CHERWELL DISTRICT COUNCIL
SOUTH AREA PLANNING COMMITTEE

7 August 2008
REPORT OF THE HEAD OF DEVELOPMENT CONTROL & MAJOR DEVELOPMENTS
APPEAL AGAINST NON DETERMINATION OF PLANNING APPLICATION 08/00716/OUT AT THE FORMER RAF UPPER HEYFORD SITE
	1
	Introduction and Purpose of Report

	1.1
	This report is brought to enable Members to consider the grounds on which they wish to defend the planning appeal that has been submitted by North Oxfordshire Consortium on the grounds of non determination of the second application for outline permission for new settlement of 1075 dwellings, together with associated works and facilities including employment uses, community uses, school, playing fields and other physical and social infrastructure. Application reference 08/00716/OUT.

	2
	Wards Affected

	2.1
	Astons & Heyfords & Caversfield

	3
	Effect on Policy

	3.1
	Oxfordshire Structure Plan Policy H2 allows for development of the former airbase for a settlement of about 1000 dwellings as a means to enabling environmental improvements, conservation of the heritage interest at the site, compatible with achieving a satisfactory living environment.  The Policy requires development to be guided by a revised comprehensive planning brief. The Council adopted the Revised Comprehensive Planning Brief for the site, as a supplementary planning document, in March 2007. The submitted scheme does not comply with the policy or Brief as set out in the report below.

	4
	Contact Officer(s)

	4.1
	  Jenny Barker (Ext  1828).

	5
	Background to the Appeal

	5.1
	This outline application was submitted by NOC and registered on 4 March 2008. Since that date, NOC has submitted further documentation and amendments on 26 June 2008 which have been accepted and advertised. 


	5.2
	The statutory 16 week processing period for this outline application accompanied by an Environmental Statement  finished on the 24th June 2008. On the 14th July  2008, NOC lodged an appeal against the failure of the Council to issue its decision within the statutory 16 week period. The first appeal has now been withdrawn and the appeal against this application will be heard at the Inquiry commencing 30 September 08.  


	
	

	5.3
	In view of the appeal that has been lodged, the Council is required to submit a  Statement of Case by the 21 August 08 and it is therefore necessary for the Council to determine the grounds on which it is going to defend the appeal. The proposed reasons set out at the end of the report are recommended as the reasons why the proposals are unacceptable to the Council and thereby could form the basis of the Council’s case with the lodged appeal.



	5.4
	In addition to this planning application appeal, there are 36 Conservation Area Consent application appeals and 14 enforcement notice / temporary use appeals. The Secretary of State has recovered all the appeals for her own determination. 

 

	5.5
	The Secretary of State has indicated she particularly wishes to be informed of the following issues at the appeal which are summarised below;

a)
Extent to which the proposed development complies with the Development Plan

b)
The extent to which the proposed development is consistent with PPS1 with particular regard to the design principles adopted in relation to the site and its wider context 

c)
The Extent to which the proposed development is consistent with PPS3 in particular;


i) High quality housing that is well designed and built to a high standard


ii) Mix of housing, both market and affordable


iii) Sufficient quantity of housing taking into account need and demand and seeking to improve choice


iv) Housing development in suitable locations which offer a good range of community facilities and with good access to jobs, services and infrastructure


v) Flexible responsive supply of land – managed in a way that makes efficient and effective use of land including re-use of previously developed land.

d)
The Extent to which the proposed development is consistent with PPS13

e)
Whether any planning permission granted should be accompanied by any planning obligations

f)
Whether the permission should be subject to conditions

g)
Any other matters the Inspector considers relevant

In addition the Inspector has also indicated that she wishes to be informed of the following matters;
· The extent to which the proposal is consistent with the aims of the Development Plan and national policy guidance regarding Scheduled Monuments, Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas. Also, whether there is any ‘enabling’ case being made regarding the relationship of the new development and the preservation of SMs and LBs

· Whether and how the Secretary of State can consider the change of use of buildings in the general principle of an outline application and whether the demolition of buildings in a Conservation Area should be permitted in the absence of detailed proposals for their replacement.


	6
	Consultation Responses 

The following consultation responses, which have been summarised, have been received in respect of the second application. There were a number of consultees to the first application who have not responded to the second. Their responses can be viewed in the report for the first application which was considered by the Planning Committee on the 24 April 2008.


	
	Steeple Ashton Parish Council have stated that there were a number of points raised by  the appeal Inspector which remain relevant to the current application:

1. Further extensions into the open part of the site should not be encouraged with open areas being retained and linked directly with the open countryside;
2. This is not a suitable location for a new settlement which would impact upon the development of Bicester. Accordingly it should be limited to the redevelopment of the Camp Road area on the scale specified within the Oxfordshire SP – around 1000 homes and 1,500 jobs, a policy the Parish Council support;

3. Any new scheme should be clearly designed as a complete settlement of limited size, not as the basis for expansion to a larger settlement;

4. Whilst the temporary employment uses on the site have been welcomed they should not be used as a pretext for the commercial exploitation of the site. The Council will support existing commercial uses which accord with planning policy;

5. Whilst the Council recognise the wish of existing commercial operations to retain the security fence, it is an eyesore and its loss would open the site up to the countryside. The water towers which are visible from Rousham should be removed in the first phase;

6. The pre-existing footpaths on the site should be re-instated;

7. Traffic movements over the narrow historic bridges to the west should be discouraged;

8. Support the inclusion of affordable housing in the scheme and that employment should be commensurate with the 1000 dwelling target. The existing residents on the site should be given priority in relation to securing affordable housing and that the  proportion of affordable housing provided should be, or exceed, the District Council’s minimum statutory requirements.

9. Have serious concerns that the proposed transport initiatives will not prevent an increase of car traffic to the west of Upper Heyford, thus having and adverse impact on the inadequate rural road system and Rousham Bridge. Extending the proposed bus services into Steeple Aston might usefully reduce some car journeys east from here.

10. They regret the decision not to provide a Health Centre on site as they do not believe the Health Centre at Debbington is a viable option.

11. Concerned at the increased pressure on the education provision of the area by reason of the lack of provision of primary or other schools.

The Parish Council are concerned that the scheme lacks the comprehensive approach for the whole site. They question the justification put forward by the developer to retain some of the security fencing on the basis that they are needed for the retained commercial uses.  Whilst they have no objection to the retained uses of the HAS, they feel that alternative security arrangements should be found. Landscape restoration should take place across the whole site. They feel that the absence of this approach will result in attempts, at a later stage, to expand the settlement.

The Council are concerned that the lack of an holistic approach, maintenance of the extensive existing uses and failure to remove major items will result in the site remaining unrestored in perpetuity. The limited works proposed will not significantly improve the existing situation.

The Council suggest that the application be refused until such time as a fully comprehensive plan for the final treatment of the whole site is included. 


	
	Somerton Parish Council The Council’s response to the current application is the same as was raised in relation to the previous application. Their previous comments are as follows:

objects to the proposal on the following grounds:

1. Increased volume of traffic through Somerton will cause a significant increase to the danger of residents and destroy rural character. The ability to enhance traffic calming to combat the rise in traffic is severely limited. 

2. It will have impact to J10 of M40. 

3. Lack of information submitted on proposed traffic calming to Somerton and recommends alterations to Camp Road. 

4. Traffic increase during construction phase; the Parish Council wants to review and approve the proposed preventative measures and the Code of Conduct for the Construction Traffic.

5. Proposal is unspecific about additional bus provision for Somerton residents

6. Proposal does not comply with the brief with regards to proposed traffic movements.

7. Proposed commercial use of buildings which are identified for monumentalisation in the brief

The Parish Council supports the following

1. The proposals for the fence, Country Wildlife Park and footpath development;

2. The proposed Heritage Trail however should be expanded for use by horse riders;

3. The proposed affordable housing



	
	Gosford and Water Eaton Parish Council comments:

1. Stress that they would not want to see large amounts of additional traffic generated through the Parish, or increase of surface water in the River Cherwell to exacerbate flooding downstream;

2. Why can this development not become an eco-town instead of other sites in Cherwell?
1. 

	
	Middleton Stoney Parish Council objects to the proposal on the following grounds:

The figure of 1075 houses is hardly consistent with “about 1000” in the comprehensive planning brief. The application fails to comply with the RCPB in even more respects than the previous application.



	
	

	
	Adderbury Parish Council express concerns re increased traffic through nearby villages



	
	Wendlebury Parish Council have no observations.

	
	South Northamptonshire District Council have maintained their position in relation to this current application. They have stated that they have no adverse comments to submit and advises the application to be determined in accordance with national planning guidance and local development plan policies.

Oxfordshire County Council as Structure Plan Authority objects to the proposal on the following grounds:

1. the proposed development would be likely to generate inappropriate employment opportunities in terms of scale, type and location across the flying field site outside the settlement area, contrary to the Revised Comprehensive Planning Brief (RCPB) and Structure Plan policies G1, G2, E1, E3 and H2; 

2.  the proposed development would be likely to have adverse transport  and sustainability  impacts, contrary to principles of sustainability in policies G1, G2, T1,T2,T5, T8, H2 and R2 and national planning policies;

3. the proposals and the accompanying Base Management Plan, together with the proposed mechanisms for the future management and maintenance of facilities would fail to deliver and maintain the scale of environmental improvements required by the RCPB and Structure Plan policies G1, EN2, H2 and R2;

4. The County Council is not confident that the range of transport and non-transport items listed in the applicants draft heads of terms and the scale of the overall package would be sufficient to mitigate the full impacts of the development and achieve a satisfactory living environment for the residents in accordance with Structure Plan policies G3 and H2; 



	
	Oxfordshire County Council Archaeologist  raises no objections provided that any planning permission is subject to a condition requiring the implementation of an approved staged programme of archaeological works in accordance with EN6, PPG16 and the Local Plan


	
	Oxfordshire County Council Ecologist argues that more information is required  in relation to measures to expand bio-diversity eg scarification and treatment of the runways to expand the County Wildlife Site. The detail should be provided in an Ecological Construction Method Statement. The provision of a Conservation Management Plan is welcomed but the current submitted plan is not sufficiently robust to deliver the main biodiversity aims and objectives for the site. There is a need for a Wildlife Management plan for the site and a single management committee and funding secured for the site.


	
	Oxfordshire County Council Highway Authority state; 
It is generally accepted that the site is located in a sustainable location in transport terms; it is not considered walking or cycling is viable, although the reconnection of some of the footpaths and bridleways will improve access to the surrounding villages.

There is concern surrounding the alignment of Aves Ditch on the former bombe stores, due to the ‘dog leg’ around the fence line as it is likely to be less attractive to users and the straightening of this is sought.

Public Transport is limited even with improvements being considered in the application.

The inspector in considering the last appeal states ‘that if there wasn’t an airbase that it would be difficult to justify the development, there is little support from PPG13, which makes it clear that the availability of previously developed land is not in itself sufficient reason to develop in rural locations.’

Many people coming to the area may already have jobs elsewhere so the advantage of having employment opportunities on site may not make much difference in sustainability terms. Therefore the transport assessment acknowledges employment uses are to be from places other than the proposed residential area. 

The highway network in the area is typical of a rural area; road junctions are not designed or generally capable of carrying large volumes of traffic.

Despite the shortcomings of the site the Highway Authority have supported and continue to support the concept of the development to enable the reinstatement of the site.

There is considerable distance from the Camp Road to the proposed commercial uses on the flying field. Even if the employees were to use the public transport to the site the long distance from any future bus stop to the workplace on the flying field will be a further deterrent to use public transport.

There is concern regarding the access arrangements and greater separation between residential and commercial traffic would be preferred. However with careful detailed design the arrangement could operate satisfactorily.

The traffic generation could be higher than predicted as the development will mature and inevitably change in the future.

The key junction on Camp Road, the B430 and Middleton Stoney junction are not considered appropriate or adequate to accommodate higher levels of traffic. 

The Highway Authority object to the proposal on the transport sustainability grounds, the proposal being contrary to policies G1, G2,R2, T1, T8 and E1 of the Structure Plan.

Oxfordshire County Council Rights of Way Team have raised a number of issues relating to the provision of on and off site public rights of way . The restoration of Portway and Aves Ditch are recognised but they would object if they were not dedicated as Bridleways. 



	
	South East England Regional Assembly makes no substantive comments however to ensure the proposed development does not prejudice or conflict with the Regional Spatial Strategy, the LPA should:

1. Secure the phasing and delivery of new or improved infrastructure to meet the needs of the new development in accordance with policies CC5 and CO7 of the draft South East Plan (a definition of ‘infrastructure’ is set out in the draft South East Implementation Plan;
2. Secure the use of sustainable construction methods in accordance with Policies CC4, H5, W2 and M1 of the draft South East Plan;

3. In accordance with Policies INF2 , INF4 and INF5 of RPG9; and Policies CC”, CC3, EN1, EN2 and NRM1 of the draft South East Plan ensure the incorporation of measures to achieve high levels of water efficiency , sustainable drainage ssyetms and other measures where appropriate.

4. Secure the incorporation of energy efficiency measures and renewable energy sources; including CHP, in accordance with Policy INF4 and INF5 of RPG (as altered); and Policies CC2, CC3, EN1 and EN2 of the draft South East Plan;

5. Secure and appropriate package of measures to prevent and mitigate against air and/or noise pollution in accordance with Policies E7 of RPG9; and Policies NRM7 and NRM8 of the South East Plan;

6. Secure a level of affordable housing that reflects local need, reflecting the aims of Policy H4 of RPG9; and Policy CO4 of the draft South East Plan; and secure appropriate types and sizes of housing, reflecting the aims of Policy H4 of RPG9; and Policy H6 of the draft South East Plan; 
7. Secure an appropriate package of transport infrastructure and other measures to promote alternatives to the car and encourage walking cycling and the use of public transport, reflecting the principles set out in Policies T1 and T10 of RPG9 (as altered); and Policies T1 and T5 of the draft South East Plan;

8. Secure high quality design to enhance local character and sense of place ; and ensure an appropriate package of measures to secure the conservation and enhancement of the historic environment in line with Policy Q2 of RPG9; and Policies CC8a, CC12, H5, BE1 and BE7 of the draft South East Plan.

9. Ensure an appropriate package of protection and mitigation measures to protect and enhance the biodiversity of the site and surrounding area and ensure the protection and enhancement of the distinctive qualities of areas of high landscape value in accordance with Policies E1 and E2 of RPG9; and Policies CC2, CC3 and NRM4 of the South East Plan 

Whilst SEERA’s comments are similar to those raised in relation to the earlier application, they have omitted reference to mitigation measures required in relation to flood risk and the protection of archaeological remains which they raised earlier. Notwithstanding this however, they have, in addition to the above response, also stated that their previous comments also apply.  For the sake of clarity these are as follows:
1. Secure the phasing and delivery of new or improved infrastructure to meet the needs of the new development in accordance with policy CC5 of the draft South East Plan;

2. Secure the incorporation of water efficiency, energy efficiency measures and renewable energy sources, including CHP, in accordance with Polices INF2, INF4 and INF5 of RPG9 and policies CC2-3, NRM1, EN1 and EN2 of the draft South East Plan.

3. Secure the use of sustainable construction methods as an appropriate package of measures to prevent and mitigate against air and/or noise pollution in accordance with policy E7 of RPG9 and policies CC4, H5, NRM7-8, W2 and M1 of the draft South East Plan;

4. Secure high quality design to enhance local character and sense of place in accordance with policy Q2 of RPG9 and policies CC8a, CC12, H5 and BE of the draft South East Plan

5. Secure a level of affordable housing and appropriate types and sizes of housing that reflects local need, reflecting the aims of policy H4 of RPG9 and policies H4 and H6 of the draft South East Plan;

6. Secure the provision of a travel plan and an appropriate package of transport infrastructure and other measures to promote alternatives to the car, reflecting the principles set out in principles T1, T10 and T13 of RPG9 and policies T1, T5 and T8 of the draft South East Plan;

7. Ensure an appropriate package of protection and mitigation measures to protect and enhance the biodiversity of the site and surrounding area in accordance with policy E2 of RPG9 and policy NRM4 of the draft South East Plan, 

8. Ensure the incorporation of sustainable drainage systems and other measures where appropriate in accordance with policy NRM3 of the draft South East Plan.

Further comments advise that the district council should secure through appropriately worded conditions and legal agreements;

9.  Appropriate mitigation measures to reduce flood risk in accordance with Policies INF1   of RPG9 and Policies NRM3 of the draft South East Plan.

10. Mitigation measures in relation to flood risk and archaeological remains in accordance with Policy INF1 of RPG9 and Policies NRM3 and BE7 of the draft South East Plan.



	
	South East England Development Agency confirms their previous comments still apply that the application is in general well aligned to the Regional Economic Strategy and broadly complies with Policy H2 of the Oxfordshire Structure Plan and Policy UH1 of the Non Statutory Local Plan. In particular it provides for around 1000 dwellings and for a level of employment broadly comparable to the likely number of economically active residents. It is recognised that the development is not fully in accordance with the Revised Comprehensive Planning Brief but maintaining a  range continuity for the range of successful existing businesses on the site is also an important material consideration. SEEDA supports proposals which enable the existing business to continue to operate from the site where these broadly conform to the development plan and the current application offers a solution that would achieve this and need not be incompatible with the heritage interest in the site. 

Paragon, the largest business on the site, is identified as more than a car storage operation and the business has a high concentration of skilled technical staff across a variety of disciplines. SEEDA advises that it would be difficult and expensive for the company to find alternative premises without threatening its economic viability which could cost significant numbers of jobs including within the supply chain. 



