Group Feedback    -   Tall Buildings Seminar – 3 March 2010
	Group
	What do you think is a tall building?
	What makes a tall building successful or unsuccessful?
	Where could successful tall buildings be located?
	What are the key issues the City has to get right to develop a policy?
	Other comments made:



	A
	· why are we actually talking about this if we know that 3 storeys works ok in Cambridge. If we have to have taller buildings they must be in response to local demand, so bottom up rather than top down. Tall buildings may be useful for a transient population.
	· it has to be environmentally-friendly

· people really want to live there for the longer-term

· has to be very good design
	· Newmarket Road was a popular choice

· possibly regeneration sites near science parks 

· or even nowhere.
	· 
	· 

	B
	· none of us where against tall buildings


	· depends on a lot of issues – i.e. depends on quality, the perspective you look at these buildings from, whether locals can get good use from them tall buildings, whether they are locked away, adjacencies are important, how you look at them from close or far 


	· 
	· we actually think that tall buildings could be very inspirational for Cambridge, iconic gateways may be very good and might actually improve the skyline of Cambridge


	· however what we do recommend is that there is a vision, that there is a master plan and figure out what Cambridge really wants to be: is it trying to address the visitor community, the local community, the high-tech business community etc. Have a plan that we can all discuss and can come to a conclusion over and make sure that we also have the right infrastructure sorted out and paid for by the right people.

	C
	· at tall building is taller than its immediate neighbours, which may sound obvious but it is the best definition we can come up with 
· but we also felt that it the  mass was equally important than its height – and that should be a major consideration


	· it has to work for those who use the building and those who live and work nearby. That takes into account all sort of considerations such as if the building is a loved, is it useful, and it has to win the hearts and minds of people who use it, and those who live near it.
	· we felt we would allow a tall building if it enhances distant views from somewhere like Red Meadow Hill if is was of sufficient quality and well thought out – that actually enhance the view, we would endorse that
· but equally openness is a character of Cambridge and therefore it is important to get it right – we are not Oxford or Edinburgh were tall buildings can be masked by the terrain
	· 
	· 

	D
	· we did not mention meters or storeys at tall in the way we define tallness as it about relativity – relative height relative to the neighbour and relative from a distant prospect – so it it’s the context we felt was all important on what is tall.
	· there are a number of design special qualities which are necessary: 
· an understanding that the design and building quality has be of a higher standard than that of other buildings in a sense that a bad tall building is far worse than anything else.

· there must be proper community consideration

· and it should not impact on the historic core of Cambridge


	· 
	· message for the local authority:     get real

· get real – i.e realistic assessment on the impacts – particularly on the infrastructure

· on people nearby as well as users of the building

· there should be full consultation

· particular emphasis should be put on  be that the ground level works for all the users both in the building and nearby – so the local environment it has to be properly around it.
	· 

	E
	· anything bigger than its surroundings in the context
· there was a minority view was that a tall building is over 4 or 8 storeys

· 
	A good tall building 
· has beauty
· appropriate for the context

· had good design

· had social benefit

· had goo silhouette

· was not dominant

· and met community needs

A bad tall building was 

· ugly

· ostentatious

· did not fit in 

· Dull, dumm

· too high for the location

· blocks light or views

· poor ground level impacts
	There was a split on this:
· our group thought of a number ofd specific locations: Newmarket Road, Station Road, Addenbrookes, NE Cambridge, Cherry Hinton Road and so on 

· a minority view – i.e. me – if we redesignate these areas, tha they become high-rising ghettos and I think a good/ excellent building would justify any location in a way that the University Library and Kings College Chapel justifies its location
	· 
	· 

	F
	we tried to pull together three big messages after a wide ranging debate
· 1 Given that Cambridge has already a number of iconic buildings we felt that the starting position should be that no new building should be approved, that penetrated the existing skyline of Cambridge unless the applicant can make a very good case for doing so and many points as made earlier such as exceptional design, impact, elegance, grace, real benefits arising from that. It should not be just about the commercial viability
· 2 we struggled to define what is a tall building or indeed what makes a successful tall building and in the end we felt that context is everything – what works in New York might not work in Cambridge. How it fits with the streetscape, how it fist with its surroundings, how visible it is from different angles, the bulk verses the height, the quality of design and finishes – all of these things will have to be looked at very carefully
	· 
	· 
	· 3 we had some misgivings about very defined and quantified policies in the fear the people would work to the policy and identify certain areas where tall buildings or ok and consequently impact on land values. So our big thought on policy is that we would like to see a lot of more consultation on the big issues and a lot further ahead so that people are not fire fighting individual proposals but some more coherent and well communicated vision that people work within.
	· 

	G
	· we felt that tall is relative
· but that it does raise a question in relation to new developments such as the Airfield where there is nothing already, so what are you relative to?

