDS). Rochdale MBC are intending to adopt the
documents as a series of separate SPDs as identified in it's LDS.

Following extensive consultation on local design issues and the options for tackling
them (ie, the focus and content of the guidance) the draft Urban Design SPD(s) has
now been published for formal public consultation.

Whilst not formally part of the SPD(s) the Council’s are also taking the opportunity
to consult on the Design and Planning Process: A Guide to Good Practice. This
document aims to promote best practice and clearly set out the local authorities’
expectations.

The Regulations

The Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004
(the Regulations) require that planning authorities should prepare SPDs in
accordance with their Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) or with the
minimum requirements in the Regulations where there is no adopted SCI. Both
Councils are still in the process of preparing their SCIs (Oldham MBC have



3.2

3.3

41.

4.2

received the Inspectors Report on the submitted SCI; Rochdale MBC are seeking
approval in March for submission).

Consultation and participation has been consistent with the Draft SCI and formal
consultation on the draft Urban Design SPD(s) will be in accordance with the SCiIs.
The Regulations require the Council to consult each of the specified bodies to the
extent that the Council thinks the SPD affects that body and any other bodies that
the Council considers appropriate and sets out what publicity should be given. The
Regulations also require that a statement must be published at the time of formal
consultation on the SPD, which should detail how Councils have sought to involve
the community and stakeholders in its preparation.

This consultation statement demonstrates that both Councils have more than met
the requirements set out in:
0 Regulation 17 of The town and Country Planning (Local Development)
Regulations 2004; and
0 The guidance set out in Planning Policy Statement 12: Local
Development Frameworks.

Participation and Consultation so far

The Brief for the Oldham Rochdale Urban Design Guidance sought not only to
create comprehensive urban design guidance for the two boroughs, but also to
ensure that the process of producing the guidance helped to raise the profile of
design through consultation with all those involved in development. In other words,
the process of developing the Urban Design Guidance was seen as important as
the guidance itself.

Tibbalds was selected to lead the team producing the Guidance. In partnership
with the two Boroughs and the HMR, Tibbalds devised an approach to consultation
that consisted of the following stages:

Stage One: Scoping and Options
This stage of the consultation aimed to gain an understanding of:

e what local stakeholders felt made a good place, so leading to a discussion
about the broad urban design principles that are common to good places;

e the lessons learned from good and bad practice in the local area;

e the obstacles to achieving good quality design at present; and

e the key issues that the Design Guidance needed to address.

Stage Two: Testing the Design Guidance
This stage of consultation was aimed at:

e helping all stakeholders understand the role of the Design Guidance so that
they can make informed comments on the drafts; and

e enabling stakeholders to review draft copies of the Design Guidance and
provide feedback to the client and consultant team.

Sections 5 and 6 below provide a summary of these two consultation stages.
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Stage One: Scoping and Options

Stage One consisted of two workshop sessions and a series of one-to-one follow-
up interviews with key stakeholders. The two workshop events were:

for planning, highways and environmental health officers of Rochdale MBC and
Oldham MBC, and was held on 7 April 2005 at Rochdale Town Hall;

the second consisted of two identical workshops in one day for wider
stakeholders (including housing associations, developers, and local architects)
on 9 May 2005 at Touchstones Gallery in Rochdale.

The officer workshop was useful for identifying the scope of the Design Guidance,
particularly how it should relate to other planning policy, the status it should be
afforded and its general approach — which should be inspirational and encouraging
as well as providing clear guidance on what is not acceptable.

Officer Workshop

In summary, the key points were:

There’s not much to celebrate in terms of quality design. The majority of
Oldham and Rochdale is rather average, with small pockets of very poor quality
environments.

New estates lack character — don’t relate to locality, led by standards (such as
back-to-back distances).

The road corridors have a very poor image and identity.

The mills are good.

Developers see ‘good design’ as having a high monetary cost. This is
especially relevant on brownfield sites, which are already expensive to develop.
Density standards are leading to better designs and a better mix of housing
types.

There are tensions between new design concepts and with highway safety
issues. More guidance on highways is required.

Planners and engineers need firm guidance to support negotiation and to
refuse poor applications/win appeals. Planners are asking ‘Is this refusable?’
not ‘Is this good design?’

Low expectations — there is no culture of EXPECTING good design. We need
to communicate that design isn’t an optional extra.

The SPD Documents need to be accessible to everyone.

Lack of design skills amongst officers and members: training is needed.

We need to create consensus of what good urban design is for Rochdale and
Oldham by understanding the characteristics of the area.

We should help developers and officers understand that good design goes
beyond how things look.

We should secure better quality design in smaller developments rather than
trying to raise the standard over large areas.
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The wider stakeholder workshop involved officers as well as wider stakeholders,
and aimed to establish the range of options that the Design Guidance should
address. This workshop began by inviting stakeholders to think of good places
(whether in the local area or further afield) and what characteristics made them
good places to be. These are summarised below. Many of the characteristics are
similar to the themes set out in By Design. In discussions on what the design
guidance should address, there were a wide range of opinions, but also a group of
themes that repeatedly came up in discussion.

Stakeholder Workshop

What Makes A Good Place?

A good place is a safe place

Links (within and outside)

Accessibility and a range of uses

Good quality buildings — scale

Well defined spaces — public / private / communal
Community ownership / pride

Human Scale

Good quality materials

A clear function

What should the design guidance address?
House extensions

New Housing

Existing terraced housing
Treatment/use of mills

Main corridors

Landscaping / public realm

Managing the car

What should the guidance comprise?

The client and consultant team met following the workshops to discuss what the
guides should address from the range of options discussed at the workshops. It
was decided that, in addition to an overall guide setting out design principles that
apply to all forms of development in both boroughs, there would be further guidance
relating to:

e New housing;
e Public Realm; and
e Design and Planning Process.

New housing is the principal form of development coming forward in the two
Boroughs at present and in the forseeable future, and so a guide on this topic would
be particularly useful. House extensions are already reasonably well covered under
various policies and existing Supplementary Planning Guidance, and so it was felt
that this was not a good area in which to focus limited resources.

The improvement of existing streets and spaces, and the creation of new public
realm was felt to be an important topic that forms the basis of many projects within

10
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both boroughs. A public realm design guide was therefore agreed upon. Managing
the car could form part of both this guide and the residential design guide.
Similarly, main road corridors could be addressed in the public realm guide.

The processes underpinning design were not explicitly raised at the wider
stakeholder workshop, but they proved a key area of discussion with officers. A
good practice guide to the design and planning process was agreed as the third
guide.

Stage Two: Testing the Content

The second stage of stakeholder workshops was held in August 2006. The same
stakeholders who attended the Stage One workshops were invited to attend one of
three workshop sessions over a single day. These sessions were structured as
follows:

e a presentation to set the scene: reminding everyone of the role and purpose of
the guides, and how the previous consultation workshops had informed them;

e a presentation of the Urban Design Guide and the Planning Process Guides,
focussing on their structure and purpose rather than the detail of their content;

e a coffee break where stakeholders could quickly look at the guides, followed by
a question and answer session at which any key points or misunderstandings
could be clarified;

e a presentation of the Residential and the Public Realm Guide, again focussing
on structure and purpose rather than detalil;

e a coffee break where stakeholders could quickly look at the guides, followed by
a question and answer session at which any key points or misunderstandings
could be clarified; and

e the distribution of feedback forms, so that stakeholders could have a more
thorough examination of the guides and provide detailed feedback to the client
and consultant team.

