	Site Address: Formerly 2 Whitelands Cottages, Middleton Stoney Road, Bicester
	15/02103/REM


	Case Officer: Linda Griffiths
	Recommendation: Approval


	Applicant: Countryside Properties (Bicester) Ltd


	Application Description: Reserved Matters to application 06/00967/OUT – Provision of Local Centre to include Community Centre (Class D1), Convenience Store (A1), 4 x retail units (Class A1/A2/A3/A4 and/or A5), employment units at first floor (Class B1a/A2) and associated development including public square, landscaping, car parking and ancillary servicing yard off Whitelands Way, South West Bicester


	1.
	Site Description and Proposed Development

	1.1
	This application relates to the strategic mixed use development at South West Bicester which is located between the Middleton Stoney and Oxford Road. The whole site was granted outline planning permission subject to conditions and a section 106 agreement in June 2008 for the erection of up to 1585 dwellings, employment, education, health village and supporting infrastructure.

	1.2
	The application site comprises 0.89ha, within the wider 116 hectare South West Bicester (Kingsmere) Urban Extension. The site is identified within the approved Masterplan and Design Code as the ‘local centre’ to be provided on a site not exceeding 1.6ha. To the South West of the site is located the Primary School which has been constructed by OCC and is now open. The local centre lies adjacent to the Primary Street which passes through the centre of the Kingsmere development.

	1.3
	This application comprises the community centre building, children’s nursery, retail uses and employment uses above the retail units. The Local Centre facilities will serve both the Phase 1 development (06/00967/OUT) and the Phase 2 development adjacent (13/00847/OUT) refers. The associated development includes the public square with ancillary landscaping, car parking, cycle parking, recycling point and rear servicing yard for the proposed commercial and community uses, including loading bays, staff car and cycle parking and refuse storage.


	2.
	Application Publicity

	2.1
	The application has been advertised by way of neighbour letter, site notices and notice in the local press.  


2 letters of support have been received as follows:
· Very much like the plans and would not want you to add height or use rendering for the outside. Agree with the Architect that adding height would spoil the appearance and flats would add parking problems. Render would be difficult to keep clean, brickwork would be better

· Let’s get it built as soon as possible to provide a great community hub for this new area of Bicester

A letter of support has also been received on behalf of the Kingsmere Residents Association, the relevant comments specific to this application are as follows:

· We have worked closely with Countryside and Vickie Zielinski of CDC in relation to it and are fully supportive. Once delivered it will be a great community asset and focal point for public activity and engagement within Kingsmere
· Understand the request for additional car parking is being addressed through the submission of amended plans
· Would not wish to see a reduction in parking provision

· Do not support the use of render which would result in an unnecessary maintenance burden on the community and would be susceptible to vandalism and graffiti

· No objection to commercial uses but do not wish to see residential within the local centre which would place additional pressure on parking and traffic flows

· The primary school which is single story is a focal building, adding height to the building would be a direct contradiction to the refusal of the Bicester Gateway proposal



	3.
	Consultations

	3.1
	Bicester Town Council: welcome the application
Following the amended application Bicester Town Council resolved that whilst the application was welcomed, they wish to raise concerns of the local residents regarding the height of buildings opposite the Primary School and the potential extra traffic and parking issues with number of extra employees likely to be using the site.

Chesterton Parish Council: No comments received

Ambrosden Parish Council: No comments received


	Cherwell District Council Consultees

	3.2
	Planning Policy Officer: comment as follows:
BREEAM ‘Very Good’ was applied a as condition on the outline application. The achievement of BREEAM ‘Very Good’ is a requirement of adopted Policy ESD3 of the Cherwell Local Plan. The sustainability strategy proposes an alternative strategy.

Main Local Plan Policies

Adopted Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031

· Policy ESD 1: Mitigating and adapting to climate change

· Policy ESD 2: Energy hierarchy and allowable solutions

· Policy ESD 3: Sustainable construction

· Policy ESD 4: Decentralised energy systems

· Policy ESD 5: Renewable energy

Main Policy Observations:

· Policy ESD1 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan Part 1 requires all developments to reduce carbon emissions and use resources more efficiently, including water. Decentralised and renewable or low carbon energy will be promoted where appropriate. Developments should demonstrate the consideration of climate change adaption measures including the use of passive solar design for heating and cooling, and reducing the effects of the development on the micro-climate (through green infrastructure including planting and green roofs). The sustainability Strategy does not refer to microclimate adaption such as green roofs (or green walls); although it does briefly reference the need to maximise passive solar gain, it does not explain how this is being achieved. Passive cooling should also be required.