	
	English Heritage have yet to comment on the current application but have indicated they intend to do. They made lengthy representations with regard to the fist application.



	
	Thames Water Have raised no further issues. Their original comments are as follows:
1. Inability of the existing water waste infrastructure to accommodate the needs of the application. 

2. With regards to surface water drainage the applicant should ensure that storm flows are attenuated or regulated into the public network through on or off site storage.

3. The existing water supply infrastructure has insufficient capacity to meet the additional demands for the proposed development.

4. Thames water seek the imposition of a ‘Grampian style’ condition to ensure the submission of a drainage strategy detailing on and off site works to be submitted and impact studies of water supply infrastructure to determine the magnitude of any new additional capacity.


	
	Highways Agency have made the following comments:

1. The 2006 traffic work assessment was largely assessed by Oxfordshire CC and the HA has been unable to find out if OCC are content with what is now in the TA. On this basis they have stated that they are unable to make comment on this aspect of the application.

2. They have stated that dealing with the access as a reserved matter is unacceptable.

3. They have noted that the application includes a change of use for vehicle preparation and car staging  on 17Ha of the site. This would amount to parking for 5000 car which is believed takes place on the site. However, the description of development is very vague which could allow much more intensive use than currently takes place with this element not being covered in the TA at all. On this basis the application is recommended for refusal for the time being, the reason being the adverse impact upon Junction 10. They have stated that applicant should include this within the TA as well as offer conditions which separate this use from most of the other uses in buildings on site. This should also preclude ‘mass events’ that sit outside planning control.

4.  They have stated that the TA needs to be more closely aligned to the matters listed in the supporting planning statement with the trip rates separated out to allow for checking. 
5. Parking granted for the various different buildings should be conditioned to only be used for the specific development actually occupied and a condition to ensure parking is only in marked spaces.

6. The applicant proposes minor improvements to part of M40 J10 in mitigation. If their modest peak hour vehicle numbers are ensured by the suggestions made  then the HA would be content with their outline design. 


	
	Environment Agency objects to the proposal on the following grounds that the applicant has not supplied adequate information to demonstrate that the risks proposed to  ground water can be safely managed. They are concerned that the site is located over a major aquifer and has many areas of already identified contamination. They are concerned that the deterioration of the POL system  may result in substances leaking into groundwater causing pollution.


	
	Natural England They have stated that their previous comments, submitted in relation to the previous application, apply to this application. Their comments are as follows:

states the proposed plans are not likely to have a significant adverse effect on the nearby SSSI provided that all the recommendations within the Environmental Statement are implemented in full. Therefore, no objections raised to the proposal. However as the site is close to a Site of importance for Nature Conservation it is recommended that the views of an ecologist/Local Wildlife Trust are sought prior to determining the application. Recommended additional mitigation measures with respect to bats. Will seek assurance that appropriate measures will be taken to ensure the newly created ponds do not lose water due to the porous limestone geology.

In relation to protected species, NE have stated that they are satisfied with the submitted  survey work undertaken and the proposed mitigation. It is the advice of NE that steps should be taken to ensure the long term integrity of the proposed 20 bat roosts within the new buildings. It is, therefore, recommended that one of the following options is incorporated into the mitigation:

1. Any potential house buyers for the twenty buildings must be made aware of the inclusion of features suitable for use by bats within the loft space and the subsequent potential use by bats. Furthermore, they must be made aware of the legal protection afforded to bats and bat roosts;

2. A covenant should be included within the deeds of the twenty buildings stating that the loft includes features suitable for use by bats and that these features must not be interfered with by the owner of the property unless advised to do so by NE. Furthermore, the covenant must state the legal protection afforded to bats and bats roosts.

NE have stated that they prefer Option 2 and also add that they would like to also see signs erected in the loft  informing the owner of the protected status of bats and their roost and suggest that NE is consulted prior to any works to the loft taking place. 
Natural England have further commented :

There are inconsistencies in the ecology chapter of the Environment Statement with regards to the previous proposal to scarify the runways within the airfield.

Natural England seek assurance that the loss of calcareous grassland that would occur on the runway will not have a detrimental effect on the habitat to be retained in order to support the great crested newts.



	
	Berkshire, Buckinghamshire and Oxfordshire Wildlife Trust comment as follows:

BBOWT wish to register a holding objection to the application on the grounds that the proposal is likely to have a significant negative impact on a County Wildlife Site (CWS) and Ecologically Important Landscape (EIL).

BBOWT is satisfied with the proposal for continued grazing of the grassland to maintain its biodiversity interest. However there is still a potential indirect impact on ground nesting birds arising from increased recreational pressure and presence of domestic animals. 

BBOWT is disappointed to find the initial proposals to scarify areas of the runway and restore the calcareous grassland appear to now have been removed form the proposal as it would have achieved positive ecological impacts in line with PPS9 and in accordance with NERC Duty. 

BBOWT has concerns about the Base Management Plan put forward and request for a Construction Environment Management Plan and a more detailed Management Plan overseen by the Management Committee.

The assessment on the impacts on protected species and mitigation is satisfactory, this should be confirmed by Natural England prior to determination.


	
	Sport England 
Whilst still maintaining the same concerns as were raised in respect of the previous application, that being: 

1. The rationale behind the calculation of playing field provision does not take into account the CDC Consultation Draft Playing Pitch Strategy.

2. The level of financial contribution that will be provided towards swimming pool provision is required.

3. Queried how the application will cater for the wider demands for sport and leisure.

4. The development will generate a demand for Sports Hall courts at a cost of £504,3369      
It also now raises, given a more in-depth understanding of the site, concern as to whether the proposed playing field land and financial contribution will result in sufficient benefit to sport to also represent adequate replacement for the existing indoor and outdoor sports facilities.
Sport England have also raised concern over the justification for the loss of existing sporting provision. Sport England is aware of the 2007 Planning Brief and, in particular, the section regarding  the existing gymnasium but, as with all sporting provision, any loss should be justified in line with the requirements of PPG17. 

For the above reasons Sport England wish to register its objection to the application. 

 

	
	HSE raises no objections to the proposed development but have highlighted the fact that the this is based on an assessment of the development around the Camp Road area. Development of other areas of Heyford Park and the airfield may have an impact on the existing licensed explosive sites on the site.


	
	Network Rail They have stated that their previous comments in relation to the earlier application still stand and apply to this application. Their comments are as follows:

raises no objection to the proposal in principle, however requests:

1. The impact to the nearby stations and their facilities to be considered. Station improvements are to be agreed through a financial contribution from the developer.

2. Drainage details of the scheme and the likely impact on the culvert under the railway

However, they have further stressed the importance of monies being made available via  S106 funding towards station improvements which they have clearly demonstrated a case for  in earlier correspondence. They urge the Council to take this into consideration in the  determination of the current application



	
	Campaign to Protect Rural England Concerned that the application attempts to justify development contrary to the CPB contrary to more recent Structure Plan and South East Plan reports which have not suggested that further development should take place in Upper Heyford. In particular they note:

1. Intention to retain buildings on the site which do not contribute to the heritage of the site and use them for B8 uses, contrary to various inspectors advice that there should be only enabling development to utilise some of the buildings and round off the development;

2. 17 Ha of car parking which flies in the face of the recent inquiry report that stated that the site was unsuitable for car storage;

3. NOC is proposing to retain all the hardened shelters;

4. NOC not intending to open the site up to the public and retain the security fence;

5. Number of houses is above the agreed 1000 houses but understand that the wording of this is loose in respect of exact numbers.

Finally, they have drawn attention to the fact that the Appeal inspector made it clear that the site was inherently unsustainable and that only enabling development should be allowed and that no further development should be allowed. In particular there should be a reduction in traffic movements.

On these grounds the CPRE strongly object to the proposals. 


	
	British Waterways They have stated that their previous comment in relation to the previous application still stand. These are as follows:

welcome the sentiments in the Design and Access Statement including enhancing green links within the settlement and to the surrounding countryside and supporting sustainable transport but the canal and towpath is not mentioned. The canal towpath is an important link for recreation, leisure and access. The draft Heads of Terms for the S106 should include a payment towards the improvement and maintenance of the towpath from Upper Heyford to Lower Heyford Station.

They go on to state that they have costed two estimates for improvements to the tow path and bank, which would achieve a sustainable transport link to the station by canal towpath as well as improving the leisure and recreational opportunities for the inhabitants of the new settlement.  It is understood that discussions regarding this are taking place with Oxfordshire CC.



	
	Oxford Trust for Contemporary History They have stated that their representations are very similar to those raise previously. These are as follows:

objects to the proposal on the following grounds:

1. The proposed change of use to from a heritage/memorial site must be specified in the application, including the description, advertisement, forms and decision notices
2. The proposals submitted within the application documents are inadequate and badly conceived
3. The current proposal to use one WWII hangar for museum proposes (together with the Battle Command Centre) is without any supporting material/feasibility studies as required by the Structure Plan Panel and English Heritage
4. Unacceptable that the heritage use of the flying field, which represents the best preserved Cold War landscape in the country, is proposed to be subordinate to the commercial uses of Cold War buildings 
5. The demolition of HASs, the perimeter fence and reducing the runways are without proper justification contrary to Structure Plan policy EN6 and PPGs 15 and 16, the control of demolition in Conservation Areas and the Convention for the Protection of Architectural Heritage of Europe.
6. No temporary or permanent permission should be granted without a planning obligation ensuring that all new development contributes fully to the objectives specified in OSP policy H2.
7. Permission should not be granted for new housing to the north of Camp Road. There is adequate land to the south of Camp Road to accommodate the new housing without any new housing being built to the north of Camp Road which is the wrong side of the road for residents and represents an unnecessary and unacceptable intrusion into the military landscape.
8. It is unclear how much employment is to be created in the heritage aspect of the development, although 82 jobs are referred to it is without any justification thus signalling the need for a feasibility study.

9. It is doubtful whether any car storage would be compatible with the site of world heritage interest and in the designated Conservation Area.

10. Recommends a Project Officer to be appointed.

11. Permission should not be granted for development to the north of Camp Road until the satisfactory completion of feasibility studies relating to the potential of the Cold War heritage.

12. Permission should not be granted without planning obligations requiring full contribution from all new developments in order to achieve the heritage potential of the site and its Cold War associations, together with those infrastructure needs identified by the Council including an upgraded bus service for visitors to the site.

13. Lack of consideration to the Cold War heritage, together with environmental improvements as the principal planning objective as advocated by the Development Plan

14. Commercial use of HASs within the Victoria Alert is unlikely to be appropriate in a Conservation Area

15. Regarding heritage potential there is no evidence on feasibility or adequate justification on the physical and managerial limitations of the heritage aspects.

16. Lack of financial justification

17. It is not clear which HASs are proposed to be demolished; however these historic structures should not be removed. Inadequate justification submitted for the proposed demolition.

18. The SPD cannot supersede or override development plan policy

19. Little support for demolition, including the removal of the security fence   and barbed wire.

20. Open book accounting is required

21. S106 should include an analysis and agreement with CDC the gross value of the proceeds from the sale of the 806 market dwellings, the overall cost of the package of infrastructure measures; the total build costs including dwellings, roads and other services.

However they have now recommended that:

1. a change of use to include a substantial heritage element over all or most of the site to the north of Camp Road in included in the formal description of the proposed development; advertisement, form and decision notices;

2. no permission is granted for development to the north of Camp Road until the satisfactory completion of feasibility studies relating to the potential of the Cold War Heritage. The only expression could be to approve the change of use of land and building for heritage purposes;

3. no permission be granted for new housing to the north of Camp Road;

4. no permission be granted  without planning obligations requiring full contribution from all new developments in order to achieve the heritage potential of the site and its Cold War association, together with those infrastructure needs identified by the Council including an upgraded bus service for use by both local residents and visitors to the site. CDC should make it clear that evidence of compliance with OSPH2 will only be possible with agreed valuations and open-book accounting. This is a legal requirement and would also be consistent with the public asset having been sold in 2006 by a Government Department at a value that reflected the 100% enabling development required by OSPH2. 
5. no consent be granted to demolish any structure integral to the operation of the Cold War air base without proper justification. EH has pointed out that the preferences expressed in the CDC planning brief, contrary to development plan policy (OSPEN6) do not amount to adequate explanations or justifications;

6. NOC accept without further delay the EH suggestion that a project officer be appointed as a first , if belated, step in the management of the site as a heritage asset. The appointment should establish the primacy of the heritage value of the land and buildings to the north of Camp Road. The failure of the NOC to have made such an appointment over the last 12 years has placed an undue burden on its estate management and is a reflection of its narrow pursuit of commercial gain over world heritage.

OTCH have also suggested that heritage matters should be subject to mediation.



	
	The Head of Planning & Affordable Housing comments;

Highlights that national policy requires best use of land and resources and that the principles of sustainable development are incorporated in all planning decisions. The following national policy guidance is considered particularly relevant to consideration of the application  PPS1 – Delivering Sustainable Development; PPS3 – Housing, PPS6 – Planning for Town Centres,
PPS7 – Sustainable Development in Rural Areas, PPG13 – Transport, PPG15 – Planning and the Historic Environment. 

This policy guidance requires that urban areas should remain the principal focus for new development in order to create better access to existing facilities and infrastructure, to promote the effective use of land resources and to promote sustainable travel patterns by reducing the need to travel by private car. Development in rural areas should be of an appropriate scale. 

The policy background for the restoration of the former RAF Upper Heyford site and the creation of a new settlement is established within the Oxfordshire Structure Plan 2016, the NSCLP 2011 and the Revised Comprehensive Planning Brief (CPB) 2007.  These documents provide a framework for the progression of proposals to deliver a new community as a lasting solution to the exceptional circumstances presented by the former airfield site following the cessation of military use in the mid-1990s.

Although, the application presents a comprehensive approach to the development of a new village, there is a conflict with a number of policies as set out in the OSP 2016, Policies UH1 to UH4 of the NSCLP 2011 and the CPB.

The proposed boundary to the settlement and the level of residential development is generally acceptable. Affordable housing is required to meet policy requirements. However using the standard densities included within the applicant’s Employment Statement (June 2007) and Summary of Employment Estimates (June 2008), it is estimated that the employment provision listed above could generate 2293 jobs. The potential provision of almost 2300 jobs does not accord with the policy approach that has been set for the site.  Employment provision is also expected to be delivered within the defined limits of the new village and the continued use of the open airfield (for storage uses) is not considered appropriate as part of a lasting arrangement for the site.
Policy UH1(iii) of the NSCLP requires that the overall number of employment opportunities should be broadly compatible with the anticipated numbers of economically active residents.  However, the policies within the NSCLP identify the need for the development to enable the implementation of environmental improvements and preservation of buildings and structures of national important and their settings.

Policy EMP4 of the ALP and NSCLP sets out criteria for the consideration of employment generating proposals. The use of suitable buildings to provide employment floorspace is not in conflict with the intention of the Council’s policy, especially where this safeguards the future of buildings or structures of historic importance.  However, the amount of employment land considered appropriate within the site has been guided by the Council’s aspiration to secure a sustainable settlement with a balance between residents and employment opportunities to meet the exceptional characteristics of this site.

Policy R12 of the ALP (R8 – NSCLP 2011) requires that all residential development is required to make an appropriate contribution to the provision of open space and its long term maintenance.

The proposal also includes the provision of a hotel and conference centre (4,150 sq m) to serve the need of commercial development within the new settlement.  Facilities of this scale would normally be located within main settlements such as Banbury and Bicester in accordance with the principles of PPS6 (and also (PPS1 and PPG13); any such facility within villages would normally be expected to be of a smaller scale.

Conclusion

The Council’s proposal to support the creation of a new village on the site of the former airfield is in response to the special circumstances found on the Upper Heyford site.  The overall policy approach is to create a balanced community that responds to these special circumstances; the application meets the Council’s first general requirement in that it promotes a comprehensive proposal, but there are uncertainties in relation to the overall amount of residential development to be delivered, the type and mix of affordable housing, the provision of open space and quantity of employment and commercial space to be provided.  In overall terms, the proposal does not accord with the Council’s policy framework that seeks to achieve a lasting and sustainable solution for the site.



	
	The Environmental Protection Team advises that although potential contamination exists no pollutant linkages are identified specifically to the contaminants suspected on the site. No sampling strategy has been designed although mitigation measures are tabulated no details of possible remediation of the site have been given. Further information is sought regarding previous studies of the site, pollution linkages identified, sampling strategy agreed, details of remediation put forward before development starts and the comments of the EA are sought.  



	
	The Council’s Anti Social Behaviour Manager advises 

Firstly with reference to the relationship between B8 land uses and residential accommodation I would advise that the granting of an unconditional planning consent for a B8 use on land adjoining residential accommodation would not be recommended. The reason being that although some B8 operations could exist without adversely affecting their residential neighbours it has become a general trend for retailers and manufacturers not to hold goods or materials in stock but to rely on the distribution industry to supply the needs on a ‘just in time basis’. This practice inevitably results in the distributors having to load vehicles through the night and for those vehicles to leave the depot in the early hours of the morning. The consequence of this method of operation would be a potential to generate noise at times of day when the background noise level would be at its lowest and the occupants of the dwellings would be most likely to be disturbed.

