	APPLICATION NO:

	10/01642/OUT

	PRE APP ADVICE:

	There have been a number of meetings to discuss the emerging master plan and one to discuss the DAS



	ADDRESS:

	Heyford Park, former RAF Upper Heyford



	PROPOSAL:

	New settlement


	ADVICE SOUGHT:

	Urban Design and Conservation



	URBAN DESIGN AND /OR CONSERVATION COMMENT:

	This outline application differs from that approved following the Inquiry in these main respects:

· The redesign of the area around the parade ground, including the retention of more buildings

· The retention of all the bungalows south of Camp Road (now with a resolution to approve) and the resultant extension of the settlement area to the west  to take account of the low density of the bungalows

· Additional dwellings to the east of Larsen Road along the eastern boundary

· The treatment of Camp Road

· The redesign of the local centre

· The redesign of the Trident area.

Of these the redesign of the area around the parade ground is an improvement over the approved scheme in that the original dimensions of the historic space are retained and also more of the key buildings fronting it.  I do have some comments of detail related to this area however, which I will cover later

The extension of the settlement area west as a result of the retention of the bungalows has been assessed by LDA Design, who conclude that

· The gym [proposed for retention in the scheme that was assessed by LDA Design] will be prominent in views. The submitted application does not propose the retention of the gym building.

· Clarification should be sought regarding the retention of the evergreen trees along the southern boundary, which provide an effective albeit uncharacteristic screen.  Ideally these shoud be replaced with indigenous species.  It is not clear what is proposed for these trees. Plan 995 G 514 Rev D Approximate Location of Trees to be Removed and Retained shows neither retention nor removal.

· Development of the extended area and the gym should be possible without being visible within the Rousham vista.  However given the high sensitivity of this landscape the applicant should be required to carry out a detailed visual impact assessment including the production of appropriate visual material.  There has been a resolution to approve the application for permanent consent for these bungalows awaiting agreement on planning obligations.   Visual impact work has been submitted with this application and this appears to demonstrate that the visual impact of the additional proposed housing on this sensitive vista is minimal.  On balance benefit is gained from the demolition of the water towers and the gym. Should the gym be proposed for retention as part of a separate proposal detailed  visual, landscape and heritage impact work will be required at that satge.

· The minimal set back from Camp Road for part of this area and subsequent lack of roadside vegetation reflecting the existing character of Camp Road is an unacceptable change. The layout on the south side has been pulled back from Camp Road.
· Other than this the additional housing does not create a significant change from the accepted development principles in terms of landscape or visual impact.  More could be done to mitigate the effects that are created.  Additional planting should be sought along the western and southern boundaries.
Additional dwellings to the east of Larsen Road propose a change in character in this part of the conservation area.  The Officers’ houses are identified in the CAA as buildings that make a contribution to the special character of the CA to be retained and having group value.   The Conservation Plan states that the key characteristics of this area are the very spacious setting, mixture of styles and materials and overall suburban appearance.  The CAA describes this area as being generously set in uncluttered, well tended domestic plots, which creates a very pleasant suburb,….. a distinct area within the site and further a leafy suburb setting of grass and organised tree planting.  The low density of the original buildings is perpetuated in the buildings built adjacent in the 1950s.  LDA Design noted the row of mature beech trees and a row of pin oaks both of which appear to be in good condition along the eastern side of Larsen Road.  LDA Design assessed the visual impact of new development here as little different from the approved scheme provided that the boundary tree planting was retained, but did comment that the density and layout differed from the existing housing and care should be taken to ensure that the proposed housing related appropriately to the existing Officers’ housing.  LDA Design were not asked to assess impact on historic character of the Conservation Area.
This area has a very particular established character: 

· the density is 4.8 dph

· the dwellings are located at 45 degrees to the road, centrally within the large well treed plots 

· the spaciousness of the plots contributes to the campus character of the technical site dating from the 1920s 

· as does the open aspect to the east containing tennis courts  

· the area is also prominent at the entrance to the site from the east.  