· Policy ESD 2 requires an Energy Hierarchy to be applied which includes reducing energy use through sustainable construction, supplying energy efficiency including giving priority to decentralised energy supply, and making the use of renewable energy.
· Policy ESD 3 requires the achievement of BREEAM ‘Very Good’ for non-residential developments. It also encourages the demonstration of sustainable construction methods including maximising opportunities for shading and cooling, through the provision of green roofs, for example, which are not covered in the Sustainability Statement.
· The Sustainability Strategy states that BREEAM certification is not being achieved for the reasons listed above including based on the small size of individual units differing uses. BREEAM guidance does advise that separate assessments are carried out for different uses on a mixed use site but the Sustainability Strategy provides no evidence to support the statement relating to ‘all of the buildings being significantly under 500sqm, which is the threshold typically set for the applicability of BREEAM in Policy ESD 3, which is an adopted policy. There is no minimum threshold for the use of BREEAM in the BREEAM methodology.

· An alternative strategy to BREEAM ‘Very Good’ is proposed but it is not clear how the two compare because the Sustainability Strategy promotes improvements over 2013 Building Regulations in relation to fabric efficiency improvements but does not quantify these improvements. The only quantified improvement in carbon emissions is in relation to renewable energy generation.

· The Sustainability Statement’s bar chart ‘The carbon footprint of Kingsmere local centre’ indicates that the development will be constructed to the efficiency standards required at national level through the 2013 Building Regulations, and additional carbon savings totalling 2% will be achieved through the use of renewable energy (solar PV). The Sustainability Statement does not explain why only a 2% carbon saving can be achieved and arguably this is not an inspirational target in the context of the One Shared Vision for Bicester. The bar chart does not indicate that any carbon savings are being achieved through fabric efficiency improvements above Building Regulations despite the bullet points on page 14 (and the conclusions table) highlighting that the requirements of the 2013 Building Regulations will be exceeded wherever possible particularly with regard to air tightness. If the Building Regulations are being exceeded through increased fabric efficiency, what are the resultant carbon savings? Improvements framed against the 2006 and 2010 Building Regulations are not relevant as these have been superseded by the 2013 Regulations, and the policy requirement is for BREEAM ‘Very Good’.
· The concluding table in the Sustainability Strategy ‘demonstrates that the performance of the development delivered through the bespoke Sustainability Strategy detailed in Section 3 will be equivalent or better than that achieved through a BREEAM rating’. However, the table does not clearly show how the alternative strategy proposed compares to the BREEAM ‘Very Good’ rating.

· The Sustainability statement proposes to target a 30% reduction in water consumption; it is clear how this equates to the water efficiency level that a BREEAM ‘Very Good’ standard would have achieved.

· Policies ESD 4 and ESD 5 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan require feasibility studies for development over 1000sqm for decentralised energy, providing either District heating or combined heating and power (CHP), and renewable energy. The Sustainability Strategy briefly summarises the findings of a feasibility assessment for solar PV, with panels to be used on one part of the local centre. Without seeing the feasibility assessment it is not clear if more could be achieved. It is not clear whether consideration has been given to low carbon energy, particularly in the form of micro CHP and the carbon savings that would result.
· The eco-town allocation at NW Bicester is to act as a trigger for the transition to a more sustainable community across Bicester as a whole. The Eco Bicester One Shared Vision sets out the vision for creating a low carbon sustainable community across Bicester. One of its aims is to ensure that new buildings at Bicester are designed and built to the highest environmental standards in terms of energy efficiency and sustainable construction techniques, and which include zero or low carbon energy provision as well as reduced water use. Water neutrality across the town is sought. There are clear environmental sustainability aspirations for new development across Bicester in the One Shared Vision document and the Sustainability Strategy could have reflected these aspirations.

· The Sustainability Strategy needs to contain more information and clearer commitments to demonstrate that a standard equivalent to (or better than as stated) BREEAM ‘Very Good’ will be achieved. Given the wider context including the promotion of Bicester as a whole as an exemplary sustainable community, the Sustainable Strategy is encouraged to make more aspirational commitments relating to the higher level of sustainability and these commitments need to be secured.

Update: No planning policy objection to the revised Sustainability Strategy.

	3.3
	Waste and Recycling Officer: No comments received

	3.4
	Community Development Officer: the community building to be built to the agreed design/specification and to meet BREEAM – very good standard. Does the application specify energy saving measures and if not can they be a condition of the planning consent, especially the installation of solar panels to provide energy saving.

