From: Deadman, Michael - Environment & Economy - Highways & Transport [mailto:Michael.Deadman@Oxfordshire.gov.uk] 
Sent: 30 August 2013 16:58
To: Andrew Lewis
Cc: Clare Mitchell; Kelly, Judy - Environment & Economy - Highways & Transport; Groves, David - Environment & Economy - Highways & Transport
Subject: Heyford Park Design Code V4 Comments (13/00153/DISC)
Importance: High

Andy

Thank you for consulting Oxfordshire County Council (OCC) as the Local Highway Authority in regard to the submitted Design Code (Version 4) for Heyford Park (Pegasus Document B.0286_2F dated August 2013) to discharge planning condition 8 of 10/01642/OUT.  Judy and I have reviewed this document and have the following comments to make, however please note these comments should also be considered with previous responses provided by OCC for earlier versions of this Design Code (attached):

Contents Page – No comments;

Introduction – No comments;

Chapter 1 (Design Coding Approach) – There appears to be no mention of where the Care Home is going or the Free School applications. 

Chapter 2 (Master plan Framework) – No further comments;

Chapter 3 (Street & Movement Network Codes) – Page 40 shows an indicative street hierarchy which is acceptable in principle for the main routes for cars and the two bus routes.  However, the bus route that is using the secondary street is shown as one way only.  This is not acceptable as this route is likely to be used as a main bus route, which will require 2 way bus vehicle movements.  This element of the street hierarchy plan requires amending.  Concern remains with the HGV access and its safety implications to the residential areas and the proposed Free School (Building 74) nearby which is again not shown as part of this document or any previous Design Codes).  On page 34 is states the HGV route is one-way – this is not acceptable.  Where do the HGVs go when they wish to leave? Will HGVs link into Chilgrove Drive?

The description of the street hierarchy descriptions appear to match each other in terms of the cross section and layout views.  

There now appears to be on-plot turning areas for houses served off the Primary Street, which is acceptable as OCC won’t accept reversing onto Camp Road.  However, such provisions are space hungry and will have an impact on the characteristics of Camp Road in regard to the proposed swales and planting.  Any direct access points onto a street will require clear/unobstructed vision splays to an approved OCC standard.

Page 42 – there appears to be no evidence that a service strip is being provided on any of the streets proposed.  A minimum of 0.6m is required.

Any planting within the public highway will need to be agreed with OCC, which will include commuted sums and any associated works i.e. tree pits to be technically approved.

Primary Street (Camp Road) – the dimensions quoted for the infrastructure to be provided along this Primary Street are generally acceptable, however OCC’s requirement for the proposed 1.8m footway to be increased to 2m remains unchanged. 

Secondary Street – No minimum set back is now stated, it is assumed there is no longer a privacy strip proposed/required.  The 6.1m carriageway proposed is acceptable and is an essential requirement as the Secondary Street is to be used as a bus route (two ways).  As this route will be for buses the road/street width must be increased to 6.5m on corners to provide a satisfactory width for buses to turn and not encroach approaching vehicles.

Tertiary Street – there is still a dimension missing from the section drawing for this street i.e. parking bays (only width shown of 2.5m, no length for bays on opposite side shown).  The carriageway width of 5.5m to 6.5m is more than adequate for a refuse vehicle and a car to pass each other on such a street.  I would suggest up to 6.5m is excessive for this type of street and OCC would accept a minimum width of 5.5.  If HGV movements are proposed along this street type, this is considered undesirable and a minimum of 5.5m (6-6.5m on corners) will be required.

Trident Tertiary Street – typo on cross section “mum” instead of “minimum”.  An average minimum width of 5.5m with allowance for narrower sections for kerb/tree line retention is rather vague, more firmer details are required for this new street type within the street hierarchy i.e. minimum widths only, not averages.  Will there be a maximum width? Will HGVs use this route? Will coaches linked to the Free School use this route?

On the street hierarchy drawing (page 40) a HGV route is shown again running alongside/through the proposed Free School, this raises a safety concern for the children (& staff) who will be attending this school and its operation.  Further thought is required on this part of the street hierarchy and the Free School site.

Along the Tertiary Streets there appears to be a high number of on-street parking spaces being proposed (page 42 & 43).  The principle of on-street parking is acceptable as long as the design concepts of MfS are achieved and there is clear inter-visibility between pedestrian, cyclists and cars (no obstructions from landscaping etc).  From the cross sections provided it is unclear if this is achieved.  More detailed drawing (including HGV concerns) would assist in assessing this part of the Design Code.  It should be also be noted that on-street parking cannot be allocated to a specific plot on a public highway, so the parking arrangement for houses being served by a Tertiary Streets must take this into consideration.  I understand some of the existing businesses within Heyford Park will be served by some of the proposed Tertiary Streets, will such streets be able physically serve some of these units?

