From: Kelly, Judy - Environment & Economy - Highways & Transport [mailto:Judy.Kelly@Oxfordshire.gov.uk] 
Sent: 02 October 2013 11:15
To: catherineg@mjaconsulting.co.uk
Cc: alex.mitchell@cerda-planning.co.uk; Rebecca Horley; Deadman, Michael - Environment & Economy - Highways & Transport; Groves, David - Environment & Economy - Highways & Transport; Daniel Round (External); Planning Consultations - Environment & Economy; KendallWard, Adam - Environment & Economy - Highways & Transport
Subject: FW: Fringford Road, Bicester
Dear Cat,                                                                                                                                                                          

Thank you for these plans. I have printed them off and reviewed them. My comments are as follows:

Plan No. S1043/02

         This proposal is not acceptable. 

         The highway boundary information has clearly not been obtained from our Land & Highway Records Team and is only “assumed” on the plan. You will need to establish the extent of the highway boundary by contacting the appropriate officers - landandrecords@oxfordshire.gov.uk, 01865 815082.  

         Similarly, any proposed removal of highway vegetation/ trees will need to be approved by our Arboriculture officer, and I do not believe they have been approached. Contact details are highwayenquiries@oxfordshire.gov.uk, 0845 310 1111.

         The proposed visibility splay of 2.4m x 100m is not acceptable for a road of speed limit 40mph in the absence of a speed survey to support. In fact the proposed splay on plans appears to be less than stated – 2.4m x 95m. This is a highway safety concern. 

         The proposed pelican crossing will require public consultation, and I would need time to consult colleagues internally, particularly our Road Safety and Traffic teams. 

         There are a few minor matters which would be picked up under a safety audit, i.e. unclear where tactile paving is being proposed south of the site and Skimmingdish Lane as referred to on the plan. Also, the wrong type of tactile paving (colour and layout) are shown for a pelican crossing.

Plan Nos. 4804-AC2 and 4804:AC2 (Future possible new highway scheme)

         As raised above, the highway boundary has not been established to demonstrate that the visibility splays can be achieved.

         I note that various highway measures – change speed limit signs and roundels to 30mph, introduce ‘dragons teeth’ road markings, improve gateway feature, provide traffic calming, provide pelican crossing facility – are annotated on plans. However no details are provided to demonstrate that such a scheme is workable. As you are no doubt aware, such measures will be subject to a formal public consultation exercise, the result of which cannot be anticipated at this stage. 

         I would prefer a visibility splay of 2.4m x 90m.

         In summary, although the proposed highway infrastructure scheme and new vehicular access to comply with a new 30mph speed limit could theoretically be the subject of a Grampian (pre-commencement) condition, I feel that there are too many ‘ifs’ at this stage to approve such a sketchy proposal without proper consultation and establishment of highway boundary information. 

Other matters

Regardless of the above matter of direct vehicular access to the application site, there are other concerns which I feel have not been addressed, namely:

         Lack of pedestrian/ cycling infrastructure and proposed mitigation improvements, particularly concerning the route along Skimmingdish Lane and facilities for pedestrians accessing bus stops/ services on the A4421. Please refer to my original consultation response for detailed comments on this matter. 

         Concerns regarding sustainability of the site. As I have previously said, the location does not comply with the requirements of ‘Walkable neighbourhoods’ (having a range of facilities within 10 minutes’ walking distance). 

         Strategic Transport Contributions – I think I understand from your email of 23/09 that your client is willing to contribute a proportionate amount to all mitigation and improvements across the part of the network affected by this development’s trip generation. Please could you formally confirm that this is the case?
         Lack of visibility at junction of unnamed road to the south of the site (refer to my consultation response). I don’t think I have had a response to this concern.
         Provision of second emergency vehicular access to the site- I have not yet seen details of this.
         Details of existing accesses to be closed off – a minor point, but still not confirmed.
         No parking plan provided for the development – as I have stated, I need to see this information to ensure that the appropriate level of parking can be provided onsite for the proposed development. In other instances where details of a parking plan to be submitted for consideration and approval are made the subject of a planning condition, this has led to issues at reserved matters/ discharge of condition stage when the developer has been unable to show that the parking requirements can be met.
         Details of estate layout not provided– i.e. carriageway widths, swept path analysis for refuse vehicles/ emergency service vehicles/ delivery vehicles etc. Again, raised in my consultation response of 1st August (attached). 
Kind regards,

Judy
Judy Kelly
Senior Engineer
Transport Development Control

Strategy and Infrastructure Planning

Speedwell House|Speedwell Street|Oxford|OX1 1NE 

Tel: 01865 815864|Email: judy.kelly@oxfordshire.gov.uk 

www.oxfordshire.gov.uk 

Save money and paper - do you really need to print this email?
From: Catherine Grindle [mailto:catherineg@mjaconsulting.co.uk] 
Sent: 01 October 2013 16:30
To: Kelly, Judy - Environment & Economy - Highways & Transport
Subject: Fringford Road, Bicester

Judy – please find attached revised access drawings.  The first has been designed for the existing 40mph limit, with 2.4x120m to the right and 2.4x100m to the left, operating a relaxation from the DMRB standard since the location is in a residential area.  The drawing 4804-30mph layout shows indicative offsite highway works required should a 30mph speed limit be introduced, including improving the gateway features and providing traffic calming of a form to be discussed.

I have not been able to reach you today, but understand that you are working on this project.  I would be grateful if you could call me as soon as you can to discuss.

Kind regards

Cat

Cat Grindle 
For MJA CONSULTING 
Tel 01235 555173
www.mjaconsulting.co.uk
Monarch House, Barton Lane, Abingdon, Oxfordshire, OX14 3NB