The proposed housing 

· has a density of 12 dph

· is located parallel to the road

· fills the width of the plots 

· fills approximately half the plots, creating a terrace effect

· will prejudice the future of the mature trees along Larsen Road as indicated on plan 995 G 514 Rev D Approximate Location of Trees to be Removed and Retained because dwellings are proposed to be constructed well within the tree canopies
· causes harm to the open aspect and the setting of the heritage assets

· would appear as a complete change from the existing view of the edge of the conservation area.

Despite the explanation of the proposals at para 6.5.5, for the above reasons this aspect of the proposal is not acceptable.
The treatment of Camp Road
The Conservation Plan describes Camp Road as an abrupt contrast with the rural sections approaching it.  The signs, traffic calming, regularly cut hedge and a mixture of security gates, safety barriers, fencing and street lighting give it an urban quality. ….  The urban quality is partly mitigated, at least in summer, but on the south side of the road in particular there are  frequent glimpses of a very wide range of materials, colours, building forms and states of repair.  

Camp Road currently has a divisive effect separating, as it was designed to do, the technical site form the domestic site:

· its alignment is very straight

· building lines are set well back behind mature vegetation.  

· there is no direct access to buildings or plots

· the traffic calming at the eastern and western ends is ineffective.

There is an inherent tension between the retention of the existing military character and ensuring that the road integrates well into what is to be a residential environment and that traffic speeds are low and pedestrian movement across is safe. 
The aspiration of the application is to

· retain the linearity of Camp Road  yet change the emphasis to promote greater north – south connectivity (page 49 of the DAS) 

· redesign Camp Road to provide a pedestrian dominant environment (page 52 of the DAS).
Para 5.3.1 of the DAS sets out 

· Build outs with single direction priority

· Links across improved

· Gated access points removed

· Pedestrian priority through roundabouts replaced with managed junctions

Para 3.9 of the DAS sets out traffic calming at 60m intervals and the analysis states that the central section will have design speed of 20mph and the outer sections a design speed of 30 mph.

I am not convinced that these measures will be effective at reducing traffic speeds and I had requested during pre-application discussions that the through route be diverted north or south, preferably north along the southern arm of the Trenchard Trident, in the centre of the settlement.  Para 3.5.1 of the DAS dismisses this as extending the effects of through traffic and that the strength of Camp Road is a fundamental characteristic which the design should work with and not deny.  In my opinion the Camp Road characteristic straightness can be retained visually and functionally as a footpath cycle way or green modes route, whilst through traffic is required to deviate and this would be far preferable. I understand that David Groves also made the same suggestion at pre-application stage on behalf of Oxfordshire Highways.  I also have concerns about the lack of critical mass achieved at the local centre and difficulties with access, parking and servicing commercial units which this approach would also better address. 

For these reasons the alignment and treatment of Camp Road are not yet acceptable.

The redesign of the local centre
The approved scheme indicates retail, community, nursery and primary school facilities focussing on a pedestrian spine linking two new public spaces and shared parking.  This was felt to be a particularly successful aspect of the scheme.  The proposed scheme has retail, PH / restaurant, community and primary school facilities dispersed either side of camp Road and also either side of a further road south of Camp Road. It seems that the concept of the traffic free “village green / cricket square” has been advanced at the expense of the local centre.  

As previously advised during pre-application discussions, I do not consider that this approach creates a critical mass that will be either functionally or commercially attractive because:

· The location of the uses is too dispersed

· The orientation of one retail unit appears to be away from Camp Road northwards

· The orientation of the other retail units appears to be away from Camp Road south wards

· The parking is not centrally convenient for all uses to encourage joint trips

· The place of worship and community centre are distant from the rest of the centre, face away from other uses, are accessed from the opposite side and are separated by housing

· There are two roads that run between the uses further separating the coherence and functionality of the centre.
To be successful uses need to be grouped closer together, accessed from  the same   (ideally pedestrian priority) area, with adequate and grouped parking to create a critical mass.   Routeing through traffic to the north and retaining this central section of Camp Road as a green modes only route through a central park would assist with linking the uses together  albeit that more changes to the location and orientation of buildings will be needed to make this work well.  In this respect the proposals are not yet adequately resolved.