The feedback forms encouraged stakeholders to provide feedback on the content,
appearance and usability of the guides. The feedback was very positive and
supportive and written responses from eighteen stakeholders were received, and a
summary is provided below:

Stakeholder Comments on Developing Draft

APPEARANCE

There were a number of detailed points regarding typos, quality of illustrations,

labelling etc but the key points were:

¢ the layout of the A4 documents is confusing. Text and images need to relate
better to one another. It is not clear in which direction the pages should be read;

e many of the photos are rather dark; and

e some of the text is difficult to read — e.g. pale blue on a white background.

CONTENT
There were a number of detailed points about content, and the main concerns were:

11
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¢ length and repetition, especially between the streets and spaces guidance in the
Residential Design Guide and the Public Realm Design Guide;

e the new government circular on Design and Access Statements, and the CABE
guidance, need to be reflected in the Process Guide;

e there is a widespread desire for the documents to relate more specifically to
Oldham and Rochdale; and

¢ Residential density should be referred to.

USEABILITY

¢ Most consultees felt that the guides are clearly written, but a couple wanted less
jargon

e The status of the guides and their relationship to other statutory documents
needs to be made clearer.

In agreement with the client team, Tibbalds made a number of changes to the
documents prior to statutory consultation to ensure that the feedback from key
stakeholders had been taken on board as far as was possible.

A detailed schedule of all comments received during pre-draft consultation, and the
consultants and client teams responses to these comments, is available at
inspection venues (see below) and on the Councils’ web sites.

Sustainability Appraisal

The preparation of these documents have been tested for their sustainability
through the formal sustainability appraisal process. The Sustainability Appraisal
(SA) Scoping RecJoort was sent to the following stakeholders for comment between
23" May and 23" June 2006:

Environment Agency

English Nature

English Heritage

The Countryside Agency

Government Office for the North West

North West Regional Assembly

Greater Manchester Architectural Liaison Unit
Greater Manchester Passenger Transport Executive
Greater Manchester Geological Unit

Greater Manchester Archaeological Unit
United Utilities

Following consideration of the responses on proposed scope of the SA (see
Appendix 1), which required minor changes, Oldham MBC and Rochdale MBC
carried out a detailed appraisal of the documents. The SA report is now published
and is available for comment along with the SPD documents themselves.

Equalities Impact Assessment

Rochdale MBC and Oldham MBC have also carried out an Equalities Impact
Assessment on the draft SPD(s) in order to assess the potential impact of the

12
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SPD(s) on the various equalities categories within the Boroughs. This was carried
out by officers in the Strategic Planning and Information section at Oldham MBC
and the Partnership and Regeneration Service at Rochdale MBC on 16" October
2006. The resulting document is available for consultation alongside this draft
SPD(s).

Habitat Regulations Assessment

Rochdale MBC and Oldham MBC have also carried out a Habitat Regulations
Assessment as required under Article 6(3) and 6(4) of the Habitats Directive as
implemented by the draft Habitat Regulations 2004. This involved consultation with
the Greater Manchester Ecology Unit and Natural England. A copy of this
Assessment is available for consultation alongside the draft SPD(s).

Approval of draft by Elected Council Members

Rochdale Council: The documents were presented to a panel of Cabinet and
Township elected members on 16 November 2006. Whilst the documents were
broadly welcomed and supported, a number of amendments were sought. The two
most significant amendments were: a stronger statement about how the density of
new housing development will be considered, and the need to consider
‘maintenance’ as a key issue and design principle. The Council’'s Cabinet formally
approved a draft version of the documents as a basis for formal public participation
on 27 November. 2006.

Oldham Council: The documents were presented to the Local Development
Framework Members Panel on the 18" January 2007. Again the documents were
broadly welcomed and supported, however there were concerns that local
distinctiveness was not addressed clearly enough in documents and that more
specific guidance about what is appropriate in different areas should be included. In
particular it was felt that there is the need for a clearer distinction about what is
appropriate in urban, suburban and rural settings. However it was agreed that
consultation should proceed based on the documents in their present form and that
the Council would come to a final conclusion in the light of responses received. The
Executive Director for Regeneration and Lead Member approved the draft SPD as a
basis for formal public consultation on 16" February 2007.

Formal Public Consultation on Draft SPD(s)

The draft SPD(s) is subject to a period of formal consultation as identified in the
accompanying Public Notice and Statement of Availability.

The documents available for inspection are as follows:
Draft SPD documents:
e Draft Urban Design Guide

e Draft Residential Design Guide
e Draft Public Realm Guide

13
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Other related SPD documents:

Sustainability Appraisal of SPD documents
Habitat Regulations Assessment

Equality Impact Assessment

Consultation Statement on SPD

Draft Design and the Planning Process — A Guide to Good Practice (as previously
stated this is not formally part of the SPD(s))

Appendix 4 contains a list of specific Consultation Bodies and Government
Departments that will be invited by letter or email to comment on the draft SPD(s)
and it's supporting documents.

Appendix 5 contains a list of other Consultees that will be invited to comment on the
draft SPD(s) and it's supporting documents.

A Public Note and Statement of Availability will be published and a press release
issued.

The SPD(s) and it's supporting documents will be available for inspection at the
venues listed in the accompanying Public Notice and Statement of Availability.

Paper copies of the SPD can be purchased for £60 (inclusive of postage and
packing). This is for the three documents that form the Urban Design Guide SPD(s)
and the Design and Planning Process: A Guide to Good Practice document, as well
as the supporting documents.

To order a copy, please send a cheque made payable to Oldham MBC to:

Strategic Planning & Information
Regeneration Directorate

PO Box 452

Oldham Business Centre
Cromwell Street

Oldham

OL1 1WR

Telephone: 0161 770 4151

Email: spi@oldham.gov.uk

14
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Appendix 1 — Consultation on the Scoping Report — Comments received
and Councils responses

Respondent

Issue

Council Response

United Utilities

The Plan may wish to
acknowledge that
statutory undertakers
have 5 year investment
programmes set by the
regulator. This is
currently AMP4 between
2005-10.

It is possible to obtain a
“good” score on BREAM
criteria without attention
to potable water saving
measures. Various
measures are suggested.

Unmetered water usage
figures cannot be
provided for each district.

Noted. This IS not
appropriate detail for the SA
Scoping Report.

Noted. This indicator using
BREAM may be
changed/refined in the light
of experience and subject to
the availability of other
practical indicators re: water
usage/consumption.

Noted. Background
information about trends will
be in included in he SA

uu and national | Scoping Report.
averages/trends
provided.

GMPTE e LTP2 and the GM |Noted and SA Scoping
Accessibility Strategy | Report will be updated.

needs to be referred to.

Accessibility to services
by a choice of
sustainable modes
should be referred to as
a sustainability issue.

Rewording of Objective K
suggested.

The effect of traffic in the

community could be
broadened to include
noise pollution and

There is appropriate
reference to accessibility and
modal choice for an Urban
Design document. The level
of detail suggested may be
more appropriate for
transport and travel related
guidance.

Noted. @ The objective is
broader that the proposed
change and there s
sufficient detail in the

supporting document.

Noted. Too detailed for the
SPD proposed. More
appropriate in specific traffic
and travel documents.




congestion including the
economic impact.

GMP
Architectural
Liaison Unit

A high percentage of
developments should be
constructed to ODPM
guideline standards in
Safer Places and
Secured by Design.

Proposals for new
walkways, pedestrian
and cycle routes should
be approved only after
consultation with GMP.

Suggests that all new
development should be
accredited the Safer by
Design award/submitted
to GMP for comment
prior to approval. SBD
should be included as a
key target indicator.

Recognise crime and
disorder as a key issue.

Agreed. Reference will be
made to these
documents/standards re:
PPS1 and 3.