	3.5
	Environmental Protection Officer: Have no issues with the noise risk assessment but the following will need to be considered when the planning applications come in for the individual units:
Community and Youth Centre:

· The times that events can be held and/or the centre can be used should be mirrored in any future premises licence application

· Windows and doors to be shut when events likely to cause a nuisance are taking place (anything amplified)

· Possibly set a noise limit for amplified music or speech at nearest residential premises

· Possible limit on use of outdoor spaces

Convenience store and other retail units

· Possibly need to limit times and/or set working practices for deliveries

· Noise limits on mechanical plant

· Conditions to prevent odour nuisance from any food premises that may operate

A set of conditions are recommended having regard to the above comments

	3.6
	Landscape Officer: number of concerns as follows:
· A ‘breakout space’ for the youth centre would be advantageous, and exhibition space/market location would be useful. A conceptual/functionality and circulation diagram would be helpful in this regard

· Crucial to ensure that the CCTV envelop and tree constraints are considered – the scheme should be assessed under Secured by Design principles

· The circle is defined by Prunus ‘Otto Luyken’ and seats are shown on the landscape drawing, this would be oppressive

· The 4 large trees around the central area and grass have to be deleted to accommodate surveillance and functionality

· High quality standard of workmanship is crucial for angled cutting and butting of granite paving. Construction detail is required

· The hedge without a verge adjunct to the parking bay (western boundary) means that vehicles will park against an overhang hedge, making access difficult. Reduce width of hedge and ensure verge is grassed. However, the hedge could be breached and desire lines could appear between the bus stops and the shops. A temporary robust post and wire fence will be necessary to prevent this until it is established. The hedge can be planted a s a double staggered row.
· The boundary interface between the adjacent housing should be made more visually attractive in respect of plant form, texture, movement and colour. Good weed suppressing ground cover is still the objective. Any trees must be considered in terms of the shade/light level

· The landscaping must be clarified with specification detail of supply nursery stock, plant handling, planting preparations and aftercare


	Oxfordshire County Council Consultees

	3.7
	Transport Engineer: Objection, the key issues being cycle and vehicle parking, HGV tracking and travel plan. Should permission be granted, a number of conditions are recommended. Comments in more detail are as follows:
· Since the occupant of the retail unit is unknown at this stage, tracking for maximum size articulated trucks is recommended to show that possible future deliveries can be made by all types of trucks to the store can be accommodated

· The lack of a turning head at the eastern end of the car park (nearest to the community hall) makes it impossible to assess the manoeuvrability of vehicles in and out of parking spaces. Vehicle tracking for the extreme end spaces should be provided to demonstrate.

· The schedule showing how the number of parking spaces has been calculated has been based on TRICS for each of the land uses. The shared use of parking utilises the provided spaces in such a way that the development units on site have varying peaks which renders a high turnover for spaces

· Car parking spaces should measure 5 x 2.5m which was agreed upon at pre-app stage. Some of the spaces provided appear slightly narrower and for a development likely to generate a high turnover for spaces, it is imperative to have wider parking bays with 6m space between rows
· The location of visitor cycle parking stands is acceptable where they are prominently placed within public realm. However, only 20 spaces are provided which for an area such as this, set within a sustainable location and is anticipated to serve a larger part of the 1,585 dwellings as part of the larger consented development, the number of visitor cycle spaces must be increased

· It is not entirely clear how the staff cycle parking to the rear of the community hall shall be accessed. Drawing number AGA060 rev 1 entitled ‘community centre’ shows 2 sets of cycle racks around the external landscaped area/outside seating area. Consideration should be made on how staff shall manage to push their cycles through multiple security gates and tight corners to securely park cycles

Following the amended submission a further objection is made. Comments are as follows:

· From drawing no 2226/LC/001 Rev M there is a change in layout of the parking and turning areas at the back of the nursery and retail units which it is understood would be dedicated to staff. This would relieve the parking spaces at the front to be used solely for customers and visitors.

· In terms of tracking whilst this is a better layout, I am equally concerned with the lack of tracking for large vehicles in this area. Swept path analysis for a large size delivery vehicle preferably an articulated lorry was previously requested for. Since the occupant of the retail anchor store (convenience store) is unknown at this stage, tracking for an articulated truck is recommended to show that possible future deliveries made by all types of trucks to the store can be safely accommodated on site.

· Drawing number 2226/LC/001 Rev M also shows refuse storage points for the nursery, youth centre and community hall located further down the bottom of the staff parking area. I am particularly concerned by the arrangement which is likely to make it impossible for bins (serving the youth centre and community hall) to be accessed past the pair of DDA parking spaces should the parking spaces be occupied. The turning head adjacent to the nursery appears to be tight for any operational purposes.
· The applicant must therefore demonstrate manoeuvrability of a 10.5m refuse collection truck to within reasonable reach of the refuse collection areas which have to be carefully incorporated in the layout design.

· Still unclear how staff cycle parking to the rear of the community hall shall be accessed which shows 2 sets of cycle racks around the external landscaped are/outside seating area.