The redesign of the Trident area

The design of this area was the subject of much debate during the preparation of the previous application and during the appeal.  The Trident layout of four routes radiating out from the gatehouse entrance to the arc of A type hangars and linked by a route around the circumference is a defining characteristic of Sir Hugh Tenchard’s principle of dispersal.  It remains clear here and the avenues of trees reinforce the road pattern and the campus character with buildings set within grass and car parking.  The CAA describes the special character of this area as:

Organised campus layout…… with deliberately sited, low density buildings, grassland and organised tree planting……… still retains the attribute of being at the hub of the airbase.  Despite the infill buildings, something of the organised campus origin of the area remains, overlaid by the successive accretions such as the  addition of the standard USA style fire hydrants.  Tall buildings, whilst evident, do not over dominate the site; an effect achieved by the spacing of buildings, the tree planting and the distribution and variety of building types.  
In terms of scale, the height plan on page 54 of the DAS indicates that buildings in the Trident area will be “up to 3 storey buildings” and the text at para 6.5.4 (albeit with the incorrect illustration) states that the buildings will be 3 storey and some will be stepped down to 2 storey but it is not clear which. The section on page 149 of the DAS suggests that quite an enclosed feel will be created, quite contrary to the established character.  The CLG guidance on DASs requires that the upper and lower parameters of height, width and depth of each building be given even at outline stage and this was drawn to the attention of the applicant at pre-application  stage.  Given the location at the historic heart of the 1920s air base  and adjacent to two SAMs and other heritage assets, in the form of buildings making a positive contribution to the conservation area, I consider that the requirements of the CLG guidance  should be complied with in full , most particularly here.  The upper and lower parameters of all dimensions for each building should be given to enable us to assess the impact on the setting of the SAMs and other heritage assets and on the character of the conservation area.  

In terms of the layout, the supremacy of the trident roads is undermined by the amount of car parking; the avenue planting is not enhanced; the pedestrian routes through the area are confused; the building footprints neither relate to the surroundings, nor each other, nor the road layout. Some smaller buildings are included within and adjacent to car parking and it is not clear what these buildings are for.  If they are bin or bike stores they are very prominently located.  The concentration of flats in the trident area, particularly with floor plans that appear to indicate flats accessed from an internal corridor rather than external door,  enables the continuation of the campus environment with pavilion buildings.   However, we need to be sure that these comprise a mix of social and market dwellings and that to meet Lifetime Homes standards that they have access to some private shared outside space.  At present the outdoor space is dominated by car parking, with landscaped areas being restricted to the immediate setting of the dwelling which does not provide shared private amenity space.  A revised layout that,  for example, emphasises the trident arms with  90 degree parking and reinforcement of the avenue planting could leave the landscaped area between the buildings as shared private amenity space and would be far more preferable.  I suggest that the layout of this area requires further work before it is acceptable in terms of the harm it does to the various heritage assets.

In terms of appearance, The CLG guidance states that at outline stage the DAS should explain the principles behind the intended appearance and how these will inform the final design of the development. This is a conservation area location and, although there is no specific reference in PPS 5 about LPAs requesting additional information on applications within conservation areas as there was in PPG 15, Policy HE6 states that LPAs should not validate applications where the extent of the impact of the proposal on the significance of any heritage asset affected cannot be adequately understood from the application and supporting documents.  English Heritage’s Conservation Principles states at paragraph 89 that LPAS should establish whether there is sufficient information to understand the impact or consequences of proposed change.  Very little information is given in the DAS on the  proposed appearance of the development in this sensitive area: at page 123 a selection of photographs of buildings on the site and elsewhere are provided but it is not clear, with a couple of exceptions, where such buildings are intended.  Photograph 19 is described as 3 storey mews within the Trenchard layout, but it is not mews development that is proposed here but, quite the contrary, pavilion blocks in car parking.  I consider that more information is required on the appearance of the buildings in the trident area to enable us to assess whether harm would be caused to the various designated assets.