Noted. Detail to be
discussed for inclusion in
SPD.

Noted. Detail to be
discussed for inclusion in
SPD. Further indicators
such as SBD will be
considered as refinements to
SA monitoring.

Noted. The text can refer to
this as an issue.

Countryside
Agency

Generic advice provided
for SA.

No reference is made to
the Peak National Park

Noted. Much of this relates
to the wider countryside and
is not specific to urban
design issues. This will be
useful for the wider SA of the
developing LDF. Many of
the existing key issues and
indicators express the
Agency’'s concerns with a
specific urban angle.

Oldham Borough
characterisation  will be
amended to make reference
to the Park National Park.

Environment
Agency

Agree with the document
as written.

An indicator is required to
measure the number and
type of habitat lost to
development. Ponds will
not provide a
trend/position statement

Noted.

Noted. The indicators as
listed will be expanded
subject to the availability of
monitoring data. The input
of GMEU and Environment
Agency to identifying further




with all species and
habitat.
An indicator used for

prudent use of natural
resources should be land
reclaimed to beneficial
use for all land uses.
There is a lack of
information regarding
sustainability issues
around climate change.
SUDS had not been
mentioned.

indicators and how they will

be measured  will be
welcomed.

Noted. This could be
expanded subject to suitable
data sources being
available.

Noted. Further climate

change references will be
considered as appropriate
data sets are identified for
the urban design focus of
this  SPD. SUDS is
mentioned as an indicator.




Appendix 2 — Organisations/stakeholders consulted at each Pre-Draft stages

Reg 17 (b) (i) the names of any persons whom their authority consulted in
connection with the preparation of the SPD.

The following is an indicative list of those that were invited to take part in one or more of
the workshops held during the preparation of the SPD(s):

Officers from various departments within Oldham MBC and Rochdale MBC, including
planning, transportation, environmental services, corporate policy, equality and
diversity unit, regeneration, community safety, town centre manager, housing strategy
and Housing Market Renewal.

External organisations, such as Countryside Agency, Rochdale Development Agency,
English Partnerships, RENEW Northwest, GM Architectural Liaison Unit, English
Heritage, Oldham and Rochdale Groundwork Trust, North West Regional Assembly,
North West Development Agency, Government Office for the North West, Environment
Agency, Greater Manchester Archaeological Unit, English Nature, Greater Manchester
Ecology Unit, CABE, and University of Manchester.

Selected Community Groups, such as Littleborough Civic Trust, Littleborough Historical
and Archaeological Society, Pennines Environment Group, Rochdale Environment
Working Party, Saddleworth Parish Council, Oldham Access Group, Oldham Civic
Trust, and Saddleworth Civic Trust.

Selected Developers

Selected Councillors from Oldham MBC and Rochdale MBC
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Appendix 3 — Consultation at Pre-Draft Stages — Comments received and Consultants/Client Team responses.

FEEDBACK - URBAN DESIGN GUIDE

Consultee

Comment

Response

1. Government Office for the
North West (GONW)

e No specific comments, but notes that Guides are Useful
and clearly written

e None required

2. Oldham MBC — Derker
Programme

Content:

e The opening statements were O.K

Appearance:

e No Comment

Usability:

. Introduction is difficult to read in terms of layout and
colour

e Layout of introduction amended

3. Home Builders Federation

Content:

e The urban design principles identified in this guide are
generally supported

Appearance:

e The photographs and diagrams are useful however it is
important they are not over complicated

e Local examples of good practice could be made
available from house builders that work in the area

Usability:

e The guide included a lot of text, so a summary, or
checklist of issues may be useful

e Would welcome examples of good practice. However —
despite requests — few examples have been forthcoming
from consultees.

e Concerned that a ‘checklist’ approach would mean that
(i) people would not read the body of the document; and
(i) good design may be considered as a series of boxes
to be ticked where, in fact, it is more complicated than
that.

4. Gleeson Regeneration

Content:

e Good

Appearance:

e Attractive Layout, horrible colour combination
Usability:

e [Easy to use and useful

e This is the only comment received on colour
combination, so have not changed it




5. Rochdale Development
Agency

Content:

e Fairly generic, with a lack of reference to specific
gualities of Oldham & Rochdale

e It needs to be made clear how the SPD relates to both
‘higher’ and ‘lower’ level documents, e.g. UDPs and
development briefs

e There is repetition between the documents, and its
unclear as to whom the documents are aimed.

e It may be worth condensing the design principles into
one small ‘quick reference’ booklet

e The emphasis of all the documents is very much on the
residential development, and neglects the issue of town
centre developments, of which there is a significant
amount in Rochdale

e The canal-side development is also neglected.

e The chapters on sustainability contain a significant
amount of repetition, and it may be useful to combine the
chapters

Appearance:

e Page 11/12, it may be useful to have pictures of Oldham
and Rochdale to illustrate these points rather than
‘generic’ ones

e Page 16, a photograph of Middleton bus station could be
used to illustrate the point in the section

e Page 24, a photograph of Globe House in Rochdale
could be used to illustrate this point

e It may be less confusing if the document was portrait in
format

Usability:
. No Comment

Tried to include more photos of Oldham and
Rochdale in revised documents

The relationship between the SPD and relevant UDP
policies is explained and has been further clarified.

There is inevitably some repetition as it is intended
that each document is largely free standing and aimed at
housing developers, those who are involved in the design
of the public realm. They are topic based and it is clear to
all what the focus of each is. The ‘Guide to Good
Practice’ document explains how these and UDP policies
should be used to identify design issues.

The Design Principles should apply to all
developments and the Public Realm Guide will be
relevant to town centre schemes. The consultation with
stakeholders clearly identified that detailed guidance on
Residential Development and Public Realm were the
priorities.

Explanation as to why principles may seem quite
general included

Introduction amended to make it clearer who should
be using the documents

Additional references to canals inserted, and photos
of more non-residential uses included;

Believe that it is important to emphasise that
sustainability should apply to layout as well as to buildings
themselves, so have retained two sections.

Quick reference booklet may be an interesting idea —
to be explored.

Where good quality photos have been supplied,
these have been added into the document

Residential guide has been amended to portrait
format so that landscape vs. portrait debate can be had
during statutory consultation

6. Great Places Housing
Association

e No comments made on Urban Design Guide

None required

7. Oldham MBC — Clir Roger
Hindle

Content:
e Good

None required




Appearance:
e Good

e Good

8. Artisan

Content:
e Principles are set out effectively and clearly explained

Appearance:
e Some of the photos are too small and lose their impact

e Showing good and bad examples is very useful

Usability:

. The format is very user friendly, and it benefits from
being part of a series rather than one large document
with sub-sections

Have not changed photo sizes but have lightened
them / sorted out printing problem (where they appeared
to dark) to make them more readable

9. Oldham MBC Strategy and
& Resources Directorate

Content:

e Comprehensive in scope, accessible and engaging

e The BRE Eco-homes standard covers far more than
purely buildings and should therefore be referenced in the
UDG document

¢ No reference has been made to the need to consider
district heating schemes and how schemes can be fuelled
(e.g. gas or biomass fuelled CHP)

e Appendix A of part 7b needs to reference Oldham
Borough’s forthcoming Renewables SPD (March 2007)

e Adaptation to Climate Change is a significant issue within
Urban Design, and is not explicitly referenced; it should
be included where reference is made to SUDS rainwater
recovery systems, flood plain issues, projected increases
in solar gain/need for additional cooling etc

e Reference should be made to the existence of the
Renewable SPD. Within the UDG Principles section 7,
7a, 7b, it might be more appropriate to detail the specific
NR3.3 RUDP Policy wording, that the 10% is a
requirement above developments of 10 residential units
and 1000m2 in Oldham.

