Briefing Note One

Residents Liaison Group – Friargate Development

Bill Malley and Karen Evans have volunteered to be resident representatives for NENA and be part of the residents liaison group for the Friargate Development.  The residents liaison group has been set up in response to one of the planning conditions which were set by Coventry City council when outline Planning Permission was granted earlier this year.
The residents liaison group will be formed of residents from different wards in Coventry who are affected by the Friargate Development proposals.  However, no formal meeting has taken place of this group yet, so it is unclear as to who exactly has been invited, why they have been invited and who will accept.
Friargate development Meeting at Coventry City Council on Thursday 08 April 2010

Bill and Karen received their first correspondence via an email received from Faye Cockayne, Coventry City Council Major Projects Community Engagement Officer on the 31 March 2010.  This email invited Bill and Karen to a meeting of the residents liaison group (Stoney Road and NENA representatives) at the Council House at 6.30pm on the 08 April 2010.  The purpose of the meeting was not made clear, we were invited to discuss a report and told that Barry Butterworth would be chairing the meeting.  Barry is the senior project manager for the Friargate Development and officer at Coventry City Council.
Attendees at the meeting included Bill Malley (NENA rep), Karen Evans (NENA rep), Gary (Stoney Road rep), Matthew (Stoney Road rep), Jeremy (Stoney Road rep), Barry Butterworth (Coventry City Council) and Kevin Foster (Deputy Leader of the Council).

It soon became apparent that this was an extraordinary meeting called, in the main to discuss a particular development in terms of the Friargate Development.  It was not a normal residents liaison meeting, the main purpose of the meeting was to discuss a “collaboration agreement” (CA), which Coventry City Council, are intending to enter into with the Friargate Developers.  It is intended that this “collaboration agreement” will be finalised and signed up at a committee meeting in June.  The “collaboration agreement” will include details of the land which Coventry City Council will need to agree to give over to the control of the developer in order for them to deliver the masterplan they have designed, and in return the developers have agreed that they will not fully close junction six on the ringroad, but will retain the right turn movement from Warwick Road onto the ringroad and they will also be prepared to provide multi-accesses for all vehicles into/out of the station.  However, the exact details of these changes to the current planning permission, where not available, so it was hard to talk specifically about these changes to the current masterplan design, which is the one currently approved at outline planning stage.
Whilst these changes are welcome and do address two of the issues, there are serious concerns about why Coventry City Council seem to be rushing into this.  A “collaboration agreement” is more normally entered into between developers when there is more than one developer trying to work together to deliver a scheme, and they need to ensure that one does not prejudice the other.
This does appear on the face of it to be possibly negotiation/bargaining with the developer outside the normal planning process.  Any changes made to the approved scheme should be altered and done as a variation to the planning permission and entered into as a statutory agreement as part of this process.  This collaboration agreement could give unrealistic hopes that these changes will be made, but unless a variance is made to the planning permission, there does not appear to be anything holding the developer to implement the changes, except the threat of not been able to develop on the parcels of land which they will have to acquire from the city council.  These parcels are the existing pay and display car park and the triangles of land around the existing ringroad junction, which it is proposed to alter.  Therefore some of these areas would have to be changed if this junction is not going to be altered as part of the development now.
It was requested by the residents that we are able to view the pre-meeting draft of the collaboration agreement before it goes to committee to ensure that we are happy that the wording is robust and covers the important issues.

Post meeting notes:

Collaboration agreements are nothing to do with the planning system, they do not have any statutory weight in relation to the outline planning permission that has been granted.  A reserved matters application for the junction six proposals could still come forward to close it off, regardless of the collaboration agreement.  A collaboration agreement is a business/consensual agreement between two parties, in this case the developer and the council.
Depending upon what the wording in the CA is, the developer may be very unwise to continue to propose the closing of the right turn from Warwick Road onto the ringroad, as they will potentially lose something, i.e. the council land
Whilst sceptical that this CA will actually stop the proposals to shut the ringroad junction for all traffic movements and also force the developer to provide more than one access for vehicular traffic into/out of the station, it does show a willingness from both parties to look at alternatives to what was agreed as part of the outline permission granted.
It is not clear on what basis the agreement has/will be made, what democratic scrutiny it has to go through and what powers the officers/council have to enter into.  It is a question of the councils standing on such orders/constitution, by someone who deals with these things.  If/when this is reported to committee, as discussed above the committee report should be available for all to view ahead of this, to see exactly what the council are entering into.
It is not clear whether this collaboration agreement will give any comfort at all.  The only time that it will be absolutely clear what is proposed for junction six of the ring road etc. is when the reserved matters application is submitted, until then it is wise to be wary if thinking that this issue has been resolved
Bill and Karen are aiming to try to meet up with the residents of Michaelmus etc. group to discuss the implications of the collaboration agreement and other Friargate development issues, as it is not obvious whether we have the same goals of what we are hoping to achieve from the residents liaison group.  We are struggling to get dates for this meeting.

It would be a good idea if NENA had a list of our five ??? main points/aims that we wish to raise at the Friargate residents liaison group going forward.
A further email has been received from Faye Cockayne at Coventry City Council, and it is disappointing to note that it is not planned to even have the first residents liaison group meeting until the end of May at the earliest, which will make it very difficult to discuss/influence the “collaboration agreement”.  Going forward we are led to believe that our views with respect to the development will be listened to, but exactly what influences anyone will have is very unclear.  Coventry City Council keep referring to the Ricoh Arena residents liaison group as a good example, but again it is unclear as to exactly how successful this was for residents and their views.
Going forward

NENA need to be clear of what is important to us a group, so that Bill and Karen can represent the group appropriately.

NENA may need to have a different way of liaising with respect to the Friargate development, as the timescales of the residents liaison group is not likely to tie in with our regular meetings and we also do not want this to overshadow the other reason why NENA was formed.
