Andy

Please find below my initial comments for the recently submitted Heyford Design Code dated December 2012 by Pegasus Group, as you will see there are still a number of design details that require further work:

Street & Movement Network Codes (page 26)

Primary Street (Camp Road) – a 1.8m footway is proposed, the Local Highway Authority’s view is that a minimum of a 2m wide footway needs to be provided to ensure an adequate pedestrian facility is provided as the nature of Camp Road will remain i.e. a busy through road.  No service strip is shown (normally minimum of 0.6m), however it is understood services/utilities will be placed within the footways (as existing arrangement along Camp Road in places) – however no details are shown and such an arrangement will have an impact on the type of materials to be used on the footways.

The 6.5m width proposed for a primary street is acceptable i. e. ok for buses, refuse vehicle etc.  No vision splays shown or agreed for junctions onto Primary Street.  No planting or tree type details provided.  No street lighting details provided. Bin/Cycle storage? 

Bus route should be in Design Code with location of stops.  Any specific type of bus shelters & stop flags?

Plot’s having direct access onto the Primary Street is acceptable, but on the following basis:

Direct access points design and constructed to LHA specifications;

Access points not to serve individual plots i.e. access points designed to double up on units;

On-plot and parking only with adequate turning area within plot boundaries;

Traffic Calming to go along Primary Street (Camp Road) should in my opinion be shown within the Design Code as has impact street hierarchy of Heyford Park development.  Can have an informative note/caveat stating any calming features subject to separate public consultation.

Secondary & Tertiary Streets – again prefer 2m footway instead of 1.8m due to number of units such streets serve, although without a formal street hierarchy being shown it is unclear how many units will be served by each road, street etc. Service strips?

Shared surface & Lane/Drive – acceptable in principle, but not enough details provided to fully support. Service strips? 

General information missing for roads/streets:

No vision splays shown or agreed for junctions onto Primary/Secondary/Tertiary Streets;  

No planting or tree type details provided;  

No street lighting details provided (note: essential street lighting is designed and provided to the appropriate safety standards – accepted consideration to existing and new trees to be given). 

Street Furniture details?

Bin/Cycle storage? Where will it be located?

Character areas – appears to be no specific materials related to highway surfacing within development;

Type of drainage features within character areas i.e. tree pits for Lanes, swales, existing systems used etc.

No diagrams for parking arrangements for whole of development;

No dimensions shown for garages in line with OCC parking standards (internal garage dimensions 6m x 3m)

Secure by design for parking i.e. overlook parking areas, pedestrian routes etc;

Number of spaces required per residential unit types with appropriate turning areas;

Visitor car parking?

Treatment of Rights of Way (re-opened ones);

Number of spaces for village area;

Servicing arrangements for village centre;

No street hierarchy provided for whole of site (I’ve attached one that I agreed previously with Jenny and Linda Rand for recent major sites, which can be used as a guide on the type of  information expected to be provided by a Design Code).

Apologies slightly late.

Michael
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