Reference to EcoHomes introduced

Ref to fuelling district heating included

Appendix A limited to UDPs, so do not plan to start to
introduce reference to SPDs

Not providing detailed wording of other polices (as
appendix would get very long), so have not introduce it for
this one

Further detail has been included on sustainable design
and construction and energy efficiency all of which is
intended to combat climate change. Further explanatory
text would introduce unnecessary detail.




¢ Oldham image on page 31, showing pavement materials
that relate to the character of the area, note that the
paving in the images has since been removed and
replaced with tarmac

e Under the general principle of ‘poor designs are
unacceptable’, how will such designs be assessed
against this good/best practice?

Appearance:
e The design standards of the documents are excellent

Usability:

e The hierarchy of documents is not clear on initial
readings; this could be clarified through text/graphic
design.

e The purpose of each document and relevant audience
needs to be made explicit

e Could these documents be combined to form a single
urban design guide with overview/summary (UDG) and
detail (RDG & PRDG) with Design and Planning Process
Guide as an appendix? To avoid duplication, and reduce
confusion

Unable to identify image in this guide (and other
documents checked) — so uncertain to which image this
relates.

Designs will be assessed against the design principles
contained within the Guide by planning officers. The
nature of design assessment will mean that the
assessment will not just be whether or not a design
meets the requirements of a principle, but also how well
the design meets a principles and — where there are
tensions between different requirements — how the
design balances these

Graphic showing hierarchy introduced to all four
documents

Introduction revised to make purpose clearer

There are mixed views on whether one larger design
guide would be preferable to three smaller guides. We
will await the results of consultation on the drafts before
considering this further.

10. Sustainability Northwest

Content:

e Section 2 needs to mention the importance of ensuring

the street lighting is as energy efficient as possible

Section 4 should note that waiting areas should be

provided which are considered safe and out of the

weather

e Having two sections — 7 (sustainability) and 9 (Good
Sustainable Buildings) may be confusing due to
overlapping, so these could be combined and also make
mention of the ‘Building for Life’ standard

e Section 7a could add that proposals should ensure there
is a high efficiency through incorporating elements such
as high thermal mass wall materials, green roofs etc, and
that EcoHomes should meet the ‘very good’ standard

e Section 7b could mention; renewable energy
technologies, and that developments should be flexible to

Ref. to energy efficient lighting included

Ref. to waiting areas included

See comments above regarding separate sections for
layout and buildings

EcoHomes ‘very good’ introduced. Other proposals too
specific for this overall guide. Resi guide has more
detail on this.

Flexibility reference included

Water recycling, flooding included

Ref. to native species included




allow the future implementation of renewable energy
technologies

Section 7c should mention grey water recycling, and
measures to reduce the risk of flooding

Section 7e should recommend the use of native species
in planting, and no mention is made of ensuring the most
effective and efficient use of land

Section 8f should include the idea of using paving and
surfacing materials that are reclaimed and recycled
(locally if possible)

Section 9b should recommend that as many construction
materials as possible should be A-rated (BRE Green
Guide), and timber should be from sustainable sources
Section 9q, it is important to make clear that materials
with high environmental performance can also be of good
quality

It may be useful to raise the issue of the sustainability
performance of developers themselves; do they have an
environmental management systems, what measures do
they take to reduce their construction waste etc?

Appearance:

No Comment

No Comment

Reclaimed / recycled materials included

Construction materials amended

Outside of the scope of this guide, which focuses more
on physical design

11. David Mycock

No comments provided on Urban Design Guide

No action required

12. The Impact Partnership

Content:

The legal weighting of these documents needs to be
clarified

A fundamental requirement on all road design is that it is
safe for purpose. This is a legal responsibility on all
parties to the design. To ensure this occurs we require
all road improvements to be safety audited by the
Highway Authorities safety auditor. Please ensure this
requirement appears in all four guides.

The two Councils have adopted a requirement for

The relationship between the SPD and relevant UDP
policies is explained and has been further clarified. SPD
status to be debated

Reference to requirement for road safety audit
introduced into Residential, Public Realm and Process
Guides




walking and cycling audits on all schemes. There is also
the need to consult with disabled groups over the
designs.

e At no point in any document is the Local transport Plan
mentioned which is a statutory document and carries the
same weight as the UDP.

Appearance:
¢ No Comment

Usability:
e No Comment

Detailed points that should follow on from requirements
for connected places, creating pedestrian friendly
environments and consultation, so not included in
guides.

LTP not mentioned — SPD intended to supplement
policy in LDS

13. Oldham Environment
Partnership

Content:

e The documents lack Oldham/Rochdale specific issues,
such as supporting community cohesion or raising the
image of the Boroughs and their industrial heritage

Page iv paragraph 2, refers to providing a greater sense
of involvement in the planning and development
processes, yet there is only reference in the documents
to consultation after the design stage, therefore where
can the public feel they have influenced the design from
this?

e 1b Character: Who will decide which the unattractive or
inappropriate buildings are?

e 2. Safety and inclusion: The need for good lighting must
be balanced against energy needs and light pollution

e 3b Diversity: Pictures in the documents do not show a
diverse community either in age or race

e 4. Ease of movement: Generally an excellent section.

e 7. Sustainability: Should this not be higher up the list?

e 7d Waste: Perhaps its needed to set out the space
needed for all our various recycle bins etc. Should it be
specified that developments over a certain size should
have their own recycling centres?

e 7e bio-diversity: Needs to reference the incorporation of

native plants and trees as food for birds, insects etc.

There is a limit to the extent to which a design guide can
raise these issues although the design principles will
help to address them. Other documents and heritage
assessments for certain areas will be used to identify
potential for image improvement and features of interest
and used when considering design and planning
applications.

Introduction changed to included text related to raising
the image.

References to consultation (especially in Process
Guide) amended to make clear that it should happen
during the design process and not just after

1b: developers and the LPA will need to agree this
together as part of the design and planning application
process

Lighting — text amended

Diversity — HMR asked to supply pictures that better
reflect the local area

List derived from consultation, and other principles
considered more important




e 9 Good sustainable buildings: Excellent

Appearance:
e Attractively presented in simple English with a logical
structure

Usability:
e No Comment

7d — too specific for this guide

Ref. to native plants included

14. Rochdale MBC — Roger
Ellis

Content:

e Taken together all four guides are very long - if the
intended users have to plough through all the material to
find the detail, they may be discouraged and not bother.
So, some way of summarising the main points,
meaningfully and not blandly, and signposting detail
would help.

e Could be an "Anytown" guide to design. More content on
specific local forms of design (good and bad); some
commentary on local vernacular styles of architecture and
local materials needed. The Borough Renaissance
Masterplan and Gateways and Corridors Strategy seem
to have been overlooked

e "easy maintenance” should be one of the key design
principles; designers should not only think about "easy
maintenance" as one of their key considerations in the
design process but also actively involve the agencies
responsible for maintenance at an early stage - a point
which the Guide to Good Practice could make

e Page 10 - the guide doesn't fully explain the assertion
that "diverse environments support social cohesion and
understanding."”

e Pages 11 and 12 are among the most vague and bland
parts of the documents

e Page 16, 4b says developments "should ensure ... local
and corner shops within 400 metres." What if those aren't
viable?

See concerns about summary / tick box above

More local examples introduced
Borough Masterplan and Gateways and Corridors Study
have informed the guides

Principles are derived from three sources (consultation,
urban design best practice and analysis of the local
area). Maintenance — whilst a concern — is not
considered a principle of making good places in its own
right: it is a process that supports places that have
already been designed using the nine principles.
However, now included as a principle.