There are a number of ways of mitigating these effects if the location of B8 uses next to residential areas is unavoidable. These could include the use of planning conditions to restrict the premises hours of operation, typically 08:00 – 18:00 week days, 08:00 – 13:00 on Saturdays with no working on Sundays, Bank or Public Holidays. Alternatively a boundary noise level condition could be set which would relate the noise produced by the activity to the prevailing background noise level using a standard technique such as BS 4142:1997 Method for rating noise affecting mixed residential and industrial areas. This approach has its shortcomings however since the background noise level may change with time. The change is usually upwards resulting in a deteriorating acoustic environment. The second problem associated with the use of objective noise targets is that they cannot be readily monitored by lay people such as the premises operators or local residents but require the use of trained personnel, usually an acoustic consultant.

In an ideal situation residential areas should be separated from B8 uses and equally B2 uses by distance or an intervening area of B1 uses.

At this point is also worth mentioning another and often hidden impact the B8 uses can have on an area. This is the problem presented by the uncontrolled roadside parking of goods vehicles visiting the B8 or indeed other industrial users. It is common for delivery drivers to arrive in the evening and stay on site overnight to make an early drop or collection the following morning. The overnight stay can generate noise and parking at un-serviced location also can result in the littering and/or fouling of the immediate environs. Of particular concern for the Upper Heyford site is the proximity of the M40 junction at Ardley. I can anticipate the Upper Heyford industrial areas would be a very attractive free overnight stop for vehicles travelling on this main route.

Considering some of the existing occupants of the site and in particular the QEK and Paragon operations these occupiers to date have not caused significant impacts on the current residents of the site but elements of their activities such as open storage and the loading and unloading of vehicles and the operation of open storage areas could have the potential to do so particular when areas of residential accommodation are introduced closer to their areas of operation. These observations could be applied equally to the Boyce and crane repair and training uses located to the western end of the site.

Finally an examination of our complaint records indicates that we have not received any recent complaints relating to vehicle noise arising from driver training or sporting uses of the main runways however I can recall investigating on allegation of excessive tyre noise arising from driver training. The complaint originated from premises on the Somerton Road and on investigation Thames Valley Police were found to be responsible. It goes without saying that this is an activity we would not wish to see taking place on the site and would wish to see sporting uses, vehicle testing and driver training being prohibited.



	
	Recreation and Health Improvement Manager comments on the need for the following facilities;

A contribution is sought for the provision of indoor sport and recreation facilities at Bicester. A scheme is currently being progressed at Bicester and Ploughley sports centre to meet the needs of increased population within the catchment up to 2016. NOC’s proposal to offer the existing gym on the site to a third party is not considered an acceptable alternative as it does not provide the range or quality of facilities and the age of the building is likely to result in increased maintenance costs and would not fit with CDCs strategy for improving indoor sport provision across the District. A contribution to the improvements at Bicester and Ploughley sports centre would provide significantly increased benefits for the new community.

The Council’s policy requires 16m2 of land for formal sport per person to include pitch and changing accommodation. 12 months maintenance is sought prior to the transfer of the facilities into public ownership with a commuted sum for maintenance.  4 tennis courts, 2 adult football pitches, 1 junior pitch a sports pavilion and refurbished athletics track are sought.  NOC have offered the courts and pitches and changing facilities but are considering transferring them to a management company. The R&HIM seeks transfer into public ownership.

A contribution of £175 per dwelling is sought for public art plus a management fee.and a commuted sum of 7% of the value of the art as a commuted sum.  NOC seek the nature of the art to be determined via a consultation exercise. The R&HIM does not object to this approach. 

A Community hall is required to meet a range of local needs. The hall needs to be in accordance with the attached specification and a commuted sum is required for the maintenance of the building.NOC are proposing that the existing community hall is retained and are considering the specification provided. NOC have indicated they would in the first instance offer the hall to Upper Heyford Parish Council. They do not consider a commuted sum The R&IHM seeks refurbishment of the hall to meet the specification and transfer to CDC.

Community Development Officer funding is sought for a community development officer managed by CDC for 3 years. NOC are willing to employ a community development worker for 3 years to promote community development activities. The R& HIM considers the community development worker should be employed by CDC. 


	
	Economic Development Officer has no further comments to make over and above those submitted in relation to the previous application. These comments are as follows:

 careful consideration to be given on the affects on existing employers and employees. Urges a clear resolution to allow this significant employment site to contribute to the aims of the District Economic Development Strategy



	
	Street Scene and Landscape Manager comments with regard to the open space offered and the content of the unilateral undertaking that;
I am still concerned by the lack of detail, and I am not conviced by NOCs explaination of how the management organisation are going to maintain the open space/play provision. 

They claim that they have previous a example that worked well, but fail to tell us where (so we can investigate). They state that funding will be made available for the Council to draw on if things go wrong, will this be the equivalent to the commuted sum we would require if we were to adopt in the normal way?

I believe we could end up using more resources monitoring the NOC's performance than we would if we adopted and managed the open space/play and sports provision ourselves. Flexibility to respond to different user requirements/or changes in maintenance regimes could also be compromised. Nothing we have received from them to date makes me think CDC should consider moving away from our normal policy of providing good public owned and maintained open space/play and sports provision.


	
	Head of Building Control & Engineering Services has no further comments to make over and above those submitted in relation to the previous applications. Those comments are as follows:

agrees with the applicants approach and general conclusions, with the following provisions:

1. The existing foul sewage treatment plant is not of an appropriate standard.

2. The existing surface water sewers have been found to be in poor order and will generally need to be replaced so they can be adopted.

3. Despite the proposed sustainable drainage techniques the Lime Hollow attenuation area will still be needed and the applicant statement does not state how it will be maintained in the future.

4. Applicant has alluded to a number of springs around the site and the greater reliance on soakaways will add to the number/activity of these springs and it is very difficult to predict where the effects will take place thus a condition should be sought whereby if these cause undue nuisance to neighbouring property further steps are taken to control them.

5. The existing highway infrastructure on both the north and south sides of Camp Road is not to an adoptable standard. The radii and road widths are generally substandard and the construction details are not known. Therefore none of the existing development layout lends itself to an adoptable highway infrastructure.

6. Clarity is sought over future ownership and maintenance responsibility for surface and foul water drainage infrastructure.


	
	Design and Conservation Team Leader made the following comments:
1. Lack of balance between historic asset and environmental improvement
The application does not seek to adequately balance the objectives of policy H2 of environmental improvement and conservation of the heritage asset, whilst creating a satisfactory living environment for the enabling development. 
The character and appearance of the conservation area could also be enhanced 
by the demolition of minor structures that make no positive contribution, but just serve to clutter and degrade the “stark and austere” Cold War character. The application fails to provide evidence for the retention of so many buildings that are not identified as making a positive contribution to the character or appearance of the conservation area and the Design and Access Statement fails to explain and justify this approach. However, the application does propose the demolition of several buildings within the settlement area, which both the Conservation Area Appraisal and the adopted SPD identify of interest and for retention.  These include buildings 474, 485 and 488.  The Design and Access Statement fails to adequately explain and justify their proposed demolition.

2. Not a comprehensive lasting arrangement for the whole site as sought by H2
No analysis of the buildings proposed for re-use is given, nor is there an explanation or justification for this in the DAS.   In my opinion the proposal would perpetuate and  in fact exacerbate the interim appearance of the flying field, when the application should be proposing permanent solution.

The phasing plan does not indicate any phasing of environmental improvement or conservation of heritage or ecological asset beyond the settlement area and in this respect is unsatisfactory as it does not indicate a comprehensive approach to the whole site. It is not clear what is proposed in the north west of the site.

There are a number of locations within the settlement area where it is not clear what is proposed (eg, east of buildings 151 and 172) or how what is proposed is to be managed or secured in the future (eg the various paddock areas, which if not properly secured at this stage, could be vulnerable to future proposals for infilling, so running counter to the design rationale behind them, as expressed in the DAS).
3
Use of flying field
NOC’s proposals for the flying field are contrary to the SPD.  There is potential for applications to be submitted in the future for the re-use of some or all of these retained nil use buildings. This could therefore result in almost every building across the flying field retained and re-used.   This is totally contrary to Policy H2, which promotes a new settlement and necessary supporting infrastructure only, not a business park extending to 500 hectares.The application makes no reference to the amount of re-use of buildings required to enable the heritage and ecological interest of the site to be conserved and enhanced.

The amount, type, appearance, landscaping of the employment use is not explained or justified in the DAS, the DAS should properly consider the cumulative visual impact 

· on SAMS that are proposed for re-use, 

· to listed buildings and  their settings 

· of the incremental changes to unlisted buildings identified of national interest

· and on the character and appearance of the conservation area.  

The adopted SPD sets out quite clearly measures that seek to minimise the impact of the re-use of retained buildings at para 5.5.2.  The application, including the submitted base management plan, fails to provide adequate controls to prevent harm resulting to the structures, their appearance, their setting or to the conservation area itself.

The use of buildings for B1 and B2 uses on the wider flying field is contrary to the SPD, as it does not constitute the  “low key employment use, almost exclusively B8” sought at para 5.5.2 in the SPD.  This is demonstrated by the significant areas of parking identified in the application and the high number of vehicle movements in this unsustainable location. The extensive car parking spaces proposed around the scheduled ancient monument will have an adverse effect upon it, as confirmed by the Inspector in the Walon appeal. It is unrealistic for parking to be controlled by condition.  
The future management of the flying field is inadequately secured through the Base management plan.  

4 
Settlement design
Remaining concerns  about the master plan are as follows:

· The master plan for the Trenchard Area is the weakest part of the layout; the fussy response, with small scale buildings, gardens and internal mews courts is not reflective of the established character and undermines it.

· The master plan is incomplete within the settlement area as it makes no proposal for the land to the east of Buildings 151 and 172.

· The visual and functional relationship of the retained employment buildings with the proposed residential development and also of the settlement with the flying field are less than satisfactory from the information provided in terms of scale and  the erection of a 2.2m high fence respectively.

· Camp Road is currently a very straight road separating the domestic from the technical sites; how this is to be traffic calmed to effectively reduce speeds and reduce the severance as it runs through the centre of the settlement is not clear; nor is it clear how the proposed changes will affect the character and appearance of the conservation area.  It appears that measures include, build outs, raised tables, deflected horizontal alignment, possibly traffic lights and most recently a roundabout.

· The relationship of the primary school with the public realm to the north and east is not resolved to the satisfaction of the Education Authority, despite numerous meetings to discuss this.  On 28 April there was a consensus between the master planners and the County and District Councils on a potential approach to resolve outstanding issues, but we did not receive the revised drawings that were promised. 
There are a number of concerns that the Design and Access Statement is inadequate and the DAS is not in accordance with circular 01/06 and, as a result, the master plan is unacceptable.


	
	Network Rail confirms their previous comments continue to apply,  that they responded on the consultation of the Upper Heyford Development Brief in 2007 and highlighted that station facilities and infrastructure should be improved to accommodate the potential rise in passenger numbers generated by the development. Network Rail emphasises that station improvements must be sought from the developer. The site is recognised as being in an unsustainable location and as train services are run by separate companies increased revenue on the train does not increase the money for Network Rail for station improvements.



	
	Pax Christi Supports the creation of a museum of the Cold War at Upper Heyford and is confident that NOCL has the development of such a facility as part of its commitment to developing the site. The building of houses is supported as new housing is badly needed and they see no conflict between salvaging a site of international historical importance for educational purposes and the permitting of the development.
One letter has been received from a service man who formerly served at the site and would like to see the base preserved as it was when it was closed because of the ‘huge part’ it played in winning the Cold War.


	
	There is an objection from a local resident to the demolition of 21 & 23 Trenchard Circle and the bungalows as it is not considered to make sense and it is questioned how they can be claimed to be below standards when they are currently rented out.
A number of representations have been received from companies seeking to sell products including; The Real Door Company, Jones of Oswetry, Bloor Homes, Shackerley, EDO Contracts Ltd,


	7
	THE SITE AND LOCATION



	7.1
	The site comprises the entire former RAF Upper Heyford airbase.  It occupies an area of approximately 505 hectares (1,248 acres) of which 502 hectares (1,240 acres) lie inside a 14 kilometre (8.7 miles) long perimeter security fence. The main vehicular route into the site is Camp Road which runs east-west and separates the mainly technical area to the north from the mainly open ‘living’ areas to the south.  The primarily technical area, north of Camp Road, contains the buildings associated with the flying function, the runway, Hardened Aircraft Shelters (HAS) and bomb stores.  The area to the south of Camp Road includes most of the residential buildings and support facilities.  Camp Road links Upper Heyford village at its western end with the B430 at its eastern end.



	7.2
	The site includes approximately 279,000 m² (3,003,156 ft²) of buildings, mainly of a military nature.  There are approximately 10 km (6.21 miles) of runway including  areas of hard standing and access roads, 65 electricity sub-stations and many other infrastructure elements including water towers, a Hardened Telephone Exchange and a 30.7 million litres (6.75 million gallons) fuel storage and distribution system. In addition, there are more than 300 former married quarters, which are now in non-military residential use, and extensive barrack accommodation.  



	7.3
	The main runway is approximately 3.4 km (2.112 miles) long and forms a spine on a west-south-west (WSW), east-north-east (ENE) axis between the flying field to the north and the remainder of the airfield and the former technical and domestic buildings to the south.  

South of the main runway, there is a wide area of hard surface with further former taxiing areas either side of the runway.  Many parts of these areas are used for car storage. The former occupiers, QEK, had a personal temporary planning permission until June 2008.  The current occupiers, Paragon Limited, are operating a car storage/staging use without a valid consent.
  

	7.4
	Other key buildings south of the main runway are two groups of HASs in the south-west corner as well as the former Avionics Maintenance Facility, Battle Command Centre and Hardened Telephone Exchange which are Scheduled Ancient Monuments, the historically important ‘Nose Docking Sheds’ which have now been listed grade II and further HAS buildings towards the south eastern part of the site.  In the south east corner, there is a large expanse of closely spaced, grass covered igloos that used to comprise the Conventional Arms Store (Southern Bomb Store).



	7.5
	North of the runway are groups of HAS buildings that lie within grassland and hardstanding.  In addition, there are former maintenance buildings and other ancillary buildings including former Squadron HQ buildings. Towards the western end of the site, just north of the runway, are a group of HAS buildings that comprise what was known as the QRA (Quick Reaction Alert) area which have been scheduled as Ancient Monuments.  The Northern Bomb Store and Special Weapons Area are at the eastern end of the site, just north of the main runway has also been designated a Scheduled Ancient Monument.



	7.6
	Due to its past development and associated activities, the site is a significant potential source of contamination especially from a Petrol, Oil and Lubricant (POL) distribution system that runs throughout the site.  



	7.7
	The mainly residential area, south of Camp Road, includes a disused school with sports fields and gym, a disused superstore, hospital and petrol station.  Some of the houses in this area have been brought back into use but the former single airmen’s accommodation are disused.

More substantial, former Officer housing, is located to the north east of Camp Road.  The substantial disused 1920’s RAF Officers’ Mess lies to the west.  



	7.8
	The main entrance to the former Airbase, off Camp Road to the north, led to Heyford Park House (dates from the 1920’s) where there are large 1930’s aircraft hangar buildings and other 1930’s and World War II buildings.  Most of these buildings are in office or commercial use.  Two important Cold War buildings are located in the western part of this area, the former Battle Command Centre and the Hardened Telephone Exchange which have also been designated Scheduled Ancient Monuments.  



	7.9
	Much of the base’s vegetation is grassland and there are a large number of mature and semi-mature trees within the former technical and domestic areas.  An area of species rich limestone grassland on the eastern third of the site, either side of the main runway, is designated as a Country Wildlife Site (CWS).  The central area of grassland, either side of the main runway and incorporating the northern and southern bomb stores has been identified as an Ecologically Important Landscape (EIL).  



	7.10
	Since the airbase closed some 14 years ago, temporary planning permissions have been granted for the re-use of a number of buildings on the site. When QEK operated the car storage use on site (until late 2007), the site as a whole provided over 900 jobs (planning statement)  with 400-500 (Pegasus letter of 21 April 08) with the car storage/logistics operator QEK. Other significant uses on the site are the Cherwell Innovation Centre; the use of several HAS buildings for archive storage areas, as well as a Police training facility and firework storage within the former bomb stores. At present over 300 dwellings are available for residential occupation with most let and now about 800 residents live on the site.



	7.11
	The site lies on a plateau to the east of the Cherwell Valley.  The area around the former base is rural and includes a number of hamlets and villages.  The whole of the site was designated a Conservation Area in April 2006.  There are in addition six Conservation Areas close to the Airbase within the villages of North Aston, Steeple Aston, Somerton, Fritwell, Ardley and Rousham.  Rousham Conservation Area includes Upper and Lower Heyford and abuts the western boundary of the airfield.  Rousham Park is a Grade I listed park.  



	8
	LOCATION



	8.1
	The former RAF Upper Heyford site is located approximately 7 km (4 miles) north-west of Bicester, 13 km (8 miles) south-east of Banbury and 3 km (2 miles) to the south west of Junction 10 of the M40 motorway.  Oxford is some 24 km (15 miles) to the south.  

The site lies within the Parishes of Upper Heyford, Somerton and Ardley and is surrounded by a network of villages and hamlets, with Upper Heyford close to the western boundary at the western end of Camp Road.  

The Cherwell Valley railway line runs from Didcot to Banbury via Oxford through Lower Heyford Station to the west of the site.  Further west is the A4260 road which runs south from Banbury towards Oxford.  



