	APPLICATION NO:

	09/01659/REM

	PRE APP ADVICE:

	Some given


	ADDRESS:

	Land north of Skimmingdish Lane

	PROPOSAL:

	RM B1 office 

	ADVICE SOUGHT:

	Urban Design


	URBAN DESIGN AND /OR CONSERVATION COMMENT:

	This is s high profile site and the only development to have so far ”jumped” what is effectively Bicester’s ring road.  It will be prominent as one passes along Skimmingdish Lane and as one approach the roundabout from Launton Road.  The site lies a little distance from RAF Bicester Conservation Area and from the bomb stores at the eastern edge of the flying field and beyond it which form part of the scheduled ancient monument. The Conservation Area Appraisal identifies the key vistas being from the Control Tower across the flying field and also that the visual relationship with the open countryside beyond is important.  For this reason, in allowing the appeal, the inspector limited the height of the buildings to 2 storeys.  The intervening scrub and hedgerows provide some  screening effect between RAF Bicester  this site in summer, but less so in winter.  There is the opportunity here to provide a landmark development here  whilst being sensitive to the setting of the conservation area.
Generally I note that several changes have been made to the development in response to pre-application maters raised.  Most notable is with respect to the materials and the design approach, which are now far more  locally distinctive coherent respectively.  I note that buildings face Skimmingdish Land and a symmetrical gateway is provided at the entrance.  The materials are a modern interpretation of the Bicester red brick and render with contemporary glazing and there is now a strong “family” resemblance, without the buildings being identical.  Reflective materials and discordant roof lines have been removed.  

Buildings B, F and G contain a significant amount of plain render and could look rather bland in this respect.  However, without any indication of location, colour or size of signage, it is not possible to assess this in isolation.

The layout has a gateway entrance suggesting some grandeur but leads nowhere. An alternative opinion would be that there is “hope value” of an extension of the development in to the adjacent field, which I would not support. I previously requested that there should be an end stop to this entrance vista but was advised that the design approach had been to minimise the buildings along the northern boundary due to their proximity to the airfield.

The layout provides for pavilion buildings set, predominantly, with in a car park landscape with a fairly random sprinkling of planting in the surrounding amenity areas.  Pre-application discussions sought amenity areas for office workers to sit out at lunch time and I still think that this could be far better provided for.  The amenity space is not coherent, comprising land left over after car parking and I would much prefer the campus layout to be landscape dominated with a strong landscape structure, with areas having identifiable purposes, seating etc and the car parking fitted around the amenity spaces.

In some locations the refuse stores dominate.

A signage strategy should be submitted with the application, not conditioned.  After careful thought has been given to the architecture, it would be shame to see this jeopardised b y random location, sizes and design of signage.

The Design and Access Statement does not cover all the aspects required by Circular 01/06.  However one can glean the information elsewhere in the application.

 

	ANY OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION:

	

	CONCLUSION:

	I advise that we should seek 

· a revised landscape scheme and parking layout to create a stronger landscape structure, more useable amenity space,  including seating
· a signage strategy that sets out the location of entry signage, directional signage and company signage on buildings so that an assessment can be made as to whether there is sufficient visual interest in some of the elevations as submitted.

I do not consider that these matters can be conditioned  because alterations to both layout and elevations may result.



	RECOMMENDED REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	

	RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS, IF ANY:

	

	OFFICER AND DATE:

	Linda Rand
16 12 09