· the other point on that area which struck us is that there are really two issues 

· 1 what should the general carpet of buildings should be?

· 2 should tall buildings penetrate above that carpet?

· We observed that in some continental cities the general carpet of buildings is 6 or 8 storeys high, whereas in pasts of Cambridge it is only 2 storeys high
	· we took the view if ist does create a place where people want to live and work
· also issues in relation to infrastructure – transport infrastructure and the rest of it, too. Can it cope with a tall building and set in context as mentioned?


	· we divided the city into three kinds of areas
· 1 special historic centre where we felt that there was no or very limited scope for tall buildings

· 2 at the other extreme the new developments like Orchard Park, NW Cambridge, the Airport, were we felt that there was considerable scope for tall buildings to mark the centres of or gateways to those neighbourhoods and you are not inserting tall buildings into an existing context

· We felt that areas in between – even if there are not architecturally distinguished – places like Newmarket Road you need to handle very very carefully because many people live there and feel very strongly about minor impacts.
	· 
	· 

	H
	· as higher than surrounding buildings, a structure that stands amongst its neighbours, all relative – Cambridge versus New York – it depends where you are what is tall, something for Cambridge is that it breaks the skyline and what the purpose of the building is – there was a distinction between commercial and residential and also some other high buildings are more acceptable such as spires and towers
	· it’s a question of successful to who: Does it work for the people who are actually working within it? If is does, then it is successful for them
· high quality of design and details is absolutely essential and the sympathetic design

· .. and it does not need to be a gateway; we actually had quite a lot of discussion whether Newmarket Road was a gateway or not 
· and had to be cab able of coping with sustainable travel. So tall buildings need to go alongside with good travel
	· 
	· the City Council should be very firm with its policies
· if its has one it should keep to it – we do not like the idea of creeping development going up despite some policies.
	· 

	I
	we had a very rebellious group on our hands
· we departed from the prescribed questions by actually looking at “Why”?

· why even consider tall buildings, when Richard McCormack made a very strong case for densification can be achieved without breaking the sky – he used ‘ground scraper’
· I think to be fair from the group we did not want anything in the centre but one or two of us who certainly did speak in favour of the excitement that a tall building would create if – the if is very important -  it is well designed for its location and fits into the needs of those who live there or use that building – in other words a sensitivity to the infrastructure and the inhabitants.
	· 
	· 
	· 
	· 

	J
	I think we agreed with everybody else on the first question:
· a tall building is taller than everything around it is taller and in the top dozen buildings in the area/ in the city.

· it is an outlayer, is it visible on the skyline, does it actually stand out?
· we agree more or less what everybody else said there

· this question is more answered generic (i.e. not to Cambridge but next questions are answered specifically to Cambridge)
	· success is in the view of the users, the people who used them, live there
· success is in relation to its context – visual and in term of amenities

· does it actually create a sense of place where it is put – in a way the Catholic Church does at Gonville Junction?

· does it redefine the character of an area in a good way as in suppose a bad way?

· if it ca be adapted – is it resilient to change in the future/ long-term as suppose to people getting bored with it or not finding a use for it?
	no consistent answers from our team – thus the list:
· where they serve a useful purpose

· not on the edge and not in the centre

· Beehive

· nowhere

· business parks and where residents can walk, cycle to work etc etc
	· 
	· 

	I
	· tall is all about relativity – in visual, human and functional issues
	· success or failure is a question of design, does it improve the city?

· there is a strong feeling that areas requiring improvement should be considered – improvements in terms of aesthetics and improvements to infrastructure

· is the design functionable, is its liveable in, create communities, do people like being there?

· is it sustainable?
	· where it might go?

· gateway communities such as the Tim Brinton site

· or a second city centre which might be inbound in the airfield site and where there is a large number of low quality and low density housing  

· or along a transit system – such as the guided bus at all sort of places

· above all it should preserve the heritage – not least the current views of the Cambridge city centre from the hills.
	· 
	· 
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