Shared Surface (Community Street) – the label home zone has been removed as requested.  Any direct access points onto the shared surface area will require clear/unobstructed vision splays.  Vision splays for single access points do not appear to be shown and will be obstructed by adjacent buildings i.e. require minimum of 2m x 2m splays (quoted in paragraph 3.33, but should be shown too).  The proposed 4.5m – 5m carriageway width is deemed acceptable, although a wider width of 6m is considered necessary in specific areas opposite parking & garage arrangements – which has been stated below the cross section diagram.  A pedestrian margin needs to be provided (this could be a service strip).

Lanes (Green Edge) – this principle is acceptable subject to the type of highway materials to be used.  Such Lanes could be private if no-through traffic is expected on them or they will only be serving up to 5 units (will require Private Road Agreement(s)).  Width of 3.5m to 6m will be ok if varied in areas opposite on-plot parking provisions to provide passing areas.  A pedestrian margin needs to be provided (this could be a service strip).

Street Hierarchy Table comments

· The Primary Street footway width is shown as 1.8m, OCC still require 2m.  3m shared footway/cycleway is ok.  The 1.8m footway width for Secondary and Tertiary streets are acceptable (both sides).  Shared surface as shown.  A pedestrian margin needs to be provided (this could be a service strip). 

· 3m cycleway is acceptable.  It is unclear if on road cycle ways are specifically dedicated to cyclists or just carriageway.

· Verge/surfacing of grass is acceptable, although the verge widths will be expected to vary per street type (subject design).  Is any low level/ground cover planting proposed for street other then the minor streets within the hierarchy?

· Bus Access is acceptable as shown.

· Maximum number of properties to serve identified streets is acceptable.

· Carriageway widths (see comments above) – some widths need revising.

· Access to properties – wording for Primary Street needs amending to “some direct grouped access” not “some direct and grouped access).  Other 100% access points is acceptable, however grouped access points will be required on the Secondary and Tertiary Streets – this has not been altered from V3.

· Carriageway surfacing – the LHA has no issue with Asphalt (HRA), however CDC are expected to wish to have additional requirements such a chippings, different shade of HRS for some streets.  All block paving needs to be stated as permeable too.  Lanes are down as HRA, again acceptable in principle, but LHA would be open to a different type of material (to OCC performance spec approval) if CDC wish to investigate another material option.

· Footway surfacing – HRA acceptable, again if CDC prefer a different material OCC would consider all options as long as meets performance specs.

· Kerbing for Primary and Secondary Streets ok in principle.    Kerbing for Shared surface areas + Lanes should be flush i.e. no up-stands to deter trip hazards.

· Traffic Calming Options (A, B, C & D)  acceptable in principle; but subject to detail.

· For Swept Paths I would tweak this row and replace the wording with “Vehicle Swept Paths” to avoid any doubt.

· On-street parking - Primary Street off street only ok.  On-street parking for Secondary, Tertiary on-street with 2.5 x 6m bays is ok in principle (see comments above).

· Forward visibility – appears ok.

· Junction sightlines – 2.4m x 45m, 33m, 25m, 25m, 25m, 25m ok. 

· Junction spacing to be added i.e. Cross roads and staggered junction are acceptable.  Driveway cross overs for Lanes and Private Drives only. Site specific is not helpful options should be quoted.

· Junction radii – 6m, 6m, 4m, 4m, 4m and 4m ok.  Any streets that join up to a Primary or Secondary Street Lanes and Private Drive to be Splayed.

· Street lighting – columns mounted ok, but would recommend “to be agreed” is added.

· Statutory Services – In footway or shared footway/cycleway is acceptable (and required).  Drainage in carriageway.

· Drainage – gully or permeable paving (or over-edge) is acceptable.

· Landscape Design – to be agreed when the street lighting design has been approved by OCC as will have impact on tree location.  Lighting columns must have 5m gap (each side) between them and nearest tree.

Page 45 - Pleased to see all streets are to be designed in line with MfS and OCC requirements.  Camp Road’s speed limit is expected to remain at 30mph.  20mph design speed is a requirement and not a target design.  The design speed for the lesser streets is 10mph (not a target design).  Traffic calming features to be imposed along Camp Road are yet to be agreed, but are expected to be a mixture of build outs, ramps/raised tables, road narrowings (including pedestrian crossing points in appropriate locations) etc.  

Pages 48 to 49 crossing points shown along Camp Road are welcomed and are considered essential.  However, one such crossing point is on the proposed HGV route.  Also there are no specific details on the type of crossings to be provided i.e. toucans, zebra, uncontrolled with road narrowings etc – this is required.

Page 49 – the traffic calming measure/access arrangement indicatively shown as CP6 raises a concern as such a feature is likely to get damaged quickly and frequently here as feature appears to be on the HGV route.  Other indicative CP features are subject to further discussions and detail designs/S278 technical checks.  Please note that any new/alterations to the existing traffic calming along Camp Road will be subject to a separate OCC consultation process.

There appears to be a piece of land opposite the existing Trident roundabout (opposite side to Building 74) which may need to be “stopped up”.  It is unclear if this separate process has begun/been applied for i.e. decision from the government office can take 9 to 12 months.  