	3.8
	Drainage Officer: The application mentions storing water back by porous pavement but fails to provide any details of this kind of pavement or what type of restriction device is intended to be used in restricting the outflow to 8l/s. This information needs to be provided.
No further comments were received in respect of the amended submission.

	Other Consultees

	3.9
	Thames Water: no comments

	3.10
	Environment Agency: object due to the lack of information submitted. However, please note that this is the final response we will make to this application as we are no longer consultee for surface water and Oxfordshire Lead Local Flood Authority are taking responsibility for all historic reserved matters applications in relation to surface water disposal from 01 January 2016.
· Paragraphs 6.26 and 6.27 of the Planning Statement (South West Bicester, Kingsmere, Nov 2016, Issue/Revision B, Reference 180601) explains that there is a site wide strategy that this application complies with. It mentions that the piped network will drain the car park to the agreed rate of 8l/s for the 1 in 10 flood event

· No information has been submitted which explains in detail how this application site will drain in a flood in excess of a 1 in 10 year flood event up to the 1 in 100 year plus a suitable allowance for climate change. This information is required to understand if this application site floods for any event up to the 1 in 100 year flood event and if so where.


	4.
	Relevant National and Local Policy and Guidance

	4.1
	Development Plan Policy

Adopted Cherwell Local Plan (Part 1) 2011-2031
The Cherwell local Plan Part 1 2011-2031 was formally adopted by Cherwell District council on 20th July 2015 and provides the strategic planning framework for the district to 2031. The Local Plan Part 1 replaced a number of the saved policies of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 1996 though many of its policies are retained and remain part of the Development Plan. Planning legislation requires planning decisions to be made in accordance with the Development Plan unless material planning considerations indicate otherwise. The relevant policies are as follows:

Policy ESD 1 Mitigating and adapting to climate change
Policy ESD 2 Energy hierarchy and allowable solutions

Policy ESD 3 Sustainable construction

Policy ESD 4 Decentralised energy systems

Policy ESD 5 Renewable energy

Policy ESD 7 Sustainable drainage systems

Policy ESD 15 The character of the built environment

Adopted Cherwell Local Plan 1996 (Saved Policies)
C28:

Layout, design and external appearance of new development



	4.2
	Other Material Policy and Guidance


National Planning Policy Framework

       Planning Policy Guidance

       Kingsmere Design Code 2008

	5.
	Appraisal

	5.1
	The key issues for consideration in this application are:

· Relevant Planning History 
· Compliance with the design code
· Outline planning consent and Section 106 requirements
· Layout and design
· Residential Amenity

· Highways

· Sustainability

· Noise Impact Assessment Report

· Drainage

· landscaping

	
	Relevant Planning History

	5.2
	This application relates to the development at South West Bicester which was granted outline planning consent subject to conditions and a Section 106 agreement in June 2008 (application number 06/00967/OUT refers). The development is a strategic allocation within the Non-Statutory Cherwell Local Plan 2011 under Policy h13. A design code was produced following the granting of the outline consent and approved in July 2008. Construction began on site in June 2010, and the main infrastructure, including drainage, strategic landscaping and play provision and highway infrastructure serving the development have now been provided by the main developer Countryside Properties. A number of house builders are currently on site and there are now in excess of 600 occupations across the development.

	5.3
	This application seeks reserved matters consent for the Local centre within the development comprising a community building, children’s nursery, retail units and employment units above the retail. The position of the local centre was agreed following the granting of the outline permission. This submission accords with that approval. Conditions attached to the outline permission specifically relate to the Local Centre and facilities to be provided within it. The Local Centre and community building will also serve the additional residential development on Phase 2 South West Bicester.
Pre-application advice was given prior to the submission of the application but unfortunately, a number of the issues raised had not been resolved by the application submission (15/00104/PREAPP relates).

Compliance with the Design Code

	5.4
	A Design Code for the SW Bicester development was approved in July 2008 and divides the site into different character areas. The Local Centre is located within the centre of the development within the ‘Urban Village Character Area’. The Design Code sets out the key issues to be addressed by developers and their architects and the type of places to be created in each of the character areas. The character areas should be distinguishable as one moves through the development. The Design Code seeks to ensure consistency throughout the development and between various developers and it is therefore important that applicants and their agents in this submission pay due regard to it when designing the proposed scheme and layout. The Design Code is therefore a material consideration when considering reserved matters proposals. Many aspects within the Design Code are mandatory and therefore must be adhered to. As a reserved matters application the proposal must accord with the design code to comply with condition 6 of the outline consent. The design code was drawn up on behalf of Countryside Properties Ltd who is the applicant in this respect.