	9
	DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT



	9.1
	The planning application received from the North Oxfordshire Consortium (NOC) on 4 March 2008 was for the whole former RAF Upper Heyford base site and thus concerned the entire RAF Upper Heyford Conservation Area. The applicant, NOC, stated that the submission represented a hybrid application since it incorporated changes of use to a number of buildings.  All matters were reserved for subsequent approval. This submission follows the receipt of a previous application submitted on 6 November 07, which was subject of an appeal against non determination but has now been withdrawn. 
The Council also received a number of resubmitted applications for Conservation Area Consent for the demolition of buildings on the site. These have been determined using delegated powers. 


	9.2
	The completed application form (Part 1) described the development as;

 “Proposed new settlement for 1,075 dwellings, together with associated works and facilities including employment uses, community uses, a school, playing fields and other physical and social infrastructure”.  
The application form stated the proposed amount of office/light industrial floor space (B1) (including existing) was 15,570 m², the proposed amount of general industrial floor space (B2) was 17,600 m2, retail floor space was declared to be 743 m² and the total amount of floor space for warehousing was declared to be 83,250 m². Reference is made to the planning statement for details of other land uses.  The forms indicate the existing level of employment is circa 1000 and that the proposed is 1500.  Some discrepancies between figures exist with other documents submitted with the application. 


	9.3
	The plans and drawings which are stated as making up the application are a site location plan, built form master plan, new settlement area & flyingfield plan, street structure plan, development uses plan, building heights plan, development area open space plan, phasing plan and landscape master plan.


	9.4
	The Planning Consultants acting for NOC included a Supporting Planning Statement in their submission which describes the development as follows;   
The new settlement:

1. Class C3 (residential dwelling houses): up to 1,075 new dwellings ( including the retention of some existing military housing), to be erected in two or three storey buildings, together with the change of use of building 455.

2. Class D1 (non residential institutions):Change of use of Building 457 to a nursery/crèche, change of use of Building 549 to provide a community hall and change of use of Building 572 to provide a chapel;change of use of buildings 126, 129 and 315 to provide a Heritage Centre up to 4,200 m² together with associated parking.
3. Change of use of Building 74 to Class C1/D1 – hotel/conference centre of up to 4,150 m².

4. A1 retail provision of up to 743m2 floorspace, and change of use of building 459 to A1 retail

5. Change of use of Building 103 to Class A4 Public House, provision of up to 340m2 of class A4
6. Provision of 1no. Primary School on 2.2 ha

7. Erection of 6 no. B1 (a) (b) (c) buildings comprising up to 7,800m2 of floor space together with change of use of buildings 100 and 125 to class B1

8. Change of use of building 172 to B2 use 

9.  Change of use of buildings 80, 151, 320, 345, 350 and 354 to mixed Class B2/ Class B8 use

10. Change of use of building 158 to Class B8 use 

11.  Change of use of structure 89a to a petrol pump station (sui generis use)

12. Provision of playing pitches and courts, sports pavilion plus incidental open space including NEAPS and LEAPS

13. Provision of all infrastructure to serve the above development including the provision of the requisite access roads and car parking to District Council Standards

14. Removal of boundary fence to the south of Camp Road 

15. Removal of buildings and structures within new settlement area as detailed on the demolition schedule

16. Landscaping alterations including the removal of identified trees within the Conservation Area (separate schedule) and planting of new trees and off site hedgerows and access track. 

The wider airfield: 

1. A change of use for vehicle preparation and car processing comprising 17ha (42 acres) 
2. Change of use of Buildings 209, 209b, 3205, 3208to class B1 (business)use 

3. Change use of Buildings 234, 324, 350A and 3209 to mixed B1/B8 use.
4. Change of use of Buildings 259, 260, 292, 336, 337, 1011 and 3210 to Class B2 use.

5. Change of use of Buildings 221, 249, 325, 327, 328, 335, 366, 3201 to a mixed B2/B8 use.  

6. Change of use of Buildings 210- 212, 226, 237-239, 279, 1001 - 1009, 1023, 1026 - 1038, 1039- 1040, 1041 - 1048, 1050, 1100, 1102 - 1109, 1111 - 1115, 1159 - 1185, 1372, 1601 - 1625, 2001 - 2009, 3001 - 3035, 3043 - 3051, 3056, 3140, 3200 to 3203  to Class B8 use.  

7. Demolition of buildings 3052-3055 and 3135 in the northwestern corner of the airfield
8. Demolition of Buildings 3036- 3042 in the south eastern corner of the airfield

9. removal of identified parts of the boundary fence and partial replacement with 3 metre fencing in as identified in locations on the Landscape Master Plan

10. provision of all infrastructure to serve the above development, including the provision of the defined access arrangements and car parking to Cherwell District Council Standards

11. Landscaping alterations including the removal of some trees 

12. Reopening of Portway and Aves Ditch as public rights of way across the airfield.
The application is stated as not including the removal of the POL system which it is stated can be retained and stabilised. Access is stated to be as shown in the Base Management Plan. 



	9.5
	This application has the same description as the original application but differs from it in the following ways;

Application Form 

· The current application contains 17,512m2 additional B1 and B2 floor space

· The current application contains 50m2 less B8 floor space

· The current application specifies 340 m2 for A4 use (drinking establishment)
Supporting Planning Statement

Settlement Area

· The current application specifies the use of buildings 100 and 125 for B1 use
· The current application specifies the use of building 158 for B8 use 

· The current application specifies the use of the structure 89a for a petrol pump station

Flying Field 

· The current application specifies the use of buildings 209 & 209B for B1 use

· The current application does not include the use of building 340 for B2 use

· The current application does not include the use of building 329 but does include the use of buildings 335 and 3201 for B2/B8 use

The application also includes changes to other documents submitted in support of the application including the Design & Access Statement (DAS) and Environmental Statement chapters 6 & 9 and a statement submitted with regard to the retention of the POL system. 



	9.7
	Further revisions to the application were received 26 June 08. These revisions are stated to include;
Amendment to the application form;

· increasing the amount of B1 floor space by 90m2. 

· decreasing the amount of B2 floor space by 400m2

· increasing the amount of B8 by 2670m2
· identifying 2686m2 of computer data storage (described as a sui generis use) 

Further changes include;

· changing the use of building 354 to B2 use 

· the use of building 172 for B2/B8 use

· the addition of the use of buildings 205, 234, 1109, 3209, 32010 for B1
· the addition of the use of buildings 209, 324, 3140 for B1/B2 use

· The use of Building 249 for D1 use (as well as B2 & B8)

· The addition of the use of building 292 for B8 use

· Change of use of building 299 to use for computer data storage

· Reduction in height of the identified parts of new fencing from 3m to 1.5 m 
· Retention of HASs 3052- 3055 in the North West, 3036 -3042 in the South East and retention of the perimeter fence along the western end of the north side of Camp Road and the eastern end of the flying field. 

· Scarification of the runways removed from the application proposals 

· Amended version of the change of use plan (N.0111_22-ih) showing proposed changes of use including car processing area

The amendments also include revised sections of the DAS, a revised Planning Support Statement &  Base Management Plan. Amended chapters of the Environmental Statement have been submitted covering the description of development, landscape and visual impacts, ecology and nature conservation and cultural heritage. Additional information relating to demolition arisings and a Summary of Employment Estimates and a commentary on planning obligations has also been submitted. The Summary of Employment Estimates identifies and overall total of employees of 1,777 from the proposed use of the buildings.
 

	9.8
	A letter was sent to the Applicant’s Agent in respect of the first application on the 28th February 2008 which sought clarification regarding the nature of the application and the various documents that were subsequently submitted. The letter stated;

‘The first point we would like to make is to seek your early written confirmation that, other than information and clarification sought by ourselves in this letter, you have now submitted the application in its entirety. We want to be sure we are not going to receive any further changes to the application prior to carrying out the re-consultation, and we seek you confirmation and co-operation in this matter.

The second point is that there seems to be omissions from the description of development which ought to be included. Employment uses are described as ‘associated works and facilities’ to the new settlement however the level of employment proposed is beyond that which would normally be associated with a settlement of the size proposed. Furthermore there is no reference to car storage on the application form and yet it is indicated on plans as a significant land use and assessed in the ES.  Nor is there any reference to the heritage use of the site in the description.

The third point is that there remain significant inconsistencies and discrepancies within and between various documents, so much so that there is confusion about what permission is being sought.  Two major areas of discrepancies we have noted to date relate to

· the land uses over the flying field, for example where Figures 2.43 and 3.10 differ in the extent of car storage, the extent of scarification of runway, the location of the perimeter fence and also a “Cold War Park” appears on one but not the other

· the extent of employment floor space proposed, for example differing between documents and also appearing to have grown significantly in your amended Part 2 application form of 20 February but with no resultant increase in numbers of employees.

Before we can give further consideration to the application, we need certainty as to what you are proposing.  We would be grateful therefore if you could please cross check between all plans to ensure consistency of proposals and submit amended plans removing all inconsistencies.  We also require a schedule unambiguously setting out the floor space, use class and employees generated for all buildings proposed for employment use. 

A response to this letter was received on the 21 April following the submission of the current application. The letter states that it is being considered as also a response to the current application. The issue of the very limited description of development is not directly addressed although it is stated that they have endeavoured to address inconsistencies in the application. Further correspondence dated 4 July 2008 seeks details from the Council of changes sought to the description of the development. 
The latest proposed amendments still result in some inconsistencies.  The description of the proposed development remains unclear but the supporting planning statement does set out a list of the proposed development. However the planning statement does not list some works such as the partial removal of the runway which are shown in other documents such as the Environmental Statement. Further clarification has been sought regarding the works that are included in the planning application. 



	10
	BRIEF GENERAL HISTORY OF THE SITE



	10.1
	The site of the former RAF Upper Heyford airbase was first used as a flying base by the Royal Flying Corps in July 1918 and was used as a training facility by the RAF in World War II for paratrooper tactics.  

During the Cold War period, the site was used for the US Air Force: Strategic Air Command (SAC), strategic bombers and US Air Force in Europe, tactical reconnaissance and fighter aircraft in the UK.  

In mid-1950, the USAF occupation had begun and the runway was extended; new hard standings were constructed and a Secure Weapons Facility was added.  Upper Heyford was formally handed over to the USAF in June 1951 and SAC took over in January 1952.  

The U2 Strategic Reconnaissance Aircraft were first based there in 1962.  SAC bomber aircraft left the site in 1964.  The site continued as a base for reconnaissance aircraft until 1970 when a Tactical Fighter Wing was relocated there.  By 1983 there were four flying squadrons based there.  Aircraft at the base were involved in Operation Desert Storm in 1991.  

With the end of the Cold War, the USAF presence at RAF Upper Heyford was phased down.  Upper Heyford Peace Camp was established in 1982 and centred on the Quick Response Area (QRA) where F-111 aircraft were loaded with nuclear weapons.  In 1983, 752 demonstrators were arrested over a four day period.  

In 1994 RAF Upper Heyford was returned to the Ministry of Defence.  



	11
	PLANNING HISTORY



	11.1
	The former airbase was confirmed surplus to MOD requirements in September 1994 just before the current Local Plan was adopted in 1996 which does not contain any policies specifically relating to the site.  A revised Structure Plan was adopted by the County Council in 1998 and included policy H2 which sought to address the future of the site.  Policy H2 identified: 

· the site for a development of about 1,000 dwellings and supporting infrastructure;

· that the future of the site be guided by a comprehensive planning brief adopted by the Council;

· substantial landscaping and other environmental improvements be provided; and that 

· the new settlement be designed to encourage journeys by foot, cycle or public transport rather than by car.



	11.2
	A Comprehensive Planning Brief (CPB), as required by OSP 2012 Policy H2, was adopted by CDC in 1999. The CPB sought to guide development proposals for the base and included the clearance of all structures located beyond the proposed settlement area and restoration of the land.  The CPB included draft Local Plan policies which were adopted for development control purposes.



	11.3
	In 2000, an outline planning application was submitted for a new settlement, reference 00/02291/OUT.  An appeal was lodged against non-determination of the application in 2002.  The appeal was dismissed by the Secretary of State on 23 June 2003.  The Secretary of State concluded that ‘The site is in a location that in transport terms is inherently unsustainable. Nor does it score highly in PPG3 terms. This leads me to regard the level of development on the site sanctioned by OSP (Oxfordshire Structure Plan 2011) policy H2 as being in effect an exception to normal sustainability objectives designed to deal with the reality of the residual evidence of the air force use of the site and the need to reduce the environmental impacts of this to an acceptable level now that the USAF have left.’ 


	11.4
	In 2005, a revised Structure Plan 2016 was adopted.  Policy H2 was retained in an amended form identifying the purpose of development on the site as enabling to deliver environmental improvements, conservation of the heritage interest across the whole site, compatible with achieving a satisfactory living environment.



	11.5
	In November 2005, a Conservation Plan was produced for the flying field.  The plan was jointly commissioned by CDC, EH and North Oxfordshire Consortium (NOC). The plan identified the historic importance of the site as a Cold War landscape and the importance of individual structures on the site.  The plan identified greater levels of significance for the site than EH had previously identified. A further assessment of the areas excluded from the Conservation Plan was commissioned by CDC and completed in March 2006.  These studies were used to inform the decision to designate the whole site as a conservation area in April 2006 and the Revised Comprehensive Planning Brief.



	11.6
	In May 2006, an application was made to renew the car storage operation for Walon who then operated from the site. This application was refused in July 2006 and the appeal was dismissed in January 2007 (this case is considered in further detail below).  



	11.7
	On 13 December 2006, English Heritage confirmed that the following Cold War structures had been included by the Secretary of State in the Schedule of Ancient Monuments:

i) QRA, Quick Reaction Alert or Victoria Alert Hardened Aircraft Shelter Complex;

ii) Northern Bomb Stones and Special Weapons Area;

iii) Avionics Maintenance Facility;

iv) Hardened Telephone Exchange; and

v) Battle Command Centre.



	11.8
	English Heritage also recommended to DCMS that three Nose Decking Sheds, the Control Tower and the Squadron HQ (associated with the QRA) are statutorily listed. These buildings were listed on the 7 April 2008.


	11.9
	In 2006, 22 planning permissions for the renewal, change of use or variation of conditions in respect of various buildings on the flying field were permitted for temporary periods of 1 or 2 years.  In 2007, 35 permissions where granted for temporary periods. In 2008 a further 6 temporary permissions have been approved to date. 


	11.10
	A Revised Comprehensive Planning Brief was adopted as SPD in March 2007.



	
	On the 7th April 2008 the Council was notified of the listing of three nose dock sheds (buildings 325, 327, 328), the control tower (building 340) and squadron headquarters (building 234). All the buildings have been listed grade II.


	11.11
	Over the last two years or so, there have been a number of key applications  concerning storage uses within buildings or on land within the flying field:

· An application to renew consent to use Building 345 for the storage and distribution of timber for a further 12 month period was refused in 2007 for reasons of adverse impact on the CA, prejudice to the setting of the settlement and failure to secure a lasting arrangement for the site.

· Also in 2007, an application was refused for the continued use of a site (comprising Buildings 324, 327, 328) for the storage of cranes.  The reasons for refusal included the unacceptable impact on views achieved across the wider flying field, impact on the wider rural landscape surrounding the base and prejudice to the setting of the proposed settlement by reason of the visual impact associated with the external storage and manoeuvring of large cranes.

· An application for the change of use to offices and document storage at Building 234 and buildings formerly Quick Reaction Alert Area was refused on 15 February 2007 for reasons of compromising CDC’s ability to secure a lasting arrangement for the site and achieving the conservation of the heritage interest and environmental improvements sought for the whole site; not conforming with the prescribed use within the core village; not being a renewal of an existing use of the buildings; adverse impact on the adjacent listed building (234), and; accessibility by public transport.

· In 2007, 12 applications were submitted for the renewal of temporary planning consents for QEK at the site.  It was resolved that the consents be approved until 30 June 2008 on the basis that further short term consents would enable progress to be made towards a satisfactory transitional arrangement in compliance with the CPB and subject to a personal condition for the benefit of QEK.  As such, Paragon Limited (who took over from QEK) do not have permission to operate car staging on the site. Further applications for temporary planning permission for the renewal of the car storage were submitted and considered in July 2008.  Nine of the applications, relating to uses on the flying field,  were refused planning permission and it was resolved to take enforcement action.  


	11.12
	In April 2008 45 applications for Certificates of Lawfulness for existing uses were submitted. 44 of these applications related to residential properties north of Camp Road of which 43 were granted and one was withdrawn. The other application related to the use of a building within the former technical core again north of Camp Road. 



	11.13
	There are two significant applications which have been refused in the last two years and that have gone to appeal and been determined.

The Walon appeal, against the refusal of planning permission in July 2006, to renew its car storage operation on the site was dismissed on 03 January 2007.  The Inspector concluded:

“…The presence of large areas of closely packed ranks of cars parked on the tarmac between the buildings – together with associated security fencing, signage and lighting – gives the area a cluttered, provisional appearance that is out of keeping with the stark, austere sense of military order and openness that would provide the intended setting of the Avionics Building – A Schedule Ancient Monument – next to the site.  To my mind the continued use of this large area of land for open storage of cars would neither preserve or enhance the character of the Conservation Area nor would it safeguard the setting of the Ancient Monument...”.



	11.14
	In November 2007, an appeal for Dawson Rentals Ltd was dismissed and an enforcement notice, in respect of the breach of a condition to discontinue the temporary use of  building 329 on the flying field for commercial storage and offices, was upheld. The Inspector concluded that the proposal could in the future lead to the use being prejudicial to the implementation of the development of the site which, coupled with the materially harmful impact on the character and appearance of the Conservation Area, meant that the granting of planning permission, even on a temporary basis, would not be appropriate.



