	APPLICATION NO:

	11/ 00285/DISC

Application to discharge condition 50 of approval by appeal of 08/00716/OUT


	PRE APP ADVICE:

	None given

	ADDRESS:

	Heyford Park

	PROPOSAL:

	To comply with Condition 50 that states that prior any demolition on the flying Field a Scheme of Demolition for those buildings to be removed shall have first been submitted and approved in writing by the LPA.  The Scheme is to include:
· demolition techniques

· hours of operation

· dust and noise mitigation

· details of treatment of the arisings

· method of processing any spoil on site.



	ADVICE SOUGHT:

	Whether condition can be discharged



	URBAN DESIGN AND /OR CONSERVATION COMMENT:

	The document submitted is intended to discharge not only this condition but also
· Condition 2 of CAC 10/01619 in respect of a scheme for phased demolition

· Condition 4 of CAC 10/01619 in respect of a scheme for recording of buildings.

In my opinion a separate application should have been submitted for the discharge of each condition.

demolition techniques

Section 2 pupports to deal with this but there is no reference at all to demolition techniques.  Some of the buildings are of traditional brick and slate construction.  Other buildings on the site are of reinforced concrete.  In some areas demolition will be in close proximity to buildings to be retained or buildings that will remain occupied whilst demolition takes place.  In other areas there is wildlife interest.  Different demolition techniques will apply to different building types, location and situations.  There is no reference to demolition techniques of any kind and in this respect the information provided is wholly inadequate. 
hours of operation

dust and noise mitigation

details of treatment of the arisings

method of processing any spoil on site.

For these aspects of the scheme refer to the para on demolition methodology below.  This information is not provided and so the information provided is wholly inadequate.

Not all buildings proposed for demolition on the site are included in the submission and it is not clear why. In particular no buildings are included beyond the settlement area and it is not clear why.
There is however reference to the following:
Asbestos survey

I note that a contract for the Asbestos Survey was completed and works commenced on site on 15 August, prior to submission of this application to discharge the condition.  I consider this to be premature as the scope of the works should have been agreed prior to implementation.

· It is not clear what type of Asbestos Survey is being referred to. Given the nature of the buildings a Type 3 Survey should be undertaken involving intrusive bore holes, sampling and removal of panels

· Tests around the site will also be required.

· The advice of Environmental Health on this matter will also be required.

· The CDM  Co-ordinator on behalf of the developer should have already notified the HSE and already submitted the F10 form to the HSE.

· It is not clear where the areas are that are referred to in Table 2.5

· It is not clear why so many buildings are exempt.  Justification will be required.

Site investigation
I note that a site investigation strategy has being developed and will be deployed in 3 phases: 

1. slip trenches at Camp Road
2. site investigation adjacent to the first phases of demolition to feed into the demolition tender and borehole monitoring for gas and water to inform the remediation strategy

3. site investigation of residual areas, bore hole testing for gas and water to inform the remediation strategy.

However 

· I do  not see a timescale submitted for the associated works

· I do not see any reference to the demolition or remediation techniques to be employed

· It is not clear how other services are to be located and remediated.
· It is not clear whether other noxious substances have been tested for eg lead pipes or paints, radiation, fuel leakage, de-icer from  washing the aircraft.

· There is no reference to the site wide POL system, where I understand part has already been backfilled.

· It seems to me that the output of this stage of the site investigation is required to inform the appropriate demolition techniques to be employed vis a vis different buildings and in different locations.

Demolition phasing
· Fig D.0291_65-2 indicates buildings within the settlement area to be demolished in 4 phases, although the number of the plan is referred to differently in the text.
· There is no plan identifying where these areas are.

· There is no explanation as to why these phases or why these buildings.  Phase 1 appears to enable the school site to be cleared (but some buildings eg 442 remain0 and for the cricket green top be cleared but several buildings remain  eg 440and 480.  

· There is no explanation as to why so many buildings within this development area are to remain.

· There is no timescale for the demolition phases and no timescale for the demolition of buildings not included in these phases.

· I am disappointed not to see the former school buildings in the west of the site included as it was the intenti0on that these be demolished at a very early stage.

· There is no reference to the demolition of any buildings on the Flying Field, which I had understood was the purpose of this condition.

· Ground slabs and foundations are to be grubbed up to a depth of 1.5m for the school site.  OCC expect a fully remediated, levelled and serviced site so the adequacy of this treatment needs verification.
Demolition methodology

This is the core of what Condition 50 requires the Scheme of Demolition to specify.  However it falls very far short of specifying any detail at all, deferring all the following to be agreed at a later date:

· Vehicular and pedestrian access

· Traffic flows

· hours of operation

· so-called “environmental measures”

· re-use of materials and details of treatment of the arisings

· location of spoil heaps and crushing plant

· method of processing any spoil on site
· dust and noise mitigation

· There is no reference at all to demolition techniques.
This is totally unacceptable.
The term Planning Supervisor was replaced in 2007 with the term CDM Co-ordinator when the previous CDM Regulations 1994 were revoked,.
Protection of visual amenity
Some temporary screening and hoarding is proposed, with some “decorative improvements” and some targeted planting.  The location and design of the screening or hoarding is not given, what the decorative improvements comprise is not given and the location and nature of the “targeted planting” is not given and in any case, unless very expensive semi mature trees to be wheeled in, it likely to be ineffective.   This level of detail is wholly inadequate.  

Protection of ecological interest

· I note that a methodology for the bat surveys has been agreed and the bat survey was due to have been completed in September but that, due to the presence of asbestos and dangerous structures, this consisted of activity surveys at dawn and dusk to provide information on  the bat interest for the EPS license.  Following this a method statement outlining working practices, watching brief, timetable and mitigation was to be submitted.  It is surely this latter information that is required to inform the demolition techniques and timing of phasing.  
· There is no reference to any other protected species known to be on site such as great crested newts, skylarks.

· There is no reference to how the retained trees and other vegetation is to be protected during demolition works.

Without this information the condition cannot be discharged.
The information clearly set out in the Condition as required has not been provided and so the condition cannot be discharged.


	RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS, IF ANY:

	

	RECOMMENDED REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	The information required to be provide to satisfy condition 50 has not been provided.


	CONCLUSION:

	REFUSE


	OFFICER AND DATE:

	Linda Rand
Design and Conservation  Team Leader

13 December 2011