I have the following other specific comments: 

1 The proposed re-use of the officers’ mess for an older persons home appears appropriate, however it would be good if some of the function rooms could be open to use by noon residents.

2 Care needs to be taken with the road breaking through the trees and play area north of Larsen Road that neither the tree routes nor the amenity of the green space is harmed.

3 The proposed play area in the extreme NW of this housing area adjacent to paragon is poorly sited, as previously advised, with poor surveillance, accessibility and amenity.

4 The aspect of the westerly facing housing here will  be poor and details of the landscape treatment along this edge should be sought to ensure amenity is adequate.

5 There is reference to a pavilion being provided in  the vicinity of the “village green / cricket pitch”, possibly building 457.  I am concerned that the aspiration for the cricket pitch is being pursued at the expense of the normal sports pitch provision.  Is the provision adequate and where  are the changing facilities and parking associated with the football pitch?

6 The proposal to locate a NEAP here seems at odds with the provision of a cricket pitch and I cannot see it on the illustration on page 105 of the DAS.

7 There are conflicts between the distribution of play areas shown on pages 85 and 96 of the DAS.

8 Allotments had been shown within the flying field on an earlier masterplan.  I commented that these were not appropriately located and a better location would be the land currently occupied to the west of the sports pitch by the former school, where there are already roads laid out and presumably water services.  The allotments seem to have disappeared completely, which is most regrettable.

9 Have we had formal confirmation, after protracted debate, that OCC is content with the school site now offered?  I note that the school building is indicated as having a height restricted to 7.5m.  I am unsure whether this is adequate for a school hall which may be used for indoor sports and is often given emphasis through its scale as a public building.  Would any deviation from  this require a detailed rather than RM application?

10 The Development  Uses parameters plan continues to show building 315, not 103 for heritage use and no pavilion is shown.  Surely the Innovation Centre should be B1 only?  The small area east of the Innovation Centre should be notated as residential not B1/B2/B8.  We need to check that the use class allocated to the Officers’ mess accurately affects the intent.

11 There is reference to the current nursery being relocated but I do not see its location identified on  the land use plan. There is reference to a nursery as part of the primary school provision but this will be the Early Years state provision not a private facility.

12 The petrol pumps are shown as being retained but I do not see these on the master plan.  

13 There is reference to the provision of a free bike hire at the bus stop for workers on the flying field and I imagine that this will need a significant area but I cannot see it on the master plan.

14 It would also be appropriate to identify the location of recycling facilities in the local centre as the space these take up, together with the amenity of the immediate area and the need for refuse truck access will influence the layout.

15 I question the quality of the residential environment between the 2 A type hangars.  The approved master plan indicated this as employment.

16 It is not clear whether the orientation of the new buildings has been designed to maximise solar gain, and this is a matter than could contribute to achieving the appropriate Code level. 

17 Links to Lower Heyford Station are referred to and I assume that this will involve the provision of a footpath along the Upper Heyford to Lower Heyford Road where none exists at present.

18 The sustainability appraisal makes claims about the housing design, such as the provision of live-work units.  However the layout does not appear to reflect this, other than possibly use of spare bedrooms as offices.

19 The requirements for the DAS at outline stage for upper and lower parameters of height, width and depth of EACH building have not been complied with for the non residential units as only the plot areas are given.

20 The Street Hierarchy plan in the DAS doesn’t seem to match with the text.  

21 I note that the Trident area and the bungalow area roads are to be unadopted.



	  

	

	RECOMMENDED REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	

	CONCLUSION:

	Further information is required on the aspects indicated above  to enable us to be sure

· what is proposed in certain areas

· assess  the impact of the proposals on various heritage assets

Changes are also advised to the local centre layout to ensure functionality and commerciality.



	OFFICER AND DATE:

	Linda Rand

21 January 2011


