From: Tim Screen 
Sent: 20 January 2017 10:56
To: Linda Griffiths
Cc: Planning
Subject: 16/02482/REM - Land South West Of Bicester Adjoining Oxford Road And Middleton Stoney

Linda

LAP - Landscaping Proposals BKME -03-102 

1.            The LAP design and specification lacks detail. 

2.            There must be a transitional area at the southern access to allow for the outward opening gate because with the current design it will impede people using the adjacent footpath, and has the potential to could cause injury!

3.            We require more details in respect of the proposed play equipment and how it is to be installed (photographs and drawings required).The play manufacturer and guarantees of the lifespan of the equipment. 

4.            At least 3 pieces of industry standard play equipment is required to ensure that the landscape architect’s risk assessment is satisfactory.

5.            We only accept safer wetpour safer surfacing were there are determined fall heights from the equipment. Low level play equipment must be has ecomulch (specification required) surface for protection from falls. Both surfaces are robust and require reduced maintenance: no mowing and strimming of grass that can damage the equipment. 

6.            Delete Hyacinths from the from the play area because under HTA category C , harmful if eaten and a skin irritant – refer to Elizabeth A. Dauncey’s Poisionous Plants, published by Kew.

7.            Increase plant diversity with colour, scent and movement for the benefit of the children, and take heed of guidance of the aforementioned publication.

8.            Proposed Gleditsia ‘Sunburst’ is unacceptable, because  the species may revert to producing spines, which are not appropriate for a play area. They also have large flattened seed-pods/seed that, if ingested are protein inhibitors.  There delete these tree in favour of 3 Amelanchier lamarkii, clear-stemmed trees.

General Comments

1. It is not easy to ascertain the type of boundary treatments: fencing, brick or stone walls, etc.*

1. A number of trees are very close to walls and paving, even with the root barrier the expansion of the buttress root will cause damage. Trees are to be at least a minimum of 2 m away from these structural features. If there is insufficient space in which to do this then the tree must be deleted.

2. Trees are to be considered for their future spread and height in the allocated space. Projected canopy spreads at 25 or 30 years are to be indicated on the landscape proposals, and the designer must decide to either delete completely or replace with a more suitable/smaller species. 

3. Proposed hedge against a wall is counter-productive and the hedge may cause structural damage and obscures it. Delete the hedge and plant wall climbers (exclude ivy) every 3 to 4 metres  and low groundcover ‘cushion’ to the base to soften the feature. The wall remains visual and able to be maintained.

4. The PRoW (Friar’s Walk) contextual landscape with trees is to be considered by the landscape architect in respect of  how the north-facing frontages interact with this landscaped corridor: the Countryside’s consented landscape scheme is to copied and pasted onto the drawing.

5. Knee rail is necessary between the edge of the access roads, north of plots 29 to 34, and plots 49 and 72, and the PRoW in order to prevent unauthorised vehicular access onto the PRoW. 

Planting Mixes

1. Mix C: Symphoricarpus  very vigorous and will compete and smother Lavander. The Lavender, a full sun species is significantly shaded on east-facing aspect against building elevations. Revise mixes accordingly.

POS and Plot Landscaping Proposals BKME -03-102

1.    The large extent of paving of the parking court to the rear of plots 12 -25 is going to be visually oppressive and either requires a complete re-design of the layout for on-street parking/trees,  or landscape treatment with trees with its current layout.

2. Plant two additional trees within the parking bays for plots 28 to 44. Highly permeable canopies required to minimise overshadowing to properties.

3. For Block 1 to 8 is there a boundary wall or fence to the frontage of this landmark building 

4. The viburnum hedge to the outline  of the building to be removed to allow for enough space for building maintenance.

5. Plot 1-8/2 trees west of building: the Acer platanoides canopies are going to be too large and dense and will cast too much shade. With a canopy spread of up to 22 m these trees are too large for the space. A single feature tree central to the space is  required. Plant Betula pendula, with its dappled shade.

Regards

Tim

Tim Screen CMLI

Landscape Architect
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