	5.5
	The specific characteristics of the Urban Village Character Area are detailed on pages 107–119 of the approved design code. Page 107 describes how this area should accord with those specific characteristics, compliance with which is mandatory. The Local centre is specifically considered on pages 118-119 of the design code. It states that the Local centre is within the Urban Village character area which is the most compact, diverse, lively and enclosed of all the areas and will be the social hub for Kingsmere. It will provide an important meeting place, with shops and services alongside community uses and the primary school. A safe and attractive central public space will be principally for pedestrians and cyclists, but will also include short term visitor parking. The design code is mandatory on page 119 in terms of the size and number of the convenience store and other retail uses, the community centre with 25 car parking spaces for a shared use, building heights and public facilities. Bus stops, covered cycle shelters for 16 bicycles, recycling bins and benches are also to be provided within the public domain. It also requires the proposal to accord with other design requirements specified for the Urban Village Character area.
A Landmark Building A is also identified within the Local Centre which it states should be a key focus of the Local Centre and should include the principle retail unit. It further requires the development here to be 3-4 storey high, residential density in this area to be 40-45dph, and commercial located on the ground floor and residential above. Materials are also specified as being mandatory which for the Local Centre are required to be a minimum of 75% through coloured render with roof materials in a slate or tile in proportions 70/30. Public Art is also required to be incorporated into the Local centre as part of the public art strategy identified on page 76 of the design code. This is being delivered separately in conjunction with the councils Public Art Officer.
The original submission was assessed against the design code and in particular its mandatory requirements. It failed to accord with the requirements of the design code specified above and was therefore not in accordance with the outline consent and therefore not acceptable in this regard. Further clarification and detail is given in this regard within the design and layout section of the report.
The revised submission has sought to address the main issues raised above. The amended scheme now includes 788 sqm of additional commercial (B1(a) floor space at first floor level above the retail units in accordance with the outline consent and the mandatory requirements of the design code.

Outline Planning Consent and Section 106 Agreement

	5.6
	The Section 106 Agreement attached to the outline planning consent (06/00967/OUT) requires the Local Centre to be set aside for retail, community uses, children’s nursery, public house restaurant, offices and residential at first floor or above until the 1st occupation of 1,500 dwellings on the South West Bicester Phase 1 development. During that time Countryside must use all reasonable and best endeavours to market the Local centre in accordance with the Marketing Strategy.

	5.7
	The original submission did not include either residential or offices within Class B1(a) as required by the section 106 agreement, stating that the provision of residential or employment use as part of the Local Centre was a significant problem in terms of viability. However, no viability statement was included to justify this statement, instead relying solely on the difficulty of marketing 2 office units, one within Sheep street and one outside the town of Bicester in what appears to be a converted farm complex. The applicants were advised that these were not directly comparable with the delivery of units as part of the Local centre and therefore there was insufficient justification for not seeking to provide employment units within the development proposed. The proposal was also contrary to condition 38 of the outline consent in this regard. 

	5.8
	The revised submission has sought to address this issue, and whilst no residential is provided as part of the Local Centre, the scheme has been amended to include B1(a) offices at first floor level above the retail units. The proposal now therefore accords with the requirements of the outline consent and Section 106 agreement in this respect.
In terms of the community centre, the Section 106 included a specification to which it should be constructed. The submission differs from that specification. This is as a result of the building being adapted to also serve the Phase 2 development and following discussions with CDC and Kingsmere Residents Association and the requirements for the facilities to be provided. A deed of variation and revised specification is currently being agreed in this respect.

Layout and Design

	5.9
	A well designed layout will not only comply with the approved design code but will also incorporate good design practice and standards. The NPPF is quite clear in its aim, ensuring that all new developments are of high quality design. Section 7 of the NPPF – ‘Requiring Good Design’ attaches great importance to the design of the built environment and advises at paragraph 56 that ‘good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, is indivisible from good planning and should contribute to making places better for people’.

	5.10
	The NPPF at paragraph 58 advises that planning policies and decisions should aim to ensure that developments achieve a number of results including the establishment of a strong sense of place, using streetscapes and buildings to create attractive and comfortable places to live, work and visit and that developments should respond to the local character and history and reflect the identity of the surroundings and materials whilst not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation. Paragraph 60 advises that whilst particular tastes should not be discouraged, it is proper to seek to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness.