	11.15
	In conjunction with the previous planning application, 80 separate Conservation Area Consent applications involving the demolition of existing buildings, structures and stretches of security fencing were submitted.  Of these 80 conservation area consent applications, 44 were permitted, 24 were refused and 12 are subject of appeals against non determination. 



	11.16
	Appeals have been submitted against all the refusals and undetermined applications for conservation area consents. 37 further applications for conservation area consent have also been resubmitted (including one application not previously submitted). Of these applications 12 were withdrawn, 1 approved and 24 refused as previously.   



	12
	Environmental Statement



	12.1
	Both the original application and the current application are accompanied by Environmental Statements.  The application proposals fall within Schedule 2 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 1999.  Therefore the decision maker, in the case of this appeal it is the Secretary of State, must consider whether the application is likely to have significant effects on the environment by virtue of factors such as its nature, size or location.  



	12.2
	The requirement for an Environment Statement is stipulated in the RCPB 2007 SPD.  The formal scoping opinion, identifying the issues that should be covered by the EIA, was issued by the Council on the 20th September 2006.  The issues to be covered included:

· The proposed development and alternatives;

· Planning policy context;

· Socio-economic assessment;

· Traffic, access and movement;

· Utility services and waste;

· Construction waste;

· Noise;

· Air quality;

· Water quality;

· Geology, soils and contamination;

· Surface water drainage, hydrology and hydro-geology

· Landscape and visual impacts

· Ecology and nature conservation;

· Cultural heritage.



	12.3
	The application was therefore submitted with an ES and this submission was given the required publicity. Amendments to the ES received in June 2008 were also advertised. The ES accompanying the current application includes some changes form the original submission. These include changes to the description of development and amendments to the ecology, landscape and cultural heritage sections addition of construction traffic impacts and the expansion of the section on noise of the ES. Amendments submitted in June 2008 include revised description of development, landscape, ecology and cultural heritage chapters. 


	12.4
	The purpose of EIA is to ensure that the decision maker, in reaching a decision on a proposal,  does so in the knowledge (amongst other matters) of likely significant effects of the development on the environment. What constitutes ‘likely significant effects of the development on the environment’ is not specified in the Regulations. As this application is now the subject of an appeal it will be for the Secretary of State to determine whether the ES is adequate.


	12.5
	The ES has been subject to an independent review by the Impact Assessment Unit (IAU) of Oxford Brookes University.  On a scale of A-F the review awarded an overall grade of C (C= just satisfactory despite some omissions and inadequacies).  



	12.6
	Although the IAU has identified a number of deficiencies in the ES, their assessment is a desk based one of the document. They have identified concerns with regard to the vagueness of mitigation proposals, that transport and employment chapters have not been updated following changes to the amount of development, that changes to the proposal are not discussed in the alternatives section, concerns regarding the structure and accessibility of the document and that further assessment may be required at Reserved Matter stage. 
  

	12.7
	As the purpose of the ES is to identify likely significant effects the greatest concerns for the Council regarding the adequacy of the ES are those relating to the inadequate assessment and lack of clarity regarding mitigation of impacts. These relate to the lack of detail with regard to the ecological mitigation, the absence of assessment of the proposed reuse of buildings on the flying field and the impact of car storage, the lack of certainty with regard to the treatment of the POL system and that areas such as construction impacts are not assessed at this stage but left to a later stage.  Although the issue of the adequacy of the ES is now a matter for the Secretary of State to determine a letter is to be sent to the applicant’s suggesting identified short comings of the ES are corrected at this stage.



	13
	RELEVANT DEVELOPMENT PLAN POLICIES



	13.1
	Planning policy and guidance is produced at the National, Regional, County and District level. This includes Circulars, Planning Policy Guidance and Statements at the national level, Regional Planning Guidance and the emerging South East Plan at the regional level, the Structure Plan at the County level and local plans and the Local Development Frameworks, which will supersede them, at a district level. The Regional Planning Guidance 9 (RPG9), adopted Structure Plan and adopted Local Plan presently form the Development Plan for the area.



	13.2
	NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY

National planning policy advice is contained in Planning Policy Guidance Notes (PPGs) and Planning Policy Statements (PPSs). Regional planning guidance is contained in Regional Planning Guidance 9 (RPG 9).  A number of PPGs and PPSs contain relevant advice for the consideration of this application. The most relevant are summarised in the table below.

Guidance

Summary

PPS1

Delivering Sustainable Development – sets out the overarching planning policies on the delivery of sustainable development.

The objective of PPS1 is that planning should facilitate and promote sustainable and inclusive patterns of urban and rural development through a number of key objectives including high quality design, protecting and enhancing the natural and historic environment, the quality and character of the countryside and existing communities and making land available for development in line with economic, social and environmental objectives to improve people’s quality of life.  To achieve this Local Planning Authorities should ensure that Development Plans contribute to growth sustainability by addressing the policies and impacts of climate change through policies which reduce the need to travel by private car, or reduce the impact of moving freight.  

Planning policies should seek to protect and enhance the quality, character and amenity value of the countryside and urban areas as a whole.  A high level of protection should be given to the most valued townscapes and landscapes, wildlife habitats and natural resources.  Those with national and international designations should receive the highest level of protection. PPS1 states that the condition of our surroundings has a direct impact on the quality of life and conservation and improvement of the natural and built environment and the social economic benefit it brings for local communities.  Planning should therefore seek to maintain and improve the local environment and help to mitigate the affects of declining environmental quality through positive policies on issues such as design, conservation and the provision of public space.

The supplement to PPS1 Planning and Climate Change sets out how planning should contribute to reducing emissions and stabilising climate change and take into account the unavoidable consequences.

The PPS advises 

‘Planning authorities should adhere to the following principles in determining planning applications:

– controls under the planning, building control and other regulatory regimes should complement and not duplicate each other;

– information sought from applicants should be proportionate to the scale of the proposed development, its likely impact on and vulnerability to climate change, and be consistent with that needed to demonstrate conformity with the development plan and this PPS;

– specific and standalone assessments of new development should not be required where the requisite information can be made available to the planning authority through the submitted Design and Access Statement, or forms part of any environmental impact assessment or other regulatory requirement; and

– in considering planning applications before Regional Spatial Strategies (RSSs) and Development Plan Documents (DPDs) can be updated to reflect this PPS, planning authorities should have regard to this PPS as a material consideration which may supersede the policies in the development plan. Any refusal of planning permission on grounds of prematurity because a DPD is being prepared or is under review but has not yet been adopted should be consistent with Government policy12.

The PPS supplement goes on to advise;

In their consideration of the environmental performance of proposed development, taking particular account of the climate the development is likely to experience over its expected lifetime, planning authorities should expect new development to:

– comply with adopted DPD policies on local requirements for decentralised energy supply and for sustainable buildings28, unless it can be demonstrated by the applicant, having regard to the type of development involved and its design, that this is not feasible or viable;

– take account of landform, layout, building orientation, massing and landscaping to minimise energy consumption, including maximising cooling and avoiding solar gain in the summer; and, overall, be planned so as to minimise carbon dioxide emissions through giving careful consideration to how all aspects of development form, together with the proposed density and mix of development, support opportunities for decentralised and renewable or low-carbon energy supply;

– deliver a high quality local environment;

– provide public and private open space as appropriate so that it offers accessible choice of shade and shelter, recognising the opportunities for flood storage, wildlife and people provided by multifunctional greenspaces;

– give priority to the use of sustainable drainage systems, paying attention to the potential contribution to be gained to water harvesting from impermeable surfaces and encourage layouts that accommodate waste water recycling;

– provide for sustainable waste management; and

– create and secure opportunities for sustainable transport in line with PPG13 including through:

– the preparation and submission of travel plans;

– providing for safe and attractive walking and cycling opportunities including, where appropriate, secure cycle parking and changing facilities; and

– an appropriate approach to the provision and management of car parking.

PPS3

Housing – reflects the Government’s commitment to improving the affordability and supply of housing in all communities. 

A key objective is that Local Planning Authorities should continue to make effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed.  In particular conservation areas and other areas of special character where, if proper attention is paid to achieving good design, new development opportunities can be taken without adverse impact on the character and appearance.  

Local Planning Authorities should also encourage applicants to bring forward sustainable and environmentally friendly new housing developments, including affordable housing developments and in doing so should reflect the approach set out in the forthcoming PPS on climate change, including on the code for sustainable homes.

The PPS also requires Local Authorities to identify a five year rolling land supply of deliverable housing sites and advises that if a five year supply is not available that applications for housing should be considered favourably. 

PPG4

Industrial, Commercial Development and Small Firms – this is now somewhat dated but remains relevant. Policies should provide for choice, flexibility and competition. Consultation Draft PPS4 states that local planning authorities should adopt a positive and constructive approach towards proposals for economic development, operating within the context of a plan led system.  The draft goes on to advise that full consideration should be given to the economic aspects of a proposal, alongside social and environmental aspects. 

PPS6
Planning for Town Centres- The PPS identifies a hierarchy of centres comprising of city, town, district and local centres. The PPS identifies hotels and conference facilities as town centre uses. The PPS identifies the need to reduce the need to travel to encourage the use of public transport, walking, cycling to facilitate multi purpose journeys and to ensure everyone has access to a range of facilities. Jobs, shopping, leisure and tourist facilities should therefore be located in town centres.  Revisions to this PPS are anticipated shortly.

PPS7

Sustainable Development in Rural Areas – states that good quality, carefully-sited accessible development within existing towns and villages should be allowed where it benefits the local economy and/or community; maintains or enhances the local environment; and does not conflict with other planning policies.  

The Governments policy is to support the reuse of appropriately located and suitably constructed existing buildings in the countryside where this meets sustainability objectives.
All development in rural areas should be well designed and inclusive, in keeping and scale with its location, and sensitive to the character of the countryside and local distinctiveness. The aim of planning authorities should be to prevent harm to biodiversity and geological conservation interests.

Where granting planning permission which would result in significant harm to those interests, Local Planning Authorities will need to be satisfied that the development cannot reasonably be located on any alternative site that would result in less harm or no harm.  In the absence of any such alternatives, Local Planning Authorities should ensure that, before planning permission is granted adequate mitigation measures are put in place.  

PPS9

Biodiversity and Geological Conservation – recognises that the re-use of previously developed land for new development makes a major contribution to sustainable development by reducing the amount of countryside and undeveloped land that needs to be used.  

PPS9 advises that planning decisions should aim to ‘maintain, and enhance, restore or add to biodiversity and geological conservation interests’ (para 1(ii)).The PPS goes on to highlight the role of local sites in meeting national targets(para9) and the opportunities for building in beneficial biodiversity or geological features as part of good design (para 14).

PPS10

Planning for Sustainable Waste Management – sets out that in determining planning applications, all planning authorities should, where relevant, consider the likely impact of proposed, non-waste related, development on existing waste management facilities, and on sites and areas allocated for waste management.  

PPG13

Transport – seeks to reinforce the message that there must be greater integration of planning and transport in order to promote more sustainable transport choices and reduce the need to travel, especially by car. The guidance promotes more sustainable patterns of development and better use of previously developed land noting that the focus for additional housing should be existing towns and cities.

The guidance states that local authorities should actively manage the patterns of urban growth and the locations of major travel generating development.  This may require the phasing of sites being released for development, in order to co-ordinate growth with public transport improvements, and ensure it is well related to the existing patterns of development.  In addition, local authorities should also locate day-to-day facilities which need to be near their clients in local and rural service centres, and adopt measure to ensure safe and easy access, particularly by walking and cycling.

The physical form and qualities of those places, shape – and are shaped by – the way it is used and the way people and vehicles move through it.  New development should help to create places that connect with each other sustainably, providing the right conditions to encourage walking, cycling and the use of public transport.  The key message is people should come before traffic.

Mixed use developments should be encouraged as they can provide very significant benefits, in terms of promoting vitality and diversity and in promoting walking as a primary mode of travel.  However, it should not be assumed that the juxtaposition of different uses will automatically lead to less car dependency.  Planning policies should therefore aim to : 

· Produce a broad balance at the strategic level between employment and housing, both within urban communities and in rural communities, to minimise the need for long distance commuting;

· Focus mixed use development involving large amounts of employment, shopping, leisure and services in cities, towns and district centres, and near to major public transport interchanges; and

· Encourage a mix of land uses, including housing, in town, suburban and local centres. 

PPG15

Planning and the Historic Environment – sets out the Government policy on, inter alia, the identification and protection of conservation areas and other elements of the historic environment. 

The planning system is designed to regulate the development and use of land in the public interest.  The designation of historic sites enables the planning system to protect them, through the complimentary systems of listed building consent and conservation area control, coupled with control over schedule monument consent.

It is the quality and interest of areas, rather than that of individual buildings, which should be the prime consideration in identifying conservation areas.

PPG15 also notes that the Government’s commitment to sustain all development entails greater integration of transport with other aspects of land use planning in order to reduce the need to travel, to moderate further traffic growth, and to minimise the environmental impact of transport.  Local Highway and Planning Authorities should therefore integrate their activities and should take great care to avoid or minimise impact on the various elements of the historic environment and their settings.

The PPG advises that generally the best way of securing the upkeep of historic buildings and areas is to keep them in active use. The PPG goes on in paragraphs 4.25 – 4.26 to provide advice with regard to demolition in a conservation area and identify a general presumption in favour of retaining buildings which make a positive contribution to the character or appearance of the area, whilst paragraph 4.19 advises ‘decisions in respect of development proposed to be carried out in a conservation area must give high priority to the objective of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the area. If proposed development  would conflict with that objective, there will be a strong presumption against the grant of planning permission, though in exceptional cases the presumption may be overridden in favour of development which is desirable on the ground of some other public interest.’  

PPG16

Archaeology – identifies that archaeological remains should be seen as a finite and non renewable resource, in many cases highly fragile and vulnerable to damage and destruction. When it is evident that a particular development proposal is likely to affect archaeological remains or their settings, applicants may need to be asked to provide more information.

PPG17

Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation – recognises the need for new developments to contribute towards the provision of open spaces, sport and recreation
PPS22

Renewable Energy – sets out the Government's policies for renewable energy, which planning authorities should have regard to when preparing local development documents and when taking planning decisions. Developers should consider the opportunity for incorporating renewable energy projects in all new developments. PPS22 sets out the policy context for action and practical advice as to how these policies can be implemented on the ground are set out in the PPS22: Companion Guide (2004).

PPS23

Planning and Pollution Control – advises that in considering individual planning applications, the potential for contamination to be present must be considered in relation to the existing use and circumstances of the land, the proposed new use and the possibility of encountering contamination during development. Local authorities should be satisfied that the potential for contamination and any risks arising are properly assessed and that the development incorporates any necessary remediation and subsequent management measures to deal with unacceptable risks.

PPG24

Planning and Noise – identifies that the impact of noise can be a material consideration in the determination of planning applications. 

PPS25

Development and Flood Risk – aims to avoid, reduce and manage flood risk in response to the future consequences resulting from climate change and should be taken into account at all stages of the development process.  This requires that in determining planning applications that regard is to be had to the policies in the PPS; that applications are supported by Flood Risk Assessments (FRA) where appropriate; apply a sequential approach to minimise risk; give priority to sustainable urban drainage, and; ensure development in flood risk areas is appropriately flood resilient.  Although the site lies within Flood Zone 1 which is a low risk zone in planning terms, as it is over 1ha in size, an FRA is required.



	13.3
	THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

The development plan comprises Regional Planning Guidance for the South East (RPG9), the adopted Oxfordshire Structure Plan 2016 and the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 1996.



	13.3.1
	Regional Planning Guidance
Regional Planning Guidance note 9 (RPG9) for the South East (2001) sets out the current policy framework for the longer term planning of the southeast region. Its primary purpose is to provide a regional framework for the preparation of local authority development plans.  At paragraph 3.5 it sets out the main principles that should govern the continuing development of the region. They include the following:

· urban areas should become the main focus of development;

· greenfield development should normally take place only after other alternatives have been considered, and should have regard to the full social, environmental and transport costs of location;

· sufficient housing, and in particular affordable housing, should be provided for all who live and work in the Region; and

· there should be continued protection and enhancement of the Region’s biodiversity, internationally and nationally important nature conservation areas and enhancement of its landscape and built and historic heritage.

The new Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) for the South East (emerging South East Plan) is nearing completion.  The EiP closed at the end of March 2007 and the Panel Report was published on 29 August 2007.  The Government published its Proposed Changes on 17 July 2008.  These are subject to consultation until 24 October.  Adoption of the South East Plan is scheduled for Autumn/Winter 2008.

The proposed Core Objectives of the emerging Plan include: (ii) ‘Economic growth and competitiveness in the region will be sustained…’; (iv) ‘A closer alignment between jobs and homes will be pursued’, (vi) ‘A sufficient level of housing will be delivered’, (vii) ‘A substantial increase in the supply of affordable housing will be pursued…’ (viii) ‘Adequate infrastructure will be provided in a way that keeps pace with development’.
The Proposed Changes set out six spatial planning principles including: (iii.) ‘Pursuing a continuing strategy of urban focus and urban renaissance…’ and (vi.) ‘Supporting the vitality and character of the region’s rural areas, whilst protecting the valuable natural assets of the region’.

Policy RE3 states that in preparing Local Development Documents, local authorities will have regard to strategic and local business needs.  They are expected to facilitate a flexible supply of land to meet the varying needs of the economic sectors. Strategic employment land should be focused at locations identified in the sub-regional strategy, or more generally at the regional hubs or gateways [none of which apply to former RAF Upper Heyford].