Adoption issues – no phasing plan provided or details of character areas appear to have been provided.  Page 44 states that all new streets will be offered for adoption.  However, existing streets are to be retained as private under current owners for the medium term.  This raises a number of questions (and requirements), such as:

1. How long is the medium term?

2. The existing private streets will be expected to be made up by the developer to an adoptable OCC standard to serve any additional houses – this is not confirmed.

3. Will the existing streets be improved/altered to meet the Design Code street hierarchy?

Parking Strategies – paragraphs 3.32 to 3.38 appear acceptable.  However, the level of parking being quoted in the “Car Parking Provision at Heyford Park” is high for 2/3 bed units upwards and I would question the need for such a high level.  As an alternative I would suggest that 2/3 beds have 2 spaces, 3 beds have 2 spaces, 4+ beds have 3 spaces (or on their merits).

Page 51 Parking Typology Table:

· General comment is that on-street parking cannot be considered/counted as an allocated parking space as such an area space is located is to be adopted public highway.  

· Parking Square - acceptable in principle subject to clear inter-visibility between pedestrian, cyclists and cars (no obstructions from landscaping etc). 

· Landscaped Parking Court – expected to be private area i.e. not adopted or maintained by OCC.  Access into court will need to wide enough for a vehicle to pass between two structures (houses) easily.  Clear visibility splays at the entrance to the court is essential and towards the parking court. 

· Parallel & Perpendicular parking - acceptable in principle subject to clear inter-visibility between pedestrian, cyclists and cars (no obstructions from landscaping etc) and acceptable area behind bays to manoeuvre into/out of. 

· Mews Courthouse/Covered parking – principle acceptable; subject 6m x 3m internal dimensions for garage/parking area and consideration given to garage door opening i.e. not over the highway.

· Attached/integral garage – garage must be set back an acceptable distance to ensure a parked vehicle in front will not overhang onto the highway causing an obstruction and safety issue.  Or the space in front is too small for a vehicle to park on (garage door not to open over highway).  

· Hard standing – acceptable in principle as long as visibility splays at the entrance of these parking area are unobstructed.

· The parking option diagrams below the Typology Table are not in the same order as the table above them (typo issue).

Bus Route plans on page 34 and 52 do not appear to completely tally.  

Bus Routes & Bus Stops (page 53).  Approach is ok in principle for bus infrastructure, but will be subject to further OCC input as part of S278 and S38 technical checks as well as reserved planning applications.   The bus infrastructure that is to be chosen i.e. stop, flag, shelter etc is to be of the same design (and construction) to ensure a consistent approach is secured throughout this development.  It is important that future occupiers are made aware that a bus stop is going to be located outside their future house on the marketing plans for the development (plus lighting columns).   It is essential that the Parish Council agree to the type of bus shelters too as they will be maintaining them (standard practice), which will mean a commuted sum will be required be passed onto them.  

A HGV route continues to be shown going through the development which is undesirable.  No detail of the route width etc is provided.  Also pedestrian routes are also shown along the HGV route which may raise safety issues.  Concern with a Tertiary Street running near building 74 has already been raised above.  Again no school is shown and what links it will have.

New Village Centre – appears to be no detail of the number of parking levels to be provided for the village centre, or how it is to be serviced.

Refuse collection is more of a CDC issue, but tracking drawings will be required for assessment for all future reserved applications.

Chapter 4 (Character Area Code) – only issue to raise at this time is services and trees (covered in street hierarchy).  The tree types proposed within existing/land to be dedicated as public highway have been approved in principle by the County Council’s Arboricultural Team.  A commuted sum per tree will be required, which has been quoted as £2,000 (June 2013). 

Green Way – see Judy’s comments attached on second draft.

CA07 (Core Housing West) – this section of the Design Code does not appear to tally with the submitted application 13/00711/F (9 house initial start of Heyford Park) or the design principles of the Camp Road works.  The Free School building does not appear to be shown within this section of the Design Code, and no footway/cycleway links are shown other then the main one to Camp Road.  

Boundary treatments must not be erected/constructed on the public highway or areas to be dedicated as public highway (or obstruct vision splays etc).  No vision splays must overlook 3rd party land.  Street furniture (page 125) must be to OCC approval/specifications + commuted sums if placed on highway land or land to be dedicated as public highway.  The principles set out in the Design Code are considered indicative only and will need to be agreed with OCC & CDC prior to any reserved applications.

Chapter 6 (Sustainable Design & Infrastructure) – Drainage Engineer comments - The design code sets out a broad drainage strategy and in principal looks acceptable. However, a full design will be required and approved by OCC prior to the development commencing on site (also needed if OCC to adopt highway drainage).

Other Comments 

Please refer to previous comments.

Public Consultation – developer has provided feedback to public suggestions, however no such feedback has been provided to OCC on the previous Design Code submissions.  It would be helpful to OCC to have acknowledgement of this and feedback on how our comments have been addressed.  

Recommendation – OCC do not recommend this condition is discharged as submitted.  The above points must be addressed in detail and additional/revised information to OCC’s satisfaction must be submitted for consideration.  

If you have any queries please let Judy or me.

Regards

Michael

Michael Deadman
Principal Engineer
Transport Development Control
(Cherwell & West Oxfordshire)
 

Tel 01865 810438