	5.11
	Policy ESD 15 of the newly adopted Cherwell Local Plan Part 1, 2011-2031 advises that design standards for new development, whether housing or commercial development are equally important and seeks to provide a framework for considering the quality of the built development and to ensure that we achieve locally distinctive design which reflects and respects the urban or rural landscape and built context within which it sits. The adopted Cherwell local Plan 1996 contains saved Policy C28 which states that ‘control will be exercised over all new development to ensure that the standard of layout, design and external appearance, including choice of materials are sympathetic to the character of the urban or rural context of the development’. The submission is accompanied by a Design and Access Statement. Policy ESD 15 also advises that the design of all new developments is informed by an analysis of the context, together with an explanation and justification of the design principles that have informed the design rationale. This should be demonstrated in the Design and Access Statement. The statement submitted as part of the original application, explains at pages 7/8 how the scheme has been designed to reflect the requirements/characteristics explained in the design code. It was not considered however that these were truly reflected in the design and layout of the proposed buildings and how the scale and form of the development had evolved in respect of the specific characteristics of the site and the adjacent development.
The appearance of new development and its relationship with its surroundings and built and natural environment has a significant effect on the character and appearance of an area. Securing development that can positively contribute to the character of its local environment is therefore of key importance. In terms of the original submission, the design and access statement seeks to explain massing and arrangement of the Local Centre but does not go on to specify a set of design principles that have been used to define the approach to the detailed design which does not accord with the requirements identified within the design code, and does not seek to explain how the proposal translates into the wider Kingsmere development, its specific characteristics and how it reinforces local distinctiveness. The design and access statement also failed to clarify how the design concept for the site had evolved to seek to justify the form and design of the buildings, the choice of materials and how the final designs had been reached, taking into full consideration the sites opportunities and constraints. No design principles were set out to guide the design approach and it did not include graphic support to show the development or to test the design principles.
The application submission indicated a series of single storey retail units of beach hut design and constructed of mainly in timber. It was considered that this design was not appropriate for this site and did not perform the function of a Landmark Building. A Landmark Building is defined within the design code as a ‘strategically important building to convey special importance or be of a particular visual significance’. No detailed explanation of this was given in the submission to justify the design. It was also considered that the convenience store which is located on the corner failed to turn the corner effectively and failed to address the side street and future residential properties adjacent and opposite. It was further considered that whilst the design of the retail building and its series of pitches sought to address the mandatory requirements of the design code in terms of height, this was not considered to be an appropriate solution and did not adequately address the character of the Kingsmere development or result in a building of an appropriate form and scale to define the public square.
In terms of the nursery building, the submission identified this as the Landmark Building. It was considered however that it did not perform the function of a Landmark Building and the mix of roof pitches, gable widths and materials proposed failed to provide any continuity of building form and design. The open roof terrace with roof over part was not considered acceptable and the resultant relationship between the roof over the paly area and the gabled entrance was poor. The revised submission retains the Children’s Nursery building as the Landmark Building which has been revised by incorporating a two storey entrance feature.
In respect of the community building, whilst this was considered to have a more acceptable design solution, the form and appearance of the side elevation to the adjacent proposed residential development and its appearance within the street scene was of concern. It was suggested that this could be improved in terms of the appearance of the front elevation by setting this section back from the main frontage and incorporating a space to the side into the development and landscaping it to provide a softer edge. This would help to screen the large side elevation to the public domain, provide a better setting for the community building and provide a buffer with the future residential development. A number of concerns were raised in respect of the internal layout of the community building and youth facility, however, no amendments have been made in this respect stating that the building has been designed following discussions with CDC and Kingsmere Residents Association.
The Local Centre uses are all serviced from the rear which is accessed from the adjacent side street. During pre-application discussions, concern was expressed about the view down and into the recycling area, service yard and the rear of the retail block from the public domain. It was considered that the original submission which indicated the erection of high fences and gates as a screen did not address this issue and the submission was therefore unacceptable in this respect and would not provide an attractive outlook from the adjacent residential properties and the street scene generally. It was suggested that if the convenience store was re-designed to specifically turn the corner it could also help to screen the rear service yard and parking. The recycling centre which is also a requirement of the Local Centre was also shown accessed from the side street and hidden behind walls and fencing. It was considered that this was not an attractive or user-friendly solution. As a result of the potential noise nuisance to adjacent residents, a 3m high acoustic fence was also proposed along the rear boundary which was also considered to be visually inappropriate, creating an unfortunate and incongruous element visible from the public domain and in terms of the residential amenity of adjacent residents to what could potentially from the rear boundary of their rear gardens. The applicants were therefore requested to consider the above further.
The revised submission which has been submitted following discussions seeks to address the above concerns; the retail and nursery buildings have been re-designed to create a more unified architectural approach across the local centre and a more contemporary approach to the design, similar to that of the community centre with flat roofs. Additional brick colour has been added to the retail building to break up the façade and create a more interesting street-scene. A landscape buffer has been introduced adjacent to the recycling area and the rear service yard g=has been reorganised to enable the introduction of a landscape buffer strip adjacent to the boundary and reducing the height of the acoustic fence to 2m. The revised noise information indicates that this would be appropriate to achieve the necessary noise levels for the future residential properties.