Based on evidence from employment land reviews and other market intelligence, provision should be made for a range of sites and premises to meet  general needs in locations that:

i. are or will be accessible to the existing and proposed labour supply;

ii. make efficient use of existing and underused sites and premises, through increasing the intensity of use on accessible sites;

iii. focus on urban areas;

iv. promote the use of public transport.

The Proposed Changes include a requirement of 13,400 dwellings for the district (2006-2026) with 6,400 in the Central Oxfordshire area and 7,000 in the rest of Cherwell (the former airbase lies within the rest of Cherwell).  Local planning authorities should seek to achieve 60% of all new development in the South East on previously developed land and the prime focus for development should be urban areas to foster access to employment, housing, retail and other services and to avoid unnecessary travel.  Local Planning Authorities should positively plan to meet the defined local needs of their rural communities for small scale affordable housing, business and service development taking account of changing patterns of agriculture, economic diversification and continued viability of local services. They should define the approach to development in villages based on the functions performed, their

accessibility and the need to protect or extend key local services.



	13.3.2
	Oxfordshire Structure Plan 2016

The Oxfordshire Structure Plan 2016 was adopted on the 21 October 2005. The Plan is saved for three years from that date under the provisions of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 or until the South East Plan is adopted, whichever is the sooner. As the South East Plan has not yet been adopted the County Council has applied for policies, including H2, to continue to be saved. The Structure Plan sets out the strategy for development and use of land in the County and provides an important interim framework to guide the preparation of local development documents until a new South East Plan is adopted.  The Structure Plan contains a number of policies relevant to the determination of the planning application.  These are set out in the table below.



	13.3.3
	G1
	The Structure Plan Policy G1 sets out the general strategy for development to sustain economic prosperity, meet housing and other requirements and guide the investment decisions of a range of organisations for a period to 2016 in ways which will:

a) deliver the level of development required to meet the objectives of this Plan while protecting and enhancing the environment, character and natural resources of the county;

b) concentrate development in locations where;

i. a reasonable range of services and community facilities can be provided; and

ii. the need to travel, particularly by private car, can be reduced and walking, cycling and the use of public transport can be encouraged.

Make the best use of previously developed land and buildings within urban areas to reduce the need for the development of Greenfield sites, while not permitted development on important open spaces.

	
	G2

	Relates to all development and seeks to ensure that it is appropriate to the site and does not harm the area, is of high quality and designed to reduce the need to travel.



	
	G3

	Requires planning authorities to be satisfied that necessary infrastructure is provided for development proposals.



	
	G5
	Seeks to protect the countryside from harmful development.



	
	G6
	States all new developments should incorporate best practice in energy efficiency and make provision to facilitate storage, re-use, recycling and composting of waste.



	
	H1
	Requires the Council to make provision for about 9,350 dwellings (net) to be built in the district (equivalent to about 623 dwellings per year) – the main locations for new housing are stated as being Banbury (about 3,700 dwellings) and Bicester (about 3,300).  



	
	H2
	Allows for the development of a settlement of about 1,000 dwellings on the former airbase, as a means of enabling environmental improvements and the conservation of the heritage interest across the whole site, in accordance with comprehensive planning brief.



	
	H3
	Seeks densities of at least 30 dwellings per hectare, with higher densities where there is a good range of services and facilities and locations well served by public transport and requires areas to be of a high quality of design and include a variety of dwelling types and sizes to create balanced communities.  



	
	H4
	Seeks provision for affordable housing.

	
	T1
	Seeks to give emphasis to the needs of pedestrians, cyclists and public transport and balance this against the needs of private motorised transport. 



	
	T2
	Seeks an approach to car parking that promotes sustainable travel choices.



	
	T3
	Seeks increased use of public transport.



	
	T5
	Promotes networks of routes for pedestrians and cyclists.



	
	T8
	Indicates that proposals should only be permitted if they provide adequate access and mitigation of adverse transport impacts.



	
	EN1
	Looks to protect the landscape character of the area.



	
	EN2
	Seeks to protect, manage and expand biodiversity resources in determining proposals for development.



	
	EN4
	Seeks to protect the historic environment.



	
	EN5
	States that the conservation of Oxford’s architectural and historic heritage, including its green spaces and its landscape setting, will take priority in considering proposals for development in and around the city.



	
	EN6
	Includes a presumption in favour of preserving in situ nationally and internationally important archaeological remains, whether scheduled or not, and their settings. 



	
	EN7
	Requires that nationally and regionally important geological features are protected from harmful development and retained in situ unless there are exceptional reasons justifying their removal.



	
	EN8
	Prevents development that would lead to deterioration in water quality.



	
	EN9
	Prevents development in functional flood plains and requires the use of sustainable drainage systems.



	
	EN10
	States that development will only be permitted where there are adequate water resources and waste water infrastructure or it can be provided. 



	
	R1
	Supports the provision of outdoor facilities appropriate to their location.



	
	R2
	Seeks to improve access to the countryside and maintain and improve rights of way.



	
	E1
	Development for employment purposes should be located so as to meet the objectives and priorities of the Plan. Some of the main objectives include:

· Provide for the requirements of activities which contribute to the regional and local priorities for economic development. This includes providing a range of accommodation for small businesses and innovation, skills development, business infrastructure and linkages within the knowledge based economy;

· Be located mainly in or adjoining urban areas or in existing concentrations of employment with good accessibility from residential areas, particularly by non-car modes of transport;

· As far as practicable incorporate measures to encourage shorter journeys to work and travel on foot, by cycle or public transport;

Not be of a scale or character that gives rise to large increases in commuting in the area or low intensity uses of land which generate heavy traffic on local roads



	
	E3
	Other than in the main towns the provision of land for employment generating uses will be restrained and limited to activities that do not give rise to excessive or inappropriate traffic.

A limited amount of land for employment intensive development will be made available in Abingdon, Carterton, Chipping Norton, Faringdon, Henley, Thame, 



	
	E4
	Proposals for small scale premises (up to about 500 sq m) including proposals that encourage farm or rural diversification will normally be permitted in appropriate locations.  



	
	E5
	Encourages tourism projects which are based on the conservation and enjoyment of the county’s inherent qualities and heritage.



	
	E6
	E6 proposals for small scale employment-generating development which support the diversification of the rural economy will normally be permitted in appropriate locations, taking particular account of the general need to reduce the need to travel by private vehicle. The conversion of existing rural buildings for employment-generating use will normally be permitted, provided that:

a) They are of a permanent and substantial construction;

b) It would not harm the viability of a nearby town or village or cause transport or highway problems or traffic related environmental problems;

c) Their form, bulk and general design are in keeping with their surroundings; and

d) If the buildings are in open countryside, they are capable of conversion without major or complete reconstruction.



	
	TC2
	Seeks to direct major new development to city or town centre sites by advocating a sequential test to site selection.



	
	EG1
	Encourages proposals for renewable energy development.



	13.3.4
	Adopted Cherwell Local Plan 2001
The Cherwell Local Plan was adopted in November 1996. Although the plan was intended to cover the period to 2001 it remains part of the Statutory Development Plan. Under the provisions of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 the Council has a duty to prepare a series of documents collectively known as the Local Development Framework (LDF). Following this, in September 2007 a number of policies were saved until the final Local Development Framework is issued. 

The Cherwell Local Plan was adopted shortly after the former airbase was declared surplus and therefore does not have any policies specifically in relation to the site but the following general policies, which have all been ‘saved’ are relevant to the determination of the application. The table below summarises these.



	13.3.5
	Policy


	Summary

	
	H4
	Encourages provision of housing for the elderly in easy reach of shops, community facilities and public transport.



	
	H5
	Seeks the provision of affordable housing.



	
	TR1
	Seeks suitable transport measures.



	
	TR7
	Seeks to resist development attracting traffic on minor roads. 



	
	TR10
	Resists the frequent movement of heavy goods vehicles through residential areas or on minor roads.



	
	R12
	Seeks open space provision in connection with all new housing developments of a minimum of 2.43 ha (6 acres) per 1,000 population.

	
	EMP1
	Seeks to direct employment generating development to the sites shown on the proposals map.



	
	EMP4
	Seeks to encourage economic activity in the rural areas of the district by identifying opportunities for employment generating development and in particular for small businesses. 



	
	T2
	Seeks to provide new or improved facilities for tourists.



	
	C1 &C2
	Seek to protect sites of local nature conservation value and protected species.  



	
	C4
	Requires the creation of new habitats.



	
	C7
	Seeks to protect the topography and character of the landscape.  



	
	C10
	Seeks to resist development having a detrimental effect upon the character and appearance of historic landscapes, parks and gardens and battlefields, and their settings.



	
	C14
	Opportunities for countryside management projects will normally be accepted.



	
	C18
	The council will normally only approve internal and external alterations or extensions to a listed building which are minor and sympathetic to the architectural and historic character of the building.  

	
	C21
	Consideration will be given to proposals for re-use of unused listed buildings provided the use is compatible with its character, architectural integrity and setting.  



	
	C23
	Requires the retention of features contributing to the character or appearance of a conservation area.



	
	C25
	Requires that regard is had to the desirability of preserving nationally important archaeological sites.



	
	C28
	Seeks quality development which respects its surroundings.



	
	C30
	Requires an acceptable standard of design in new residential development.



	
	C31
	Seeks to ensure the compatibility of proposals with residential areas.



	
	C32
	Requires the provision of facilities for disabled people.  



	
	C33
	Seeks to protect important gaps of undeveloped land that are important in preserving the character of a settlement or in maintaining the proper setting for a listed building or in preserving a view or feature of recognised amenity or historical value.



	
	ENV1
	Resists development likely to cause detrimental levels of pollution.



	
	ENV7
	Seeks to prevent the adverse affects of development on water quality.



	
	ENV10
	Resists development proposals likely to damage or be at risk from hazardous installations.  



	
	ENV11
	Will not permit proposals for installations handling hazardous substances in close proximity to housing.



	
	ENV12
	Will only permit development on contaminated land subject to specified criteria. 



	13.4
	NON STATUTORY CHERWELL LOCAL PLAN 2011

The Non Statutory Cherwell Local Plan (NSCLP) was originally produced as a replacement for the adopted local plan. The plan was subject to first and second draft deposit stages and pre-Inquiry changes were incorporated. However the decision was taken by the Council to discontinue work on the plan on the 13 December 2004 and withdraw it from the statutory local plan process as there was no realistic prospect of it being adopted prior to Government changes to the planning system coming into force which would have prevented its subsequent adoption. 

The Council has been working on the preparation of a Local Development Framework (LDF) since December 2004. However to avoid a policy void, the Non Statutory Cherwell Local Plan 2011 (NSCLP) was approved by the Council as interim planning policy for development control purposes on the 13 December 2004. Although the NSCLP had progressed through much of the local plan process, it was withdrawn before the local plan inquiry. The NSCLP therefore does not form part of the statutory development plan. As such, it is of reduced weight but as interim planning policy it is a material consideration in the consideration of the current application.

The NSCLP 2011, contains policies relating to the former airbase. The principal polices are set out in the table below. 



	13.4.1
	Policy

Summary

UH1
provide for the new settlement together with environmental improvements and conservation of the historic interest of the site across the whole of the former airfield in accordance with Policy H2 of the Structure Plan.

UH2
requires the submission of a scheme for landscaping and environmental improvement across the whole of the area occupied by the former airbase.  

UH3
allows for development on the site where it has been demonstrated that proposals are unlikely to give rise to HGV movements that would compromise safety or quality of the rural environment, be detrimental to highway safety, conflict with the aim of achieving environmental improvement of the whole of the airbase and be inconsistent with the objective of creating a new village in character with the existing rural settlements in the area.  

UH4
sets out the approach which should be taken in principle to the design of the proposed settlement.



	13.4.2
	There are other relevant policies and information in the NSCLP including those relating to the location of new housing, density, housing mix, mobility housing and affordable housing (Polices H1a–7), transport (Policies TR1–6, TR8–11, TR16, TR19, TR36), recreation (Policies R2, R4, R6, R8–R10a, R11–12), opportunities for tourism (Policy T1), environment (Policies EN1–3, EN5–7, EN11–12, EN15–28, EN30, EN34–49, EN51), design (Policies D1–D10, D12), and; provision of services and facilities (Policies OA1–2 and OA5).


	13.5
	WEST OXFORDSHIRE LOCAL PLAN 2001

Rousham Historic Park lies within West Oxfordshire District Council and as such the policies of the West Oxfordshire Local Plan are also relevant in the consideration of this planning application. The character, setting, amenities, historical context and views into or from the Grade I listed park are protected by Policy CO11 of the adopted West Oxfordshire Local Plan 2001, and also by emerging Policy BE11 of the West Oxfordshire Local Plan 2011. 
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	THE REVISED COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING BRIEF (RCPB) 2007 SPD
Purpose

To elaborate on and provide guidance supplementary to Policy H2 of OSP 2016.  
Status

The RCPB was adopted as SPD in March 2007.  While it does not form part of the statutory development plan, it expands on and supplements OSP 2016 Policy H2. The SPD was prepared in accordance with the requirements set out in the version of PPS 12 (Creating Local Development Frameworks and the accompanying companion guide) current at the time of its development and adoption.  The RCPB 2007 SPD is a significant material consideration in the processing of planning applications concerning the site at the former RAF Upper Heyford airbase.  

Objectives

Specifically the Brief intends to assist in the quality delivery of:

· a settlement of about 1,000 dwellings as a means of enabling environmental improvements, conservation of the site’s heritage interests while achieving a satisfactory living environment;

· necessary supporting infrastructure for the settlement including primary school appropriate community, recreational and employment opportunities
· conservation of heritage interest 
· environmental improvements including site wide biodiversity enhancement;

· journeys by foot, cycle or public transport – rather than by car;

· minimisation of the development’s impact of traffic on the surrounding road network.

The Vision  

The RCPB sets out the vision for the site and identifies the seven elements set out below;


i. The construction of the new settlement on the former technical core and 
residential areas, retaining buildings, structures, spaces and trees that contribute 
to the character and appearance for the site and integrating them into high quality 
place that creates a satisfactory living environment.


ii. A community that is as sustainable as possible, in the provision of community 
facilities and in balancing dwellings and employment opportunities, given the site’s 
location


iii. The creation of a satisfactory living environment within and around the new 
settlement, integrating the new community in to the surrounding network of 
settlements by reopening historic routes and encouraging travel by means other 
than private car as far as possible.


iv)The preservation of the stark functional character and appearance of the flying 
field beyond the settlement area, including the retention of buildings of national 
interest which contribute to the area’s character (with limited, fully justified 
exceptions) and sufficient low key re-use of these to enable appropriate 
management of this area.


v)The achievement of environmental improvement within the site and of views of it 
to include the removal of buildings and structures that do not make a positive 
contribution to the special character or which are justified on the grounds of adverse 
visual impact, including in proximity to the proposed settlement, together with limited 
appropriate landscape mitigation, enhancement of ecological interest and re-
opening of historic routes.


vi) the conservation and enhancement of the ecological interest of the flying field 
through appropriate management 


vii) visitor access, controlled where necessary, to and interpretation of the historic 
and ecological assets of the site 



	13.6.1
	RCPB principles for development and assessment of application’s compliance

The principles to guide new development for the new settlement

Principle

Detail

Outline Summary of Application position

Settlement Location

In the area of former Technical Core and residential areas.

Primarily within the former technical core and residential area.

Extent of Settlement Area

Extent not to exceed area identified in Brief and no provision for growth.

Significant commercial floor space proposed beyond the settlement and substantial potential for growth.

Securing Environmental Improvements

They should be compatible with historic interest preservation.

Lack of information to assess the adequacy of environmental improvements proposed
Conserving the Heritage Interest

i) Protected buildings in the settlement area must be sensitively integrated and respected;

ii) Other buildings that make a positive contribution to the Conservation Area should be retained if they can be used and integrated into the settlement;

iii) Key spaces of historic significance should be integrated into the plan;

iv) Incorporate as many trees as possible and re-enforce planting as well;

v) New development should respond to established character of distinct character areas to preserve or enhance the character/ appearance of the Conservation Area.

Scheduled buildings retained and significant buildings within their settings maintained. Listed nose dock sheds setting to the north retained, to the south setting altered by proposed residential development.
Majority of buildings in the settlement area proposed for demolition. EH concern about several buildings which make a positive contribution to the settlement and lack of justification for demolition.

EH is concerned about proposed treatment of the Parade Ground, the Trenchard Area and treatment of Camp Road; proposals do not respond appropriately to character of these areas. 

Some of the submitted drawings unreliable. Landscape proposals for retention of some trees unclear or unrealistic, for instance trees are shown retained when located within or close to roads. Other trees identified for removal without an explanation.

Considerable demolition proposed, especially on South side of Camp Rd. EH and CDC have concerns over impact on character of development and response to existing character.
Achieving a Satisfactory Living Environment

This will be sought while retaining protected buildings and others that can be integrated into the new community.

Concerns about retention and use of buildings for commercial purposes at edge of Settlement where it borders the wider flying field; therefore successful integration doubtful between residential accommodation and predominant B8 activity proposed and any mitigation measures.

EH concern about demolition of  buildings which make a positive contribution to the settlement and might be integrated within it and lack of justification for demolition.

Creating a Sustainable Community

The new development needs to have as far as possible the characteristics expected in Cherwell communities.

