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Reserved Matters- (Outline Application 05/01337/OUT)- Details of the proposed village centre including retail, residential, nursery, surgery, community hall and public open space. 
1. Introduction/Background
Outline permission 05/01337/OUT was granted in 2009 for mixed-use, residential-led development at College Fields, now Longford Park. A Strategic Concept Masterplan for the proposal was prepared by John Thompson and Partners and an Urban Design Framework was submitted setting out the design principles for the development, and provide a framework for the production of Urban Design Codes. The Longford Park Masterplan and Design Code (11.07.2012) was subsequently produced and agreed pursuant to Condition 13 and 14 of the outline permission. 

The application has not been subject to any pre-application advice, nor is the application accompanied by a Design and Access Statement or Statement of Compliance.

2. Site/Context

Applications 14/01837/REM, 14/0188/F, 14/01835/REM, and subsequent application for the ecumenical site comprise the village centre.  It is identified in the design code as one of the most important spaces at Longford Park; with a vision to provide ‘a cluster of community facilities creating a heart for the whole neighbourhood’. As such specific guidance is provided by the codes (pg 56-57 and parameter plan at figure 116) to support a design that responds to this vision. It has also been advised that a masterplan approach is required in this area. I am concerned that this approach has not been taken following the submission of individual applications that lack additional information relating to the design process or identifying how the schemes respond to the requirements and spirit of the codes. 
It is disappointing that the scheme has made little progress from the proposals discussed earlier in the year (15.06.14), where it was advised that significant work was required to bring the scheme to an acceptable design standard. It is considered that a masterplan approach is required here. As such these comments relate to the fundamental principles that need to be addressed across the area as a whole.

3. Policy/Guidance
The application is subject to a Design Code (11.07.12) as required by Condition 13 to Outline Permission 05/01337/OUT. In accordance with Condition 13 all subsequent development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved Design Codes.

4. Design Assessment

The applications are not accompanied by a Design & Access Statement or Statement of Compliance document. I have therefore undertaken a combined design assessment of the applications having regard to the Masterplan and Design Code (11.07.12) under the headings as follows:

Movement/Connections:

·  I am concerned that the main street through the village centre presents as an engineered route defined by separate 2m pedestrian routes and defined carriageways, rather than the shared surface that was anticipated by the codes. 
· It is unclear how pedestrian desire lines have been accounted for; the area appears dominated by highway design.

Scale/use:

· The codes require 3-storey for all non-educational uses within the local centre. While it is acknowledged that commercial concerns and viability issues need to be taken into account there is also a need to ensure the resultant place achieves the vision set out for the area. It is noted that the residential units provided above retail is accommodated within the roof space, giving the appearance of a 1.5 storey unit. It is felt there is opportunity to provide greater scale. 
Layout:
· The layout and organisation of uses deviates from the parameter plan in the codes. While this may be acceptable in principle, there is no evidence or option testing and design analysis provided to demonstrate what has informed this, or to justify any changes.
· It is considered that the location of the community hall, as shown in the parameter plan opposite the school site, benefited from the parking available in the central area and closer association with the school. It is also considered that a building of scale and civic function should have greater presence onto the public square.
· The principles set out in the codes suggest that the majority of parking for people using the village centre is to be accommodated within the centre shared space/ parking area. However there appears to be duplication of parking provision associated with individual use/ buildings. This should be considered in relation to the configuration of units and uses around the space to ensure efficient use of land. 

· There is no indication of the landmark buildings specified in the codes. This must be picked up and clearly shown in the design.
· The codes require some of the built form to front directly onto the back of the pavement; the drawings are not clear as to where this occurs.

· Further consideration is required to how the relationship of the built form and open space combine to make a space. A masterplan is required.

Built Form/ elevations:

· While some guidance is provided in the codes to the general form anticipated, it would be useful to understand the brief that is being worked too, and how this responds the site and spirit of the codes. 

· The community building in particular provides the opportunity to provide variety within the area in terms of its design. It is anticipated that a bespoke response would significantly enhance the area. 

Landscaping:

· The existing hedgerow to be partly retained is not plotted on the plans. This must be shown. Residential context from adjacent parcels must also be plotted. 

· I am unconvinced by the arrangement of street trees which serve to define the road/ carriage way through the area, rather than complement the existing hedgerow and continue along the built frontage leaving the central ‘square’ flexible to other uses.  

· I leave detailed comments to the landscape team.
Access and Parking:

· Please see point above relating to the duplication of parking provision. Where separate parking is required (e.g. allocated to residential units) should be clearly identified.

5. Conclusion 
The application provides limited information to justify the proposals. It is strongly recommended that significant design work is undertaken and developed following a master planned approach to the area. It would be helpful to see any design work that has influenced the scheme, and how it responds to the requirements of the codes. 
6. Recommendations/Conditions

The application has significant design issues, is not compliant with the codes and provides limited information to demonstrate a considered and appropriate design response. As such I would be unable to support a recommendation for approval for the scheme as currently presented.
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	Other Information
	It must be stressed that these comments cannot constitute a formal determination under the ‘Town and Country Planning Act 1990’, or the ‘Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990’ and that it contains only informal, officer advice, which cannot prejudice any subsequent decision of the Local Planning Authority.  


