Comments on Heyford Park Design Code Draft 2 (Pegasus B.0286_2AN) 

Comments on Draft 1
Please see attached email containing initial advice on the Design Code from Michael Deadman (04/02/13). Many of the points in the attached email have yet to be addressed to the satisfaction of the local Highway Authority. 

Comments on Draft 2

Pg.25, pg. 42 - Dedicated HGV route needs to be confirmed. Is it to be via Chilgrove Drive, or as previously indicated? 

Pg. 43 – Camp Road design speed should be 20mph, not 30mph.

Pgs. 43-48 - Reference to 1.8m footways. These need to be 2m footways.

Pg. 44 – A potentially large number of direct accesses onto Camp Road are proposed. Plans indicate that no off-street turning/ manoeuvring areas are proposed. Reversing out onto the primary road is not acceptable and off-street turning/ manoeuvring areas are required.

Pg. 46 – The ‘green infrastructure’ land/path indicated on pg. 8 is not represented elsewhere. Comments from OCC’s Rights of Way Team are as follows: 

“That linking route out of the housing area is welcome as it means they are including a gap in the perimeter fence, if it isn't all being de-fenced anyway. As well as that westwards connection it means I can negotiate the link to the south to connect with other rights of way as per the s106 (still fp no. 4) but if that negotiation fails then residents have this link as per diagram. 

 

That link can be a reasonably rural specification. So long as it is 3-4m wide and with an even, grassed surface (or as is, if already surfaced) it means it can be machine mowed. Gates, not stiles and preferably not kissing gates, should be provided at each end if deemed necessary for stock control or to limit access.  If they are planning to dedicate the route as a public right of way under s25 Highways Act 1980 then they'd need to liaise with the OCC Definitive Map and Commons Team. If it is within their landownership area then the maintenance of it could come under their site management plan.” 

Pg.46 – I recommend that the proposed 3m wide cycle/footway on Camp Road is unsegregated, rather than marked out as segregated pedestrian and cycle lanes, as individually these would unlikely be wide enough. 

Pg. 46/47 – Further detail needed on the proposed ‘crossing points’ – i.e. type, formal/informal, specification. Also, additional crossing points will likely be required; only three are indicated.

Pg. 47 – A specific design code will be required for the other streets within the development, not just Camp Road (as proposed).

Pg. 47 – Parking courts - Careful consideration needs to be given to the location and design of parking courts to minimise any adverse impact. Please refer to OCC’s Parking Standards for new residential developments.
Pg. 49 – Pedestrian crossings on Camp Road – see above point (re pg. 46/47). Also, reference is made to crossings being “low key and in the form of a surface material change also marked by large timber bollards and tactile paving”. We wish to reserve the right to have formal crossings if deemed necessary, hence this description should be altered.

Pg. 50 –The specification for bus stops, type of shelter, post and flag, timetable cases etc needs to be included. 

Pg. 51 – A more specific design code for bus stops/ shelters is required.
Pg. 51 – Recycling and refuse collection strategy – should include details on turning head specifications.

Pg. 83 – Traffic calming proposals for Camp Road – the use of raised tables may not be appropriate for bus services and emergency vehicle use.

Pg. 114 – Reference to ‘Sports Park’ – this has been superseded by Free School.

Pg. 115 – Reference to school – is this the Free School, or the originally planned primary school?

Pg. 128 – Ref ‘phasing Plan to be agreed’ – see comment below from OCC’s Legal Team.

Pg. 129-139 – OCC drainage comments are awaited on this section, and will be forwarded as soon as possible.

Arboriculture Team Comments

I am happy with the tree species.  
Initial comments from Governance & Information Officer - Equalities 

This is far too big to contribute detail to yet, however there are a few items we should press for at this stage these include:
a)
Use of a National Register of Access Consultants adviser (http://www.nrac.org.uk/) throughout site development. (Most local contact is Andrew Lord http://www.lordconsultants.org.uk/ )

b)
Insistence that Lifetime Homes (http://www.lifetimehomes.org.uk/) form a core of properties built.

c)
That full engagement/ consultation takes place with local Access Groups or experts e.g. Oxfordshire Unlimited http://www.oxfordshireunlimited.org/ at all stages of development/ all projects (see attached sheet)

d)
That Planners keep a close overview on Design and Access Statement implications throughout all projects (see sheet above)

e)
That ‘Inclusive Mobility’ standards are applied throughout all public aspects https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/3695/inclusive-mobility.pdf 

f)
That all public provision e.g. seats, bins, play areas etc accommodate difference- again liaison with local groups is recommended at each decision/ project stage. CDC’s key inclusion contact is Michael Zuliani. He and Michal Gogut coordinate access consultations so you might seek to have one of their meetings look at these plans and contribute local knowledge.
Note from Legal Team re Phasing Plan for Camp Road works

The agreement of 22 Dec 2011 provided for Camp Road Works to be undertaken in accordance with Phasing Plan and planning condition 7 required phasing plan to be submitted and approved prior to submission of any reserved matters application. What is clear is that Dec 2011 agreement effectively catered for phasing plan to be agreed rapidly.  

