	APPLICATION NO:

	10/00220/DISC

	PRE APP ADVICE:

	No



	ADDRESS:

	Former RAF Upper Heyford

	PROPOSAL:

	Discharge of conditions 15, 25 (i) and (v) and 55 of 08/00716/OUT

	ADVICE SOUGHT:

	Urban Design and Conservation



	URBAN DESIGN AND /OR CONSERVATION COMMENT:

	Condition 31: Information Boards

· The submission is inadequate in that it only very approximately on a very small scale plan indicates the position of the information boards and also only provides a brief written description of their intended appearance.  All are to be located with a conservation area, two adjacent to listed buildings and five adjacent to a Scheduled Ancient Monument.   Policy HE10 of PPS5 states that when considering applications for development that affect the setting of a heritage asset LPAs should weigh any harm against the wider public benefits.  Visitor interpretation is clearly a public benefit but this does not negate the requirement to ensure that there is no negative impact on the setting of the heritage assets.  Given the lack of detail it is not possible to assess this.  A much bigger scale plan at minimum 1: 200 for each location should be submitted.  I consider also that a scale drawing or photograph should also be submitted to indicate what the information boards would look like eg how tall, landscape or portrait etc etc.

· It is not clear how the “general public” will access these boards.  I presume this is only to be as part of a guided tour?   A plan should be submitted which indicates how the information boards relate to the Upper Heyford Trail.

· A1 seems rather small for the scale of the place and will restrict the amount of information  that can be displayed.

· There is no vantage point from the east

· The maintenance is to be provided by the heritage centre.  What happens if Dorchester Group is unable to secure a group to manage the heritage centre and it doesn’t happen?  How will the information boards be maintained then?

Condition 25(i): Parking Strategy
The purpose of securing a parking strategy and other strategies was to ensure that parked vehicles do not cause harm to the Cold War character and appearance of the flying field in particular by creating the appearance of a low grade industrial estate.  The submitted Parking Strategy is purely aspirational, again setting out what it is seeking to achieve, rather than providing facts.  It gives no detail as to where parking is to be located in relation to each building for which employment use has been permitted. A plan shoud be submitted identifying areas for parking so that the impact can be assessed.  I was under the impression that this work had been undertaken already.  There should be a statement preventing overnight parking.  The reference to the provision of a cycle pool and cycle parking within the buildings is welcomed.
Condition 25(v): Fencing Strategy
Again there is a lack of detail in this strategy and a number of questions remain unanswered.  For example:

· Where the existing fence is to be removed, is it to replaced with anything, if  so what and where, as there will be the need for differing approaches according to location?

· The statement on page 7 that the Management Company will “endeavour to respond and repair the perimeter fence within a month” is a long timescale.

· There is no definition of what constitutes a “regular” inspection.

· The description of stock proof fencing as being “low visibility” together with a wide ranging photograph gives virtually no information about the appearance of the fencing and this is inadequate.

· There are no details provided of the cat proof fencing between the settlement area and the flying field nor of the security measures around the car processing area.  These were the subject of much debate at the Public Inquiry and the details should form part of the Fencing Strategy.

· A fence “to match” the perimeter security fence is proposed around the Cold War Park in the north west of the flying field.  I am very far from certain that this is the right approach as it will segregate part of a visually and functionally related group of HASs from the remainder of the group and subdivide the open character of the flying field and also replicating the real perimeter fence will undermine its importance.



	ANY OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION:

	

	CONCLUSION:

	There is insufficient detail I all these strategies to enable the Conditions to be discharged.



	RECOMMENDED REASONS FOR REFUSAL:

	Conditions are not discharged.



	OFFICER AND DATE:

	Linda Rand

Design and Conservation Team Leader

27 August 2010