Not all 16 suggested characteristics for a sustainable community would be achieved and not all are certain. Currently a lack of certainty over diversity of economy, high quality education, accessible housing, minimisation of waste, pollution water consumption and flooding, access to high quality health services, opportunities for culture and leisure activities, accessible services, high quality biodiversity, accessible communication networks, accessible high quality centre and public spaces, access to affordable services and accessible quality public transport.
Settlement Components

About 1,000 Dwellings; A mix of sizes and tenures including affordable housing to create a balanced community
Neighbourhood centre should be established at the heart of the settlement comprising primary school, community hall, place of worship and retail, public house, restaurant, social and healthcare and private nursery facilities

Provision for childrens play, sport and amenity areas.
Range of employment opportunities: About 1,300 jobs predominantly in the area identified for the settlement.  The site Is not suitable for uses that attract high levels of traffic or large numbers of HGV movements.  

Employment opportunities that are compatible with regional structure plan and local policy include:

· Science based industries;

· Hi-tech;

· Motor sport related;

· Business start-ups and home working.

Approximately 7 hectares of the north east new settlement area is identified as suitable for car storage for about 2,800 cars.  

Application proposes appropriate number of dwellings but lack of certainty over mix and tenure at the current time.

Application proposals include elements identified but lack of certainty at present time regarding acceptable details, delivery and sustainability. 

Acceptable levels of play and outdoor sports provision identified but uncertainty over future ownership. Contribution sought for indoor sport enhancement at Bicester has not been agreed.
Significant employment uses beyond the settlement area proposed.  Level of employment in excess of 1300 jobs identified for the site as a whole. Within the settlement area there is a reliance on B8 use in retained buildings and B1 uses in new buildings. Employment with in the settlement is concentrated to North of Camp Rd leading to limited integration even within the settlement area.
17ha of car storage proposed part on the southern taxi way beyond the extent of the settlement area.

Transport

Development should include encouragement for walking, cycling and use of public transport.  
There should be improvements to bus and rail facilities and the minimising of traffic impacts.  

Both OCC Highways and Highways Agency object to the scheme. Highways Agency’s have concerns about potential impact on J10 of M40 whilst the Highway Authority are concerned regarding the development in an unsustainable location. Improvements to  public transport provision are matters to be dealt with by planning obligations but the detail is yet to be provided.

Master Plan

A spatial analysis backed Master Plan is required to accommodate change to the built fabric over time and to meet OSP Policies.

Provision of a network of streets and spaces incorporating existing key routes and creating a legible settlement structure
A master plan has been provided based on some spatial analysis.

Network of linked streets generally provided with key routes identified with logical structure 
Built Form

Scale and massing of new buildings should respect context; building materials should reflect the local area and relate to retained buildings; new and retained employment buildings should make a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the area.  Architectural quality required including contemporary design.

The outline application proposals have some design information in relation to built form and materials of new settlement. Employment uses in the settlement are mainly north of Camp Rd with little integration likely. Much would depend on submission of design codes and none have been submitted.
Sustainability

Design should follow best practice and allow for future sustainable technologies.  A strategy for disposal of demolition arisings is sought to maximise on site reuse. 
The details submitted scant. The Feb 2008 revised Design and Access statement includes some information but the focus is on the new build elements of the scheme. New build residential development is to be to Code for Sustainable Homes level 3, new build employment building to BREEAM standards but the level has not been specified. No reference has been made retained buildings.
Although a waste minimisation  strategy accompanies the application and the ES considers construction waste there is insufficient detail in them to assess whether reuse would be maximised. A statement submitted in June 2008 identifies that all material could be reused on site with the majority used to fill the POL system but the EA is currently objecting and seeking further information with regard to the remediation of the POL system.
Car Parking

Car parking should reflect the anticipated car ownership for the proposed households with a pragmatic approach with a local centre.  Efficient use of parking spaces is encouraged, compatible with achieving a high quality public realm.
The revised Design and Access Statement (DAS), Feb 2008, makes reference to OCC guidance on maximum car parking provision but does not specify the number of spaces proposed for the uses on the site.  The TA figures are in line with PPG 13. However the TA does not provide parking figures for ancillary settlement uses.  The DAS refers to a number of ways car parking could be accommodated and illustrates a number of options.

Safety and Accessibility

The design should ensure compliance with secured by design and be fully accessible to people with disabilities.  

CDC request for funding for CCTV within local centre to reduce crime and the fear of crime has been rejected. Detailed design would be part of consideration of reserved matter applications.
Management Plan

A Management Plan is required for retained elements within the settlement area.

The submitted management plan does not address the settlement area or include any detail that would ensure acceptable long term management of the retained elements of historic interest in the settlement. 

The principles to guide new development for the wider airfield

Principle

Detail

Application Compliance

A Balanced and Managed Lasting Arrangement

OSP 2016 Policy H2 requires proposals for the whole site and the purpose of the development is to enable environmental improvements to conserve the heritage interests compatible with a satisfactory living environment for future residents of the new settlement.

Application does not attempt to seek a balance for the potentially conflicting objectives. The application does not deliver a satisfactory lasting arrangement-it does not fully meet the RCPB’s principles.

Securing Environmental Improvements

They need to be sufficient to justify the grant of planning permission for enabling development through:

i) Remediation of contamination including the POL system;

ii) Part removal of runways, taxiways, hard-standings and the perimeter fence;

iii) Ecological enhancement and extension of ecological interest of the whole site;

iv) Improvements to public access through the re-opening of closed routes, wide public access and creation of open space south of Camp Road;

v) The development should improve the settings to Conservation Areas, ancient monuments and any listed buildings;

vi) Mitigation of landscape impacts;

vii) Limited demolition in line with the conservation of heritage interests principle.

Significant shortfalls in proposed environmental improvements. 
A POL statement accompanies the application. The POL system is to be left in situ. A range of approaches to the remediation of the tanks are identified including leaving the tanks empty and filling them following emptying & cleaning. On going monitoring by the management company would be required. In addition, the extent of the works can only be defined when the existing water fill is removed. 

More limited removal of runways and perimeter fence than the RCPB proposes, taxiways and hardstandings, retained.

Extent of ecological enhancement and extension limited and long term management not satisfactorily resolved.

Public access restricted to reopened Portway and Aves Ditch. Aves Ditch not reopened on original alignment. Publicly accessible space south of Camp Road appears to be limited to playing fields.
In addition, NOC are proposing to retain more buildings of lesser or no historic significance than the RCPB suggests with impacts on CAs SAMs and LBs
Landscape planting to mitigate development impacts very limited and sites wider landscape impact will remain.

Demolition of HASs sought in the RCPB has been removed from the current application. It is now suggested that landscape planting could mitigate impact.
Conservation of Heritage Interest

It is proposed that all buildings of national and international significance on the wider flying field should be retained except for two groups of buildings which are proposed for demolition 
-Within the core area of historic interest the priority is to preserve the character and appearance of the landscape and buildings and structure of national significance.
Ancillary buildings of lesser historic significance should be retained

Beyond the core area and in the north and west buildings of national significance should be retained and monumentalised and public access permitted
The interface with the settlement to be created through demolition of South East HASs and buildings of less than national significance to create satisfactory living environment.
The western end of the runway fence and other structures should be removed and public access 

Land south of Camp Road West of the settlement priority is for environmental improvement 
The eastern end of the runway and southern Bomb Stores priority for environmental improvement and ecological enhancement and controlled public access;  
Information to be submitted to assess impact on Archaeology 

Proposals should include provision for a small museum and public access to buildings and landscape of interest
All the buildings on the flying field are proposed for retention except building 3135. HASs identified for demolition are proposed for retention.

Buildings are proposed for retention but also reuse for employment purposes the scale of which is likely to lead to changes to the buildings and impact of the landscape. 
Too many buildings in the flying field that do not make a positive contribution to the character or appearance of the conservation area are proposed for retention and for use as employment generating development. Others are retained with nil use.
Buildings of less than national significance retained and most proposed for reuse. Some buildings to have nil use. Public access not permitted.

All buildings proposed for retention and the majority proposed for reuse so no area of clearance proposed to create a setting for the proposed settlement.
Limited removal of runway, removal of perimeter road and security fence proposed 

This area is shown cleared of buildings and used for playing fields and grassland with copse planting.

Limited runway removal proposed therefore limited potential for ecological enhancement. Public access limited to reopened Aves Ditch 

County Archaeologist has raised no objection subject to conditions.  Heritage centre proposed for large hanger but no information regarding setting up and running in the long term. Suggested access to airfield by vehicle on an organised tour a minimum of two weekends a month. .
Creating a Satisfactory Living Environment

There should be a satisfactory interface between the open flying field and the settlement with a functional and visual relationship maintained.  

The proposed interface between the settlement and the flying field will be dominated by a large expanse of car storage/staging activity (10 ha more than the 7ha suggested for the settlement in the RCPB) within the flying field. No clear separation provided between the settlement and the flying field.
The Future of the Wider Airfield

i) Uses involving external storage or activity will not be permitted on the flying field as part of the lasting arrangement.  

ii) Sufficient low key re-use of retained buildings on the wider flying field will be allowed to enable heritage and ecological interest to be conserved and enhanced.

iii) Consideration given to transitional arrangements for existing companies

iv) The County Wildlife Site(CWS) and Ecologically Important Landscape should be protected and opportunity provided for enhancement and extension
v) Public access to be provided along reopened rights of way and monumentalised area to north and west
Large scale car storage/staging is proposed on the flying field. Reuse of majority of buildings will result in significant activity raises concerns regarding the ability to control outside storage. 

Most buildings proposed for reuse and no mechanism provided to link the extent of reuse to works necessary to fund long term maintenance and management.

No transitional arrangements required as consent sought for reuse of buildings currently occupied.

Little change within CWS and EIL, potential enhancement of CWS from some runway removal. Long term protection to be covered in management plan which is currently considered inadequate. 
Aves Ditch and Portway proposed for reopening. Aves ditch is not on its original alignment. No other public access to the site other than by vehicle on organised tour.
Management Plan

A management plan for the wider airfield will be required.

The NOC management plan lacks detail and acceptable mechanism for delivery but promotes continued commercial priority at the expense of the balance of conserving the historic interests and environmental improvements. 

The RCPB principles for delivering a lasting arrangement which the application should address

Principle

Detail

Application compliance

Approach to Planning Application

Any application for a new settlement must provide a comprehensive scheme for the whole area of the former base and include environmental improvements and conservation of heritage interest.  It must demonstrate the enabling works and secure a satisfactory living environment and achieve a lasting arrangement.  

NOC do not accept that an enabling approach is required for the development...The approach to environmental improvements and conservation of heritage interest and long term management is therefore not clearly linked to the development sought or satisfactory or secure a satisfactory lasting arrangement.

Environmental Assessment

The application is to be accompanied by a Master Plan, Design and Access Statement, an Environmental Statement and a Management Plan for the whole site.

An ES, Design & Access Statement (DAS) and management plan  have been submitted. 

There are concerns with the ES (see section above) master plan, DAS and management plan (see below)  
Open Book Accounting

If requirements can not be afforded by the enabling development then open book accounting will be required

Requirements of the RCPB are not met but it has not been argued to date that they are not affordable from the enabling development.

Design Codes

High quality, innovative design is sought, guided by design codes, while respecting the established character of the Conservation Area and the special buildings, the site’s rural location and its historic importance.

The DAS contains some information regarding design but demolition, layout and building design are not clearly justified. 

Design codes are yet to be submitted.

Check with linda

Section 106 Obligations

The Council will seek an appropriate agreement to secure the provision of facilities to serve the settlement, appropriate phasing and the delivery of OSP Policy H2 requirements.

Limited details have been submitted to date: significant negotiation would be necessary to secure what would be required for the scale of development with this application.

Infrastructure and Services

Secure ownership and management of infrastructure such as sewerage treatment works is sought 

Future ownership of infrastructure and services is not currently clear.

Implementation

A phased programme for the implementation of the whole development is required.  

The phasing plan only covers the settlement area and NOC. Phasing of environmental improvements and other works beyond the settlement area are not covered. There is therefore considerable uncertainty over when they would be provided.


	
	

	13.7
	Conservation Area Appraisal 

The RAF Upper Heyford Conservation Area was designated in April 2006 . A Conservation Area Appraisal (CAA) was produced for the site and adopted by the Council in April 2006. 

The CAA includes the historic significance of the site, analyses its character and heritage assets, assess the special interest, negative factor affecting the site and summarises the issues. 

The CAA includes the following description of the site;

‘The landscape setting and hardened concrete structures of the former RAF Upper Heyford have the power to communicate the atmosphere of the Cold War.’

The CAA identifies the following key areas in the summary of issues;

1. Protection of the Historic Buildings and Landscape 

2. Vulnerability of the site to fragmentation

3. Reuse of the retained buildings

4. Incorporation of a new settlement



	14
	POLICY CONCLUSIONS



	14.1
	National Planning Policy 



	14.2
	The development proposed for the former RAF Upper Heyford is clearly contrary to the overriding policy objective of securing sustainable development in what is a rural location. Although the airbase has included a sizeable settlement for more than 50 years, due to its airfield military history and the scale of operational activity on the site, it is not part of or adjacent to an urban area. It is a brownfield site without the makings of even a modest public transport node. The site at Upper Heyford is not an appropriate sustainable location as required in PPS 1 nor PPS 3 for the identification of land for housing.



	14.3
	When the SoS dismissed the appeal in June 2003, he concluded that the level of development on the site, sanctioned by the then extant Structure Plan Policy H2, was in effect an exception to normal sustainability objectives designed to deal with the reality of the existence of the former airbase and the need to reduce the environmental impacts of the use to an acceptable level.



	14.4
	The rationale behind the acceptance of the airbase site for the development suggested in the RCPB 2007 SPD stems from its long military history and the need to preserve that historic interest and to secure considerable environmental improvements. These circumstances are at the forefront of the approach in the RCPB 2007 SPD which provides detail in support of Structure Plan Policy H2 and which builds on the SoS’s 2003 findings and the approach that there could be a new settlement of about 1000 dwellings together with jobs for about 1500 people at the site ‘as a means to facilitate the remediation of the former airbase to enable the site to present a more environmentally acceptable face than it does now.’ 


	14.5
	Last December, Government published a supplement to PPS 1 that concerned Planning and Climate Change. This issue is of high priority in the Government’s strategy for future development. 



	14.6
	PPS 3 requires local authorities to identify a five year rolling land supply of deliverable sites. The Council’s Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) Dec 2007 identified that the District did have in excess of a five year housing land supply of deliverable housing sites. Although this site is included in the assumptions, if there is a delay in it coming forward for development a five year housing land supply is projected to be maintained up to 2010/11, when the LDF is programmed to be adopted.  The level of housing land supply will continue to be monitored through the AMR to ensure adequate housing land is maintained. 



	14.7
	PPG4 identifies that economic development and a high quality environment have to be pursued together and that it is necessary to reconcile necessary development with environmental protection and other development plan policies. The application proposals do not do this and instead they focus on making use of buildings without adequately addressing the environmental issues. The draft PPS 4 identifies that there should be a positive and constructive approach to proposals within a plan led system. In the case of Upper Heyford there is a clear Development Plan policy, H2, that seeks for development to be guided by the RCPB and yet the application does not meet this requirement. 



	14.8
	PPS7 sets out the governments objectives for rural areas these include raising the quality of life and the environment, promoting sustainable patterns of development, improving economic performance and promoting sustainable, diverse and adaptable agricultural sectors. The PPS highlights that sustainable development is the core principle under pinning the policies in the PPS. The PPS identifies that away from larger urban areas that most new development should be in or near local service centres where employment, housing, services and other facilities are provided close together to help ensure they are served by public transport and opportunities for walking and cycling. The PPS does support the reuse of appropriately located and suitably constructed existing buildings in the countryside where this meets sustainability objectives. The amount and location of the proposed employment at Upper Heyford on the flying field does not provide a sustainable form of development and therefore does not accord with the advice in the PPS.


	14.9
	One of the main themes of PPG13 seeks to integrate planning and transport to promote more sustainable transport choices. There is a balance required in the RCPB for the housing in the new settlement and the level of employment provided at the site. This balance may not be achieved and the use of the wider flying field’s buildings in relation to the extent, the scale and the nature of the uses proposed would not support sustainable travel choices sought by PPG13. 



	14.10
	The applicant NOC has adopted a stance with the development’s fundamentally important heritage issues which in essence is pinned firmly on PPG15’s advice with Conservation Areas; namely ‘retain and reuse buildings’. Oxfordshire County Council and this Council consider this approach is to simplistic for this complex site.  The RCPB 2007 SPD is an adopted SPD and confirmed (by OCC) as incompliance with OSP policy H2 which is the key policy consideration. The RCPB seeks to restrict reuse of buildings on the flying field to those necessary to fund long term management and maintenance of the area.


	14.11
	A number of structures have been scheduled as monuments at the site and PPG16 sets out the government’s policy regarding archaeological sites. Annex 3 provides advice regarding Scheduled Ancient Monuments (SAMs) and advises SAMs are a selective example of the nations archaeology and rank in importance with Grade I and Grade II* listed buildings. Following the scheduling of a building or structure consent from the Secretary of State is required for works to the structure, including repair. The current application includes proposals for the change of use of most of the SAMs at the site. No details are included of any works that would be necessary as a result of the proposed changes of use.  


	15
	OSP 2016 Policy H2



	15.1
	The general strategy of the Structure Plan set out in Policy G1 is to direct growth towards the main urban centres, this does not include the former airbase.