Having regard to the above, the proposed layout and design of the Local centre is now considered to accord with the policies within the development plan and the advice within the NPPF and is therefore acceptable.

	
	Residential Amenity

	5.12
	The Local centre development is bounded on all sides by residential development, although applications have not yet been submitted for the parcels immediately adjacent and to the rear. The parcels opposite are currently under construction by Linden Homes. In the absence of approved schemes for the residential land immediately abutting it is difficult to assess the full likely impact of the proposal upon those properties. Having said that, any subsequent submissions coming forward will need to address the Local Centre development when designing any layout.

	5.13
	Having regard to the above, concerns were raised with regard to the noise assessment report that had been submitted and the potential noise nuisance to residents at the rear of the Local Centre and adjacent to the servicing and employee parking area. The indicative plan on page 118 of the Design Code indicates some servicing of the retail units from the front, and in order to alleviate the amount of servicing at the rear the applicants were requested to consider this option. However, this suggestion was declined as it was considered that servicing from the front would be difficult and present further hazards to pedestrians within the public square.

	
	In terms of the positioning of the community building in respect of adjacent residential development, whilst following pre-application discussions the height of the building had been reduced along the eastern boundary, concerns were still raised in respect of the proximity of the adjacent future residential development. The design code on page 118 appears to show a space between the community centre building and the adjacent residential units. The applicants were requested to consider translating this into the proposed scheme, which would help resolve this issue, as well as improving the visual appearance of the street scene.
The amended scheme has sought to address the relationship of the rear servicing yard with the future residential properties at the rear by providing an additional landscape buffer along this boundary, reducing the height of the fence to 2m and re-organising the parking and servicing area, however, the additional landscaping requested to the side of the community building to provide a buffer with the future adjacent residential development has not been included which is unfortunate.
Highways

OCC as Highway Authority raised an objection to the original submission requiring that the proposed layout is tracked, both in terms of the car park to the front of the development and the proposed servicing yard and employee parking at the rear, to ensure that service vehicles are able to enter and manoeuvre within the site and that refuse vehicles are able to access the bin stores. As the occupant of the retail anchor store (convenience store) is unknown at this stage, tracking for maximum size articulated trucks must be shown to show that possible future deliveries to the store, and those adjacent can be accommodated within the rear servicing area. A turning head was also requested in the area of the car park adjacent to the community centre to allow vehicles to manoeuvre in and out of the spaces provided Car parking spaces also appeared to be below the OCC required dimensions of 2.5m x 5.0m.
The highway authority advised that the location of visitor cycle parking stands is acceptable as indicated, however, only 20 spaces are provided, which for an area such as this, set within a sustainable location and which will also serve the requirements of phase 2, and therefore advised that the number of cycle spaces must be increased. In response to the request of the highway authority the amended scheme incorporates additional Sheffield parking racks within the public realm interspersed among the trees.
It should also be noted that the design code describes the Local Centre as ‘a safe and attractive public space principally for pedestrians and cyclists, but will also include short term visitor parking’. It was considered that the scheme did not truly reflect this and that the public square as indicated was rather car dominated. The applicants were requested to consider reducing the car parking provision at the western end of the site to provide a clearer pedestrian route in front of the shops and from the adjacent bus stop. The amended plans have sought to address this and having regard to balance the need to ensure adequate car parking provision are considered acceptable.
The highway authority also were not clear from the original submission how the staff cycle parking to the rear of the community hall shall be accessed, which shows 2 sets of cycle racks around the external landscaped are/outside seating area, which are accessed through multiple security gates and tight corners to securely park cycles. This issue has not been addressed which is regrettable, however, it is considered that this concern is not sufficient to justify an objection to the scheme as a whole.
In terms of the amended submission, which now includes employment (B1(a) use above the retail units, the red line area has been extended in response to the previous concerns raised in respect of the rear servicing and the requirement to provide some parking provision for the business units. OCC have assessed the submission and remain concerned that the scheme has not been adequately tracked for a maximum size articulated truck. Having regard to the nature of the proposal and that is a convenience store serving the Kingsmere development of only 400m2, and the further impact that this would have on the scale, form and appearance of the rear service yard, it is considered on balance that the proposal is acceptable and that an objection could not be sustained in this regard. Concerns regarding the poor layout at the rear of the community centre in terms of cycle parking also remain, but again, it is considered that on balance an objection on the practicality of their use alone could not be justified in this case.
Sustainability
The design code and the Section 106 Agreement require non-residential buildings to be constructed to BREEAM ‘Very Good’ standard. The submitted sustainability strategy stated that BREEAM standards will not be used but that the development will still meet BREEAM targets. The strategy makes mention of the 2006 and 2010 Building Regulations, but does not make a direct comparison with BREEAM standards. It should be noted that the outline consent requires all non-residential buildings to achieve this standard.

