INITIAL PLANNING CONSULTATION RESPONSE – BICESTER

ECO TOWN EXEMPLER SITE REF: 10/01780/HYBRID

COMMENTS RELATING TO ‘ACCESS’

Re: The communal area (River corridor) 

Drawing Nos: 8010-UA 001881—UP23D-01 and 8011-UA (etc)

· Without ‘spot’ levels relating to the proposals it is very difficult to make meaningful comment.

· Ramps are referred to as ‘DDA compliant’ which is meaningless.

· No details relating to materials/surface finishes are available.

· There appears to be very little in way of ‘furniture’ provided which would be suitable for older or disabled individuals whether to watch or partake in any activities.

Specific comments on ‘access’ section of the DAS.

· No mention of any consultation/involvement conducted with user groups, nor is there any reference to evidence/findings following such involvement.

· No mention of imminent demographic change, specifically age profiles and an aging population (as well as those individuals with impairments) and how this has influenced and impacted the overall design philosophy.

· There is no mention of lifetime, home or neighbourhood standards within the DAS.

· In terms of relevant standards relating to inclusive design the DAS makes very vague (and meaningless) reference to compliance with the Disability Discrimination Act and ‘relevant guidelines’.

· The DAS does clearly state that all integrated walking and cycling routes will be segregated.

· Not clear what provision has been made for visually impaired individuals relating to way finding in and around ‘shared spaces’.

· Reference is made to refuse collection within the accessibility section of the DAS.  It is suggested that refuse (wheelie bins?) will be collected from ends of streets.  Where ‘shared space’ is the design philosophy how will the designer ensure the bins do not create obstacles and barriers for those with sight limitations?  Also how will the bins be moved for occupants with mobility restrictions?

· Not convinced that the ‘access’ part of the DAS clearly demonstrates that the philosophy of the ‘social model’ of disability has been adopted as the design goal.

General Comments Relating to Application

· Does the applicant/developer have an ‘access consultant’ on board to ensure principles of inclusive design are being considered at the early stages of the development process?
· Access strategy: Important for the developer/applicant and their ‘access consultant’ to establish from the onset the appropriate technical standards which have been adopted.
· Has the developer established an ‘access forum’ (perhaps as part of Section 106 agreement?)
· Suggest that developer/applicant ‘presents’ application to CDC ‘Disability Forum’ to gain immediate input with perhaps ‘questionnaire’ also offered so that user groups can provide considered responses on issues that are felt to be important.  (A Disability Forum ‘event’ is coming up relatively soon.  I can provide further details if felt appropriate).
· Any intended departures/variations from the national guidance relating to ‘inclusive design’ should be justified.
· The applicant/developer should be aiming to demonstrate that the ‘social model’ of disability has been adopted.
Specific Comments Relating to the Application

· Housing should be no greater than 500m from primary services and no greater than 800m from local secondary services.
· All pedestrian footways should have gentle gradients not exceeding 1:20.
· Bicycle lanes should be separated from footways and clearly marked (this is, in fact, mentioned in the DAS provided).
· Lifetime homes provide ‘improved access’ to dwellings for wheelchair users but does not make them fully accessible.  It is recommended that 10% of all houses are built to ‘Wheelchair Housing Standards’ (which exceed LTH criteria).
· With respect to external information the house plans do not provide sufficient detail to conclude whether the proposals satisfy criteria 1 of the Lifetime Home Standards’:  (Also there appears to be conflict between the planning strategy of a reduction in vehicular use/ownership and the requirement of LTH’s to provide a parking space (2.400m wide which has the potential to be increased in width to 3.300m) for every house (as all houses are required to meet the LTH criteria as required by the PPS1 supplement).  I’ve left a message with Chris Goodman (from LTH) to contact me regarding this in order to find a resolution.
· Finally page 19 of the ‘Sustainability Strategy’ (paragraph 3-7 ‘Sustainable Development Design’ seems to suggest that only the affordable/social housing will be built to LTH standards?
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