The role of diversity in supporting social cohesion by
reflecting specific local needs is explained under
principles 3a, 3b and 3c.

Reference to including agencies involved in future
maintenance in the design process added

Pages 11 and 12 reworded to make them more specific
and easier to read

4b amended to be more general about facilities within
walking distance

6a amended to address this point




e Page 23 - 6a requires principal roads to be "designed to
ensure" that they are "capable of accommodating
increases or decreases in the demand" for use. What
does that imply in practice? Is there a danger that this
could encourage the design of excessive capacity at new
junctions. How does the guide expect the five points in 6a
to be balanced and prioritised? What is most important?

e Page 27 - 7b - why at least 10%? Why not more or less?

e Page 39 - 9c - this would be a good place to give some
specific local examples.

Appearance:

e The layout and appearance of the documents is good
and clear, although most of the pictures are rather dark
and small and therefore difficult to read. The relationship
between text and pictures on each page isn't always clear
and it may be better to refer in the text to photos which
illustrate the points being made

Usability:
e There is a lot of jargon which makes it hard to follow

10% derived from OMBC planning policy

Agree: however do not currently have suitable images —
suggest that this is addressed during / following
statutory consultation period.

Problem of dark images addressed (see above)

This will be examined and improvements made.

Have amended text to make it easier to understand
where possible.

15. Oldham MBC Community
Safety Unit

Content:

e 2a Include reference to avoiding segregation of
pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles; routes should be as
straight and wide as possible; avoid underpasses,
subways, footbridges etc

e 2C development should be influenced by ‘Secured By
Design’ standards

Appearance:
. Good appearance with a pleasing balance of text

and illustration making for easier reading

Text amended




FEEDBACK — DESIGN & PLANNING PROCESS: GUIDE TO GOOD PRACTICE

Consultee Comment Response
1. GONW Content:
. Question the need for ‘Guide to Good . Status to be discussed.
Practice’ to be produced as an SPD, rather than
as part of the LDF
Appearance:
. No Comment
Usability:
o Useful and clearly written
2. Oldham MBC — Derker Content:
Programme . Subject matter very dry . The content is intended to provide a procedural tool and
. Page 5 — Key Messages are good has been broken up into discreet sections and illustrated to
. Page 11 — what does topography mean? make it easy to use.
. Feel that text following topography (‘Does the site slope?’
Appearance: explains this)
. Maps on pages 34/35 are very small, and
people will struggle to read them
. Headings at the top of the pages are not
necessary — detailing the subject matter . Intended as an overall example of a page layout, rather
than encouraging people to read the plans — so no change
Usability: o Headings retained to aid navigation
. Book is a good size
. Text could be bigger for the a visual
impairment
Text size consistent for all four documents. Retained at
this stage, although issue needs to be discussed with client
team
3. Home Builders Federation | Content:

. It would be appropriate to update page 17
referring to PPG3, but not draft PPS3
° Welcome the inclusion of the Design Statement

¢ Amended to refer to PPS3




section
. Checkilist in section 8 will be very useful to
developer, house builders etc.

Appearance:

. The photographs and diagrams are useful
however it is important they are not over
complicated

. Any local examples of good practice could be
made available from house builders that work in
the area

Usability:

. It needs to be made clear what weight these
guides will be given when deciding planning
applications. It also needs to be demonstrated
that the usefulness and implementation of the
guidance will be monitored and reviewed as
appropriate

. The users of this guide need to be clearly
identified in the introduction

e Noted

. Noted

e Would welcome examples of good practice. However — despite
requests — few examples have been forthcoming from

consultees.

e Users already identified in introduction

4. Gleeson Regeneration

Content:
. Good

Appearance:
. Good

Usability:
e Easytouse

e No action required

5. Rochdale Development
Agency

Content:

e Page 15 should refer to flooding as a ‘key
technical issue’ (of particular reference to ECR
sites)

e Page 17 should be DCLG not ODPM

e Page 36, the planning process checklist is

e Flooding included
e DCLG included

e Planning process kept simple — however, to be reviewed
following statutory consultation
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limited, RMBC have their own checklist which is
far more comprehensive

Appearance:
. No Comment

Usability:
° No Comment

6. Great Places Housing
Association

Content:

e Excellent guide, that steers you through the
process well and avoid a lot of planning jargon
and technical references

e Clarification as to whether the design principles
on page 19 are of a typical scheme? If so, it
should say, otherwise one would think it applies
to all schemes.

e  Should make reference to CABE’s publication
“Design and Access Statements — how to write,
read and use them”?

Appearance:
. No Comment

Usability:
e Good size, overall very good

Clarification provided that principles are for imaginary scheme
Reference made to CABE'’s Design and Access Statements
document

7. Oldham MBC — Councillor
Roger Hindle

Content:
. Good

Appearance:
. Good

Usability:
e Good

No action required
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8. Artisan

Content:

e  This document is of more use to the non-
professional, as Architects would be expected to
follow this process as a matter of course

Appearance:
e  Some photos are too small

e The use of bullet points is clear and useful

Usability:
e The pocket size format makes it very user
friendly

No action taken — size of document limits size of photos, and
most are only providing a ‘flavour’ of the point rather than trying
to illustrate something specific

9. Oldham MBC Strategy and
Resources Directorate

Content:
e  Comprehensive in scope, accessible and
engaging

Appearance:
e The design standards of the documents are
excellent

Usability:

e  The hierarchy of documents is not clear on initial
readings; this could be clarified through
text/graphic design.

e  The purpose of each document and relevant
audience needs to be made explicit

e Could these documents be combined to form a
single urban design guide with
overview/summary (UDG) and detail (RDG &
PRDG) with Design and Planning Process Guide
as an appendix? To avoid duplication, and
reduce confusion

See comments on consultee 9 above

Points covered above

10. Sustainability Northwest

Content:

12



. Page 15 should mention the issue of
good cycle routes under ‘transport’, and the use
of SUDS under ‘drainage’

. Section 4 should ensure that
sustainability criteria are included within the
development brief, e.g. meeting EcoHomes ‘Very
Good’ , and requirements could be incentivised

. Section 6 — Would a Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA) be needed in
certain instances?

Appearance:
° No Comment

Usability:
. No Comment

Cycle routes included

Flooding / SUDs included

Sustainability included in Briefing process

Guide makes clear it does not deal with EIA — same
goes for SEA

11. David Mycock

e No comments provided on Process Guide

12. The Impact Partnership

i) Content:

e The legal weighting of these documents needs to
be clarified

e A fundamental requirement on all road design is
that it is safe for purpose. This is a legal
responsibility on all parties to the design. To
ensure this occurs we require all road
improvements to be safety audited by the Highway
Authorities safety auditor. Please ensure this
requirement appears in all four guides.

e The two Councils have adopted a requirement for
walking and cycling audits on all schemes. There is
also the need to consult with disabled groups over
the designs.

e At no point in any document is the Local transport

Plan mentioned which is a statutory document and

carries the same weight as the UDP.

Page 15 has no mention of:

- the need to ensure that we

enhance road safety in the locality

See response above.
Reference to requirement for road safety audit introduced into
Residential, Public Realm and Process Guides

Detailed points that should follow on from requirements for
connected places, creating pedestrian friendly environments
and consultation, so not included in guides.