In respect of energy, pages 13 and 14 of the strategy suggests a series of energy saving proposals, but all state ‘where possible’ or ‘as appropriate’ but there is no commitment to achieving these savings. The strategy further states that any energy savings indicated are only an estimate and will be explored further at detailed design stage. The energy savings are referred back to the Building Regulation 2006 and 2010 rather than the BREEAM ‘Very Good’ standards.
The original submission also indicated that sustainable development would be aided through the design of the layout with the orientation of buildings and the placing of windows to maximise the potential for daylight. The only glazed areas to the retail units are to the front elevations and below the proposed canopy and the main windows serving the meeting rooms and café/foyer to the community building are within the enclosed walkway/lobby between the main community building and the youth building.

Further concerns were also raised by Planning Policy in this regard and the applicants were requested to give this matter further consideration. Following discussions, a revised sustainability strategy has been submitted which addresses the above concerns and is now considered acceptable.
Noise Impact Assessment Report

A noise impact assessment report accompanied the original submission. Having assessed the report it was evident that a number of assumptions had been made regarding the hours of opening in terms of the retail units and community facilities, servicing of these units and proximity of adjacent residential units on the adjacent, undeveloped parcels. An assumption was also made that the community building will be sound insulated, but does not address the fact that the building has been designed to have its main hall doors opening to the public domain. The applicants were requested to clarify the matters raised.

The proposed scheme and accompanying noise assessment has been assessed by the council’s Anti-Social Behaviour Officer who raises no objections to the proposed scheme but suggests a number of conditions that should be incorporated into the reserved matters consent.
Drainage

The development approved at outline stage and the design code requires that sustainable drainage systems will be used extensively across the site and where infiltration rates are suitable, all properties in those areas of the site shall drain to local soak-a-way type infiltration systems (SUDS). The design code is mandatory in its requirement that local SUDS are designed as either soak-a-ways or infiltration trenches, designed to accommodate the 1 in10 year storm and permeable paving systems to be used on all streets except primary and secondary streets.
A detailed drainage strategy has been approved for the whole site which identifies the main highway drain runs and permitted rates of discharge at intervals along the network. Most of the development parcels fall within and drain to the natural catchment. 
The application submission states that the proposal will accord with the site wide drainage strategy, including the provision of permeable paving within the public square. The Local Centre car park will be drained by traditional methods, attenuation of storm water is provided in the car park pipe network to reduce the flow rate to the required 8l/s 1 in 10 year event and finally discharges to the attenuation ponds.

The Environment Agency and OCC raised concerns in respect of the initial submission. These comments have been addressed by the applicant and a revised surface water and foul water drainage strategy statement prepared by WSP/Parsons Brinckerhoff has been submitted.
Landscaping
The design code includes a landscape strategy for the development across the site It is mandatory in requiring that in order to reflect the character of the site and the surrounding area, and to provide a strong local identity to the development, a high percentage of all planting must comprise native species common to the area. Within each of the identified character areas, the range and percentage of native species differs according to the character to be achieved. The planting species considered to be appropriate for the ‘Urban Village Character Area’ are specified on pages 116-117 of the design code and are mandatory.
The planting species indicated do not appear to be included within the appropriate list of species, and whilst in some cases, alternative species may be acceptable, the Council’s Landscape Officer has raised concerns about a number of the species proposed. The concerns are given in the consultation response above. The applicant’s agent has commented on the concerns raised and declined to amend the scheme accordingly. As submitted, it is considered that the concerns raised by the Landscape Officer are justified. To overcome this, it is recommended that a condition be included, which requires the submission of a further landscaping scheme to be agreed.

	
	Engagement

	5.17
	With regard to the duty set out in paragraphs 186 and 187 of the Framework, no problems or issues have arisen during the application. It is considered that the duty to be positive and proactive has been discharged through seeking to negotiate amendments to the scheme to ensure its acceptability together with the efficient and timely determination of the application.

	
	Conclusion

	5.19
	Having regard to the above, the amended proposal is now considered on balance acceptable and therefore in accordance with the policies contained within the Development Plan and the advice within the National Planning Policy Framework.


	6.
	Recommendation

Approval, subject to:

a) the following conditions: See attached list
1.

Planning Notes

1.

STATEMENT OF ENGAGEMENT

In accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) (Amendment No 2) Order 2012 and paragraphs 186 and 187 of the National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012), this decision has been taken by the Council having worked with the applicant/agent in a positive and proactive way by working with the applicants to achieve an acceptable scheme and by the efficient and timely determination of the application.
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