LTP not mentioned — SPD intended to supplement policy in
LDS

References added

13



- reviewing the existing recoded
injury accident record in the area and how the
development may improve or make this worse

- walking and cycling access and
links to facilities and transport

e Page 24 has no mention of consulting the local
highway authority or in some instances the
highways agency if near the motorways or Oldham
Broadway

e Page 28, great mention is made of the need for an
EA no mention is made of the need for a Transport
assessment and that this may need a considerable
time to undertake prior to application. A meeting
with the highway authority to agree the scope of
the study prior to commissioning work is strongly
advised to avoid the application being refused in
an inadequate TA.

e Page 36 — should there be a checklist EIA and
TA?

Appearance:
¢ No Comment

Usability:
¢ No Comment

Reference introduced to consulting highway authority

Reference already made to a TA — but now strengthened in

relation to ES

Checklist amended

13. Oldham Environment
Partnership

Content:

o Where is the early involvement of the community?
Consultation after the design stage means, the
planners are reluctant to reassess initial
assumptions and the community feel they are
being offered a fait accompli. It would be much
better to have some involvement at the concept
phase where the local community can spell out
their hopes and particular needs.

Appearance:
. Attractively presented in simple English

with a logical structure

Consultation process text amended to include reference to

consultation during design process and not just after
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Usability:
. No Comment

14. Rochdale MBC — Roger
Ellis

Content:
e No specific comments about Process Guide

Appearance:

e The layout and appearance of the documents is
good and clear, although most of the pictures are
rather dark and small and therefore difficult to
read.

= Agree, the quality of photographs and the printing process
will be addressed.

15. Oldham MBC Community
Safety Unit

Content:

e Introduction should include references to
sustainable communities

e Reference should be made to secured by Design

e  The Guide should acknowledge the Crime and

Disorder Act
Appearance:
. Good appearance with a pleasing balance

of text and illustration making for easier reading

Usability:
e  Will be a very useful practical tool with some fine
adjustment

These issues not relevant to this guide and are covered
elsewhere
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Feedback — Residential Design Guide

Consultee

Comment

Response

1, GONW

. No Comments on Residential Guide

No action required

2. Oldham MBC — Derker
Programme

Content:

. There is repetition between this guide (Section
4) and the PRDG

. It would be useful to include some statistics of

people interviewed regarding HomeZone, such
as age groups, to indicate how the decision was
made to transform an area to HomeZone

Appearance:

. Good combination of text, photos and diagrams
to provide examples of both good and bad
practice

. Some photos are dark making it difficult to

visualise the point s they are making, repetitive
photos for each guide would be better with
different examples

. Some jumbled layouts and poor use of graphic
text colours

Usability:
. Complicated English and graphics

Guides need to stand alone, so repetition remains
Statistics would be rather too detailed for this guide.

Dark photos addressed
Colour of caption text changed from pale blue to black

Have tried to simplify language where possible

3. Home Builders Federation

Content:

. Repetition between the public realm section in
this document and the stand alone public realm
document, could be referenced instead

Appearance:
e  The photographs and diagrams are useful
however it is important they are not over

Guides need to stand alone, so repetition remains

Would welcome examples of good practice. However — despite

requests —
consultees.

few examples have been forthcoming from
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complicated

e Any local examples of good practice could be
made available from house builders that work in
the area

Usability:

e It needs to be made clear what weight these
guides will be given when deciding planning
applications. It also needs to be demonstrated
that the usefulness and implementation of the
guidance will be monitored and reviewed as
appropriate

e The users of this guide were clearly identified in
the introduction

Agreed. The documents will be kept under review and their

implementation will be assessed through Oldham and
Rochdale’s Annual Monitoring Reports.

4. Gleeson Regeneration

Content:
. Good

Appearance:
. Good

Usability:
e Easytouse

No action required

5. Rochdale Development
Agency

Content:

. Page 41, chapter 6, should be the most important
but actually receives the least attention, more
explanation of the principles would be helpful and
the first paragraph should be emphasised

Appearance:
. No Comment

Usability:
. No Comment

No changes made. However, to be looked at in more detail

during / after statutory consultation if required.
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6. Great Places Housing
Association

Content:

e No specific reference to topography, and a lot of
sites in Oldham & Rochdale are steeply sloping

e  The Didsbury Point example on page 27 shows
how parking can be placed in front of a house
successfully, yet the text states; “Parking in front
of dwellings is discouraged”.

Appearance:

e  Generally very good, however some photos
seem dark and gloomy

e  Good mixture of real example and illustrative
diagrams

. Not sure why the layout is landscape?
. Good length — making it more readable

Both points addressed

Dark photos addressed

Format changed to portrait to allow debate /
comparison during consultation so that final version can be
agreed

7. Oldham MBC — Councillor
Roger Hindle

Content:
. Good

Appearance:
. Good

Usability:
. Good

No action required

8. Artisan

Content:

e  Acceptable approach but could have included
more on materials and the impact of good/bad
choices

e  Repetition throughout the ‘suite’ of documents,
but this is inevitable and does help to emphasise
points

No action taken
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Appearance:
. Good illustrations

Usability:

. The format is very user friendly, and it benefits
from being part of a series rather than one large
document with sub-sections

9. Oldham MBC Strategy and
Resources Directorate

Content:
e Comprehensive in scope, accessible and
engaging

e  The encouragement of all new dwellings to meet
eco-homes ‘good’ standard as a minimum is not
stretching enough; this should be set at ‘very
good'.

¢ No reference has been made to the need to
consider district heating schemes and how
schemes can be fuelled (e.g. gas or biomass
fuelled CHP)

Appearance:
e The design standards of the documents are
excellent

Usability:

e  The hierarchy of documents is not clear on initial
readings; this could be clarified through
text/graphic design.

e  The purpose of each document and relevant
audience needs to be made explicit

e  Could these documents be combined to form a
single urban design guide with
overview/summary (UDG) and detail (RDG &
PRDG) with Design and Planning Process Guide
as an appendix? To avoid duplication, and
reduce confusion

‘Very Good' inserted
District heating fuel consideration introduced

Diagram introduced to demonstrate hierarchy
See comments above about stand alone / combined
guides

10. Sustainability Northwest

Content:
. Section 4 — Car Parking, should raise the

All three points reflected in amended text
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issue of reducing car parking available as an
incentive to use public transport and other
sustainable transport methods, reference could
be made to BedZed

. Section 4 — Green Spaces, should
recommend that native species be used in
planting

. Section 5 — Sustainable Design, all new

dwellings should meet the EcoHomes ‘very good’
rather than just ‘good’; also mention that reducing
the demand for energy can be achieved through
high levels of insulation and energy efficient
lights and appliances; and sustainable lifestyles
can be encouraged by providing new home
owners with information on the use of
environmental features

Appearance:
. No Comment

Usability:
. No Comment

11. David Mycock

. No comments provided on Residential Guide

12. The Impact Partnership

Content:

e The legal weighting of these documents needs to
be clarified

e A fundamental requirement on all road design is
that it is safe for purpose. This is a legal
responsibility on all parties to the design. To
ensure this occurs we require all road
improvements to be safety audited by the Highway
Authorities safety auditor. Please ensure this
requirement appears in all four guides.

e The two Councils have adopted a requirement for
walking and cycling audits on all schemes. There is
also the need to consult with disabled groups over
the designs.

See above.
Reference to requirement for road safety audit introduced into
Residential, Public Realm and Process Guides

Detailed points that should follow on from requirements for
connected places, creating pedestrian friendly environments
and consultation, so not included in guides.

LTP not mentioned — SPD intended to supplement policy in
LDS
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e At no point in any document is the Local transport
Plan mentioned which is a statutory document and
carries the same weight as the UDP.

e No comments on appearance and useability

13. Oldham Environment
Partnership

Content:

e The documents cover most of the important
issues on environment and sustainability,
however they lack Oldham/Rochdale specific
issues

Appearance:

e Attractively presented in simple English with a
logical structure

Usability:
) No Comment

e Have tried to introduce more local examples in photos

14. Rochdale MBC — Roger
Ellis

Content:

e The guides are very generalised, apart from a
few local examples, mostly in photos, it could be
an "Anytown" guide to design.

e Page 6, it should be stated that the plans on this
and following pages are purely hypothetical
otherwise it may be confusing

e Page 21, here (and on page 13 of the public
realm guide) it says that 20mph "is the maximum
speed that will be permitted." Is that a proposed
new policy? If so has it been formally adopted or
will it need specific consideration by the
authorities?

e Pages 33 & 34, this is a place where the links
between the photos and text need to be
improved.

. There is no reference to density. Isn't that a
design issue? | think relatively high densities
should be encouraged, not least because this
reduces pressure on green field sites and
supports the viability of community facilities, such

e  Have tried to introduce more local examples in photos
e Have reinforced references to imaginary site

e  20mph — see policy A/9 of adopted Rochdale UDP in relation
to residential roads

e Revised layout may overcome this problem
o Density reference strengthened, and new page introduced.

e  Darkness of photos addressed, which should help clarity — size

remains the same
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as the corner shops referred-to above and public
transport

Appearance:

e The layout and appearance of the documents is
good and clear, although most of the pictures are
rather dark and small and therefore difficult to
read. The relationship between text and pictures
on each page isn't always clear and it may be
better to refer in the text to photos which illustrate
the points being made

Usability:
e There is a lot of jargon which makes it
hard to follow

Relationship between text and pictures: revised layout should
help

Other consultees praise the simple language. Nevertheless,
have tried to simplify language where possible

15. Oldham MBC Community
Safety Unit

Content:

e Rear parking in courtyards should be
designed to be secure using changes in
paving, road surface, texture, landscape and
signage.

e In curtilage parking is the preferred option
whenever possible from a security point of
view. Low level shrubs can soften the visual
impact.

e Garages provide the ultimate security.

e Mews houses are successful in reducing
levels of anti-social behaviour. Where they
are used, the first floor should overhang by
one metre to deter people climbing in.

Appearance:
. Good appearance with a pleasing balance

of text and illustration making for easier reading

Usability:
e  Will be a very useful practical tool with some fine
adjustment

Security issues relating to rear courtyards already covered in
design guide

Noted. The guide acknowledges that visual impact can be
reduced by low level shrubs

Guidance on mews houses rather prescriptive. If they
overhang, does that mean that people inside the mews house
would not be able to look out of the window to see who was at
their front door? Not included.
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Feedback — Public Realm Design Guide

Response

Comment

1. GONW

Content:
. No Comment

Appearance:
. No Comment

Usability:
e  Useful and clearly written

2. Oldham MBC — Derker
Programme

Content:

e The intended audience for the guide is given in
the last sentence of the Introduction and the type
of multi-disciplinary team referred to is the last
paragraph on page 49; perhaps the two could be
brought together, expanded, and given greater
prominence in the Introduction

e Page 6 the ‘ good streets above’ then reversing
for ‘good spaces below’ is found confusing

e Page 12, the sketch ’fit streets between the
buildings’ is confusing, if a street had been drawn
in it would have been clearer

e The language is confusing; words such as
‘pantechnican’, ‘setts’ and ‘echelon’ should be
substituted with their more common forms

e Page 45/46 - the comparison is confusing; firstly
the second layout has wider roads, and isn’t clear
if that was because of complete demolition. The
partial demolition was clear although the after
photographs did not match

Appearance:
e The good and bad examples were very helpful
illustrations of the text

e The small blue print around the photos was

Introduction amended, but may still need to revisit this
point

Page 6 — amended

Page 12 — not amended: taken from Places, Streets
and Movement, and difficult to see how to improve it

Confusing language simplified

45/46 — width marginally wider for one street, other
street the same width: to be amended following statutory
consultation

45/46 — captions to photos added to explain that they
are illustrative

Blue captions changes to black

Darkness of photos addressed
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difficult to read

e  Some photos are dark making it difficult to
visualise the points they are making, repetitive
photos for each guide would be better with
different examples

Usability:
. No Comment

3. Home Builders Federation

Content:
. No Comment

Appearance:

e  The photographs and diagrams are useful
however it is important they are not over
complicated

e Any local examples of good practice could be
made available from house builders that work in
the area

Usability:

. It needs to be made clear what weight these
guides will be given when deciding planning
applications. It also needs to be demonstrated
that the usefulness and implementation of the
guidance will be monitored and reviewed as
appropriate

e The users of this guide need to be clearly
identified in the introduction

Agreed. The use of photographs and diagrams will be further
examined/improved.

See comments above regarding examples of good practice.

See earlier response

4. Gleeson Regeneration

Content:
. Informative

Appearance:
. Well laid out

Usability:
. Easy to use
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5. Rochdale Development
Agency

Content:

The reference to ‘street-by-street’ basis of street
furniture should be removed in favour of co-
ordination of street furniture over a wider area in
order to achieve the objectives of strong
character and ease of maintenance

There is a strong focus on residential
development, and its worth noting that a
significant amount of change planned for the
public realm in Rochdale Borough is planned for
town centre areas

Page 27, it may be helpful to revise the *hierarchy’
of roads types as part of the Rochdale Borough
gateways and corridors strategy in relation to this
page

There is a contradiction between page 28 and 36
in regards to low planting strips

Page 39/40 — the ‘furniture zone’ section doesn’t
offer any guidance for what to do when there is a
narrower footway, and there is a conflict between
the two sets of diagrams on page 40

The reference to DB32 when considering
highways issues will replaced in 2007 by the
Manual for Streets, which takes very different
views to the DB32, and it would be useful to take
account of this change in situation.

There is repetition between this document and
the RDG and UDG

Appearance:

More photographs of Rochdale and
Oldham Boroughs would be good

Page 40 — some of these drawings are
difficult to read

Page 42, it is difficult to pick out the
numbers on the right hand plan

Usability:

e No Comment

Have been unable to locate this reference — to be amended if
it is still there following statutory consultation

More images on non-residential development introduced
Guidance on non-residential car parking expanded

Hierarchy not revised

Contradiction between 28 and 36 removed

‘where possible’ added to deal with issue of narrower
pavements
References to Manual for Streets introduced

Repetition a necessary evil as documents need to stand
alone

More local photos introduced
Numbers clarified
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6. Great Places Housing . No comments provided
Association
7. Oldham MBC — Councillor Content:
Roger Hindle e Good
Appearance:
e Good
Usability:
e Good
8. Artisan Content:

e  The best guide from a content and illustration
point of view, the various points are well
explained and some of the before and after views,
and annotated are very good

Appearance:
e Good photos and drawings

Usability:

e The format is very user friendly, and it benefits
from being part of a series rather than one large
document with sub-sections

9. Oldham MBC Strategy and
Resources Directorate

Content:
e Comprehensive in scope, accessible and
engaging

e  Overlaps with pages 19-32 of the RDG in terms of
public realm design, at the very least cross-
referencing is required.

Appearance:
e  The design standards of the documents are
excellent

Agreed there is some overlap, but the guides are intended to
be self contained as far as possible.

Diagram on hierarchy introduced
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Usability:

e  The hierarchy of documents is not clear on initial
readings; this could be clarified through
text/graphic design.

e  The purpose of each document and relevant
audience needs to be made explicit

e  Could these documents be combined to form a
single urban design guide with overview/summary
(UDG) and detail (RDG & PRDG) with Design
and Planning Process Guide as an appendix? To
avoid duplication, and reduce confusion

See comments above regarding combined / separate
documents

10. Sustainability Northwest

Content:

e  Section 2, could recommend the use of recycled
and reclaimed materials and/or materials of low
environmental impact

e  Section 3, could mention the use of native
species

Appearance:
. No Comment

Usability:
. No Comment

Both points picked up

11. David Mycock

. No comments provided

12. The Impact Partnership

Content:

e The legal weighting of these documents needs to
be clarified

e A fundamental requirement on all road design is
that it is safe for purpose. This is a legal
responsibility on all parties to the design. To
ensure this occurs we require all road
improvements to be safety audited by the Highway
Authorities safety auditor. Please ensure this
requirement appears in all four guides.

e The two Councils have adopted a requirement for

See earlier response.

Reference to requirement for road safety audit introduced into

Residential, Public Realm and Process Guides

Detailed points that should follow on from requirements for
connected places, creating pedestrian friendly environments

and consultation, so not included in guides.

27



walking and cycling audits on all schemes. There is
also the need to consult with disabled groups over
the designs.

At no point in any document is the Local transport
Plan mentioned which is a statutory document and
carries the same weight as the UDP

Page 27 is a very poor plan and misses most of
the strategic road network — it either needs
completely redrawing or deleting

Appearance:

No Comment

Usability:

No Comment

LTP not mentioned — SPD intended to supplement policy in
LDS
Plan deleted

13. Oldham Environment
Partnership

Content:

The documents lack Oldham/Rochdale specific
issues, such as supporting community cohesion or
raising the image of the Boroughs and their
industrial heritage

This document is good, in that working with people

covers community involvement, but surely this

should be at the front

There could be a greater emphasis on the

following:

- Protection and restoration of
buildings and features cherished by the
community

- Prominent examples of renewable
energy projects; wildlife projects; heritage
crafts and tradition projects

- Public spaces where people can
gather to hold outdoor meetings, community
events, or view giant screens

- Street, neighbourhood, and
locality naming so people can more easily
direct strangers and talk about where they
live and work.

- Recreational facilites in the

There is a limit to the extent top which a design guide can
raise these issues although the design principles will help to
address them. Other documents and heritage assessments
for certain areas will be used to identify potential for image
improvement and features of interest and use when
considering design and planning applications.

More local photos introduced

Working with people specifically relates to Home Zones.
Putting at the front would be confusing, as the focus of the
document should be on the physical design of streets and
spaces — although that should, of course, involve
consultation.

Difficult to insert these detailed points into the current
structure of the document — hard to see where they ‘belong’.
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spaces between diverse communities so
they can more naturally meet and share
experiences

Appearance:

Attractively presented in simple English with a
logical structure

Usability: No Comment

14. Rochdale MBC — Roger
Ellis

Content:

The guides are very generalised, apart from a few
local examples, mostly in photos, it could be an
"Anytown" guide to design.

Page 14 has the best reference to maintenance
but should have more prominence and should be
made explicit in the process guide

Appearance:

The layout and appearance of the documents is
good and clear, although most of the pictures are
rather dark and small and therefore difficult to
read. The relationship between text and pictures
on each page isn't always clear and it may be
better to refer in the text to photos which illustrate
the points being made

Usability:

No specific comment

More local photos introduced
Maintenance strengthened throughout the guides

Darkness of photos addressed

Agreed. This will be addressed and improvements made.

15. Oldham MBC Community
Safety Unit

Comments identical to those for Residential
Guide and Urban Design Guide

Actions as for Residential Guide and Urban Design Guide
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Appendix 4 - Specific Consultation Bodies and Government Departments to be
consulted on the SPD (s)

The following bodies are specific consultation bodies and will be consulted by Rochdale
MBC and Oldham MBC in accordance with the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
2004 and the Town and Country Planning (Local Development)(England) Regulations
2004:

The Regional Planning Body (North West Regional Assembly)

The Environment Agency

The Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England (English Heritage)

Natural England

The Highways Agency

Local Planning Authorities, County Councils or Parish Councils, any part of whose area

is in or adjoins the Boroughs

A Regional Development Agency whose area is in or adjoins the Boroughs

e Any person to whom the electronic communications code applies by virtue of a
direction given under Section 106 (3) (a) of the Communications Act 2003

e Any person who owns or controls electronic communications apparatus situated in any
part of the area of the Boroughs

e The Strategic Health Authority

e A person to whom a licence has been granted under the Section 6(1)(b) or (c) of the
Electricity Act 1989

e A person to whom a licence has been granted under Section 7(2) of the Gas Act 1986

e A sewage undertaker

e A water undertaker

Government Departments

The Government Office for the North West will be consulted by the Councils and will be
the first point of contact for consultation with the following Government Departments:

e Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG)

Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS)

Department for Education and Skills (DfES)

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra)

Department of Trade and Industry (DTI)

Department for Transport (DfT)

Home Office

In addition, the Councils will also consult the following Government Departments, where
appropriate:

e Department of Health (through Regional Public Health Group)

Ministry of Defence

Department of Work and Pensions

Department of Constitutional Affairs

Office of Government Commerce (Property Advisers to the Civil Estate)



Appendix 5 - General and Other Consultees

The following bodies are general consultation bodies and will be consulted by Rochdale
MBC and Oldham MBC, where appropriate, in accordance with the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and the Town and Country Planning (Local Development)
(England) Regulations 2004:

Voluntary bodies some or all of whose activities benefit any part of the Borough

Bodies which represent the interests of different racial, ethnic or national groups in the
Borough

Bodies which represent the interests of different religious groups in the Borough

Bodies which represent the interests of disabled persons in the Borough

Bodies which represent the interests of persons carrying out business in the Borough

Other Consultees

Rochdale MBC and Oldham MBC will also consult the following agencies and
organisations, where appropriate:

Age Concern

Airport Operators

British Chemical Distributors and Traders Association

British Geological Survey

British Waterways, canal owners and navigation authorities

Centre for Ecology and Hydrology

Chambers of Commerce, local Confederation of British Industry and local branches of
Institute of Directors

Church Commissioners

Civil Aviation Authority

Coal Authority

Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment
Commission for New Towns and English Partnerships

Commission for Racial Equality

Crown Estate Office

Diocesan Board of Finance

Disabled Persons Transport Advisory Committee (now part of the Inclusive
Environment Group)

Electricity, Gas and Telecommunications Undertakers, and the National Grid Company
Environmental groups at national, regional and local level, including:
(i) Campaign to Protect Rural England (Lancashire branch only)

(ii) Friends of the Earth

(i) Royal Society for the Protection of Birds

(iv) Wildlife Trusts

Equal Opportunities Commission

Fire and Rescue Services

Forestry Commission

Freight Transport Association

Gypsy Councll

Health and Safety Executive

Help the Aged

Housing Corporation
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e Learning and Skills Councils

e Local Agenda 21 including:

(i) Civic Societies

(i) Community Groups

(i) Local Transport Authorities

(iv) Local Transport Operators

(v) Local Race Equality Councils and other local equality groups
National Playing Fields Association
National Trust

Network Rail

Passenger Transport Authorities
Passenger Transport Executives

Police Architectural Liaison Officers / Crime Prevention Design Advisors
Port Operators

Rail Companies and the Rail Freight Group
Regional Housing Boards

Regional Sports Boards

Road Haulage Association

Royal Mail Group plc

Sport England

The Home Builders Federation

Traveller Law Reform Coalition

Water Companies

Women'’s National Commission

LDF Mailing List

Oldham MBC and Rochdale MBC will also notify those individuals and organisations on
their respective LDF mailing lists that consultation is underway on the draft SPD(s) and
accompanying documents.
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