However, paragraph 7.7 of the Structure Plan advises that;

“Land declared surplus by the Ministry of Defence at the former airbase at Upper Heyford represents an opportunity to achieve an appropriate balance between environmental improvements to a rural part of Oxfordshire, conservation of the heritage interest from the Cold War, and reuse of some existing buildings and previously developed land located in the former technical and residential areas of the base.”



	15.2
	Policy H2 allows for the development of a settlement of about 1,000 dwellings and necessary supporting infrastructure, as a means of enabling environmental improvements and the heritage interest of the site as a military base with Cold War associations. The supporting text at paragraph 7.7 advises;

“…This proposal has been recognised by the First Secretary of State as ‘an exception to normal sustainability objectives as a means of facilitating the remediation of the former airbase to enable the site to present a more environmentally acceptable face than it does now’…”.


	15.3
	Structure Plan Policy H2 identifies necessary supporting infrastructure as;

“…including a primary school and appropriate community, recreational and employment opportunities…”.



	15.4
	Policy H2 also requires that;

“…Proposals for development must reflect a revised comprehensive planning brief adopted by the district council and demonstrate that the conservation of heritage resources, landscape, restoration, enhancement of biodiversity and other environmental improvements will be achieved across the whole of the former airbase in association with the provision of the new settlement…”.



	15.5
	This Policy is clear in its requirement for a scheme to come forward which achieves improvements across the “whole of the former airbase in association with the provision of the new settlement”. As such, development is only justified in this unsustainable location as a means of enabling development. 



	15.6
	A development of a settlement of about 1,000 dwellings and all the supporting infrastructure in such an unsustainable location would not have been proposed in Policy H2, if it were not needed to secure an appropriate future lasting arrangement for the site.  Initially, before the historic importance of the site was understood, Policy H2 of the Oxfordshire County Structure Plan 2001 allowed for this development, as an exception to normal development plan policy, specifically to enable the environmental improvement of the site. Once the historic importance of the site was understood, Policy H2 was revised in the Oxfordshire Structure Plan 2016, still as an exception to normal development plan policy, to add conservation of the historic interest to the environmental improvement that was to be enabled through the development. 



	15.7
	While the quantum of residential development proposed in the application (1,075 dwellings) is appropriate for the former airbase (as guided by Policy H2) and includes provision of 30% affordable housing in accordance with Policy H5 of the Adopted Local Plan (H7 - NSCLP 2011) and a range of supporting facilities (community and social facilities, local retailing, public house, primary school and employment uses) acceptable under  Policy UH1 of the NSCLP and Structure Plan Policy H2, the difficulty with this application is the fundamental approach which underpins it. The applicants contend that whilst Policy H2 may be characterized as an ‘enabling’ policy the balance of potentially conflicting objectives within the Policy has changed since the area’s designation as a conservation area such that the development itself should not be described as ‘enabling development’. In addition, NOC contend that the decision by CDC to designate the Conservation Area provides additional opportunities to retain existing businesses on the base in accordance with the advice in PPG15.



	15.8
	The difference between what Structure Plan Policy H2 and CDC through the RCPB 2007 SPD is seeking and the applicants approach to the site, is therefore fundamental. The Councils are willing to permit, contrary to the general approach of other national and development plan policy, the development of a new settlement in an unsustainable location specifically and only as an exception to enable the environmental improvement and conservation of the historic asset of the site to be funded.  It also allows re-use of buildings to be retained across the flying field sufficient only to fund the future environmental improvements and conservation of heritage assets.



	15.9
	The current application proposes the retention of all bar one of the buildings across the wider airfield beyond the area identified for the new settlement. A demonstration of how much development would be required to fund environmental improvements and the conservation of the historic interest has not been provided by the applicants.



	15.10
	Policy H2 seeks to balance the potentially conflicting objectives of environmental improvement and conservation of the heritage asset, whilst creating a satisfactory living environment for the enabling development.  The RCPB SPD 2007 elaborates upon this by setting priorities in striving to achieve that balance, making the case for demolition where there is a wider community benefit for example, and also demonstrates the parameters that will enable a satisfactory living environment to be achieved. 



	15.11
	The HDC&MD does not accept the applicant’s proposition that conservation area designation has primacy over other policy requirements, such that it reduces opportunities for environmental improvement required by OSP Policy H2 because PPG15 advises presumption in favour of retention of buildings within conservation areas. This is too simplistic an approach for this complex and unusual site.  The applicant states that the application is not in accordance with the SPD but is fully in accordance with PPG15 in this respect. It is the HDC & MD’s view that the emphasis placed throughout the application documentation on the statement in PPG15 about presumption in favour of re-use of buildings in conservation areas is too narrowly focused. 



	15.12
	The Structure Plan intends that development of the new settlement shall be the means of bringing about the necessary environmental improvement and the extent of necessary improvement has been settled in the SPD following wide public consultation. However the appellant by seeking the reuse of the majority of the buildings across the wider airbase (and leaving the door open for intensification of use and further development in the future), means that the proposals do not secure a lasting arrangement or the objectives of Policy H2 in securing the environmental improvements, conservation of the heritage interest or creation of a satisfactory living environment as set out in the RCPB 2007 SPD.  



	
	Non Statutory Cherwell Local Plan



	
	The NSCLP policies with relation to the application site allow for the provision of a village of about 1000 dwellings and a range of employment opportunities within the new village such that the number of jobs will be broadly comparable to the anticipated number of economically active residents. The policies highlight the need for the development to provide for the implementation of environmental improvements and preservation of buildings and structures of national importance and their settings.  The current proposals include significant employment beyond the proposed settlement and do not seek to balance the amount of employment with the number of economically active residents of the proposed settlement. Rather it is argued that there is presumption in PPG15 for the reuse of buildings within conservation areas to ensure their maintenance. Neither does the submitted scheme adequately address the enabling of environmental improvements or preservation of the buildings of national importance. The proposals are very limited, no phasing is provided for the works that have been identified and much is left to the management plan which does not include sufficient detail to provide any certainty regarding these matters.


	16
	Design & Access Statement



	16.1
	A planning application of this type must be accompanied by a Design  & Access Statement (DAS). Circular 01/2006 advises;
‘Design and access statements play a particular role in linking general development principles to final detailed design. A statement accompanying an outline application must explain how the applicant has considered the proposal, and understands what is appropriate and feasible for the site in its context. It should clearly explain and justify the design and access principles that will be used to develop future details of the scheme. Such information will help community involvement and informed decision making. The design and access statement will form a link between the outline permission and consideration of reserved matters.’ 
 The circular goes on to advise at para 64 that a major part of the design and access statement is ‘the explanation of how local context has influenced design.’ 



	16.2
	Additional information has been submitted with regard to the DAS relating to the design of proposed new buildings, however the DAS continues to lack explanation and justification for the approach taken and following the submissions of amendments some details have not been updated. Given that the site is a designated Conservation Area with significant change  proposed, it is considered that the DAS should clearly set out the explanation and justification for the proposed development.  

	
	

	17
	RCPB 2007 SPD



	17.1
	The NOC application does not satisfactorily meet the objectives of this adopted SPD. The adopted approach by the applicant does not achieve the objectives set out in the RCPB and therefore fails to comply with the fundamental principle of enabling development that underlies OSP 2016 policy H2. The sought balance between securing enabling environmental improvements and conserving the heritage interest that would be compatible with a satisfactory living environment has not been achieved.



	17.2
	The RCPB’s principles for development in the new settlement and in the wider flying field are not met to a satisfactory degree that would warrant a recommendation for the approval of the proposed development. The package of proposals for the wider flying field raises the most serious concerns for this very important site. The RCPB’s principles for delivering a lasting arrangement are therefore not met and the scheme under consideration does not justify a recommendation that the Council does not raise objections to the application.



	
	

	18
	Main Planning Issues 



	18.1
	A detailed assessment of the main issues arising with this application can be made by examining the following: 

(A)
Those issues that are general, cover the overall site or are in effect cross cutting;

(B)
Those that concern the new settlement element; and

(C) 
Those that relate to the wider flying field.



	18.2
	(A) 
General, Overall Site Issues



	18.3
	1 Enabling development

The first issue is a fundamental concern about the underlying approach taken by NOC in the preparation of this application; namely that NOC does not consider this development to be enabling.  



	18.4
	In your officers view, and indeed as concluded by the Planning Inspector and Secretary of State in 2003 with the previous main appeal, development of a new settlement and all the supporting infrastructure, as envisaged in the RCPB, in such an unsustainable location would never have been proposed in the Oxfordshire Structure Plan if it were not needed to fund an appropriate lasting arrangement for the site.  The development proposed in the Oxfordshire Structure Plan 2016 (OSP) Policy H2 is required to enable environmental improvements and the conservation of the heritage interest of the site.  Without the outcomes that are enabled through the development, there would be no justification for this development in this unsustainable location. 



	18.5
	It is accepted that the development set out in OSP H2 and the RCPB would not be enabling development as set out in English Heritage’s (EH) guidance “Enabling Development and the Conservation of Heritage Assets” as this is a very restrictive definition, requiring the development to be contrary to the Development Plan. A proposal in accordance with OSP Policy H2 of the Oxfordshire Structure Plan 2016 would not be contrary to the Development Plan. 



	18.6
	However OSP Policy H2 is clearly an exception to normal national and development plan policy, specifically to enable the environmental improvements and conservation of the heritage interest that could not otherwise be afforded.  Therefore an application in accordance with H2 would be enabling development in a broader sense than the narrow EH definition. It would be acceptable to permit the development of a new settlement in an unsustainable location, provided that it accords with Policy H2 and the adopted RCPB 2007 SPD, specifically and only as an exception to enable the environmental improvements and conservation of the historic interest of the site to be funded.  The findings and approach of the Secretary of State and Inspector in 2003, the Structure Plan and SPD do not accord with the narrow NOC perspective.  



	18.7
	NOC do not acknowledge the enabling aspect of the policy and therefore the application does not demonstrate how much development is required to fund the environmental improvements and the conservation of the heritage interest, and thus no offer to the Council of an open book accounting procedure demonstrating the need for the extent of development sought in excess of that identified in the RCPB has been made .



	18.8
	Only with a change of approach can there be an accurate and meaningful assessment of the acceptability of the amount of commercial development that is being proposed, in addition to the 1,075 dwellings, the very significant and related issue of the number of jobs that would be created, all of the associated environmental issues that are inherent with the buildings that are to be retained and reused, as well as the important sustainability issues and heritage concerns that are intricately connected to this large and complex development equation.  



	18.9
	2 Balancing key objectives

The second general issue concerns what is considered to be the essence of OSP 2016 Policy H2 and that is the need for the development to provide and balance the potentially conflicting objectives of the environmental improvements and the conservation of the heritage interest while creating a satisfactory living environment for the enabling development. The RPCB 2007 SPD expands on these aspects by setting priorities to achieve that balance. 



	18.10
	The application does not attempt to satisfactorily seek such a balance. NOC appears to prefer to retain and reuse buildings across the flying field, which will clearly generate an income for NOC, and to retain other buildings in what is described as “nil-use”. Simply to refer to PPG15’s general presumption to ‘retain and reuse’ is too simplistic and does not achieve the balance of enabling development this has been established in the  adopted  RCPB 2007 SPD, to which English Heritage have raised no objections.  NOC acknowledges that the application is not in accordance with the RCPB 2007 SPD. Relying on PPG15 and not approaching the scheme in accordance with the RCPB 2007 SPD is a flawed approach.  



	18.11
	The approach of the RCPB 2007 SPD, based on OSP Policy H2, is shared by Oxfordshire County Council which has formally raised objections to the planning application. The NOC approach demonstrating a lack of balance between the three key objectives is neither in accordance with the OCC 2016 Policy H2 nor with the RCPB 2007 SPD.  



	18.12
	3 Conservation of heritage interest

The third general issue is that the application does not, in an overall sense, comply with the RCPB 2007 SPD’s interpretation of the objectives of OSP Policy H2 with regard to the conservation of heritage interest. Instead it is contended that it causes harm to the character and appearance of the conservation area, the Scheduled Ancient Monuments and the setting of the listed buildings.



	18.13
	The RCPB 2007 SPD does not seek the retention of all buildings across the flying field regardless of their historic interest or the contribution they make to the character and appearance of the conservation area. The SPD does not propose the wholesale re-use of retained buildings across the flying field in what is an inherently unsustainable location. It does not propose the retention of the perimeter fence except in relation to the Northern Bomb Stores where there is a particular resonance to the fencing.  



	18.14
	The RCPB 2007 SPD allows for a level of re-use of retained buildings across the flying field where this can be demonstrated as necessary to fund the environmental improvements, the maintenance of the heritage and ecological interest and the subsequent management, subject to criteria that aim to ensure that any re-use does not harm the Cold War character and appearance of the Conservation Area or of the scheduled Ancient Monuments and the setting of the listed buildings. The SPD also seeks the monumentalisation of the outer group of Hardened Aircraft Shelters (HASs) that are the most intrusive in the wider landscape as part of the environmental improvements, and seeks to ensure that these are publicly accessible.  The RCPB 2007 SPD allows for the demolition of lesser structures which will allow buildings of national importance to be better appreciated as part of the environmental improvements and the enhancement of the conservation area and reduce the future maintenance burden.



	18.15
	4 Lasting arrangement

The fourth general issue is that the application does not deliver a satisfactory lasting arrangement and the NOC package does not fully meet the seven principles of the RCPB 2007 SPD at paragraph 3.4.2 and 3.8 for a lasting arrangement for the site.  Again there is a flaw in the NOC approach. 



	18.16
	The provision of a satisfactory management plan for the site is fundamental to achieving a satisfactory lasting arrangement. NOC’s approach throughout the submitted document is lacking in clarity and detail and does not include a satisfactory delivery mechanism that would provide certainty regarding the satisfactory long term management of the site. NOC’s Base Management Plan has a fundamentally different approach to the requirements of OSP 2016 Policy H2 and the RCPB 2007 SPD. 



	18.17
	It is clear that NOC regards the overall site as having a commercial priority at the expense of the balance of objectives for the site.  Your officers view, and this is shared by Oxfordshire County Council which has formally objected to this aspect, NOC’s proposals for the mechanisms for the future management and maintenance of the site would fail to deliver and maintain the scale of environmental improvements required by the RCPB 2007 SPD, Structure Plan Policies G1, EN2, H2 and R2 and Non Statutory Cherwell Local Plan policies UH1, UH2 and UH3 .



	18.18
	The overall conclusion on these general aspects of the scheme is that the application fails to deliver an acceptable lasting arrangement or a sufficiently comprehensive approach for the whole site as required by OSP Policy H2 and the RCPB 2007 SPD.  In relation to the wider flying field, it perpetuates and indeed exacerbates its current unacceptable use for inappropriate employment uses with inadequate controls, causing harm to the conservation area, and does not deliver the balance of environmental improvements, conservation of the heritage interest and satisfactory living environment that is clearly sought by OSP Policy H2 and elaborated upon in the RCPB 2007 SPD.



	18.19
	Neither your Officers or Oxfordshire County Council are confident that the range of transport and non‑transport items listed in NOC’s draft heads of terms (which would form the basis of any section 106 agreement) and the scale of the overall package will be sufficient to mitigate the full impact of the development and achieve a satisfactory living environment for the residents in accordance with OSP Policies G3 and H2. For example the Heads of Terms submitted state 30% of the housing would be affordable but details of the mix of sizes and tenures and mechanism for delivery are all still subject of negotiations. The affordable housing statement accompanying the application proposes a mix of property types that does not reflect the advice of the Council’s Head of Housing Services and only guarantees 5% social rented and 25% intermediate rented without further public subsidy. Other areas are equally unclear including open space, sport and play provision whilst other areas are not covered at all in the Heads of Terms such as provision of CCTV cameras in the local centre and requests by Thames Valley Police and the Primary Care Trust for funding to provide infrastructure to address the needs of the development.



	18.20
	Another requirement of the RCPB 2007 SPD is the provision of a phased programme of implementation for the delivery of a lasting arrangement. The application does not satisfactorily provide for this. The submitted Phasing Plan only covers the settlement area and so does not cover the implementation of environmental improvements or the conservation of the heritage and ecological interest across the rest of site including the flying field.



	18.21
	5. Employment

One of the key aspects of the application concerns employment. There are a number of points within this theme that raise concerns. 



	18.22
	Employment on the site can be considered as deriving from two sources, from the use of buildings for B1, B2 and B8 purposes, and from other uses which include hotel/conferencing, retail and other ancillary uses.  The principal sources of employment are in buildings and areas used for B1, B2 and, B8 purposes and it is on such uses that this aspect of the report focuses, although the HPP&AH has highlighted the potential conflict with PPS 6 of the proposed conference centre.  



	18.23
	Structure Plan Policy H2 refers to employment opportunities as necessary supporting infrastructure for the 1,000 dwellings.

Policy UH1 of the Non-Statutory Cherwell Local Plan 2011 permits a range of employment opportunities within the new village such that the number of jobs will be broadly comparable to the anticipated number of economically active residents.  There is to be no provision for future growth in employment beyond that which is necessary to be ‘broadly comparable’ to the number of economically active residents. Paragraph 2.11 anticipates approximately 1,500 economically active residents, and while anticipating that initially a greater proportion of residents will work elsewhere, reference is made to planning for approximate balance between jobs and the resident workforce, thus providing the opportunity for the evolution of more sustainable characteristics in the longer term.  The site is not separately allocated or identified as an employment location.. 



	18.24
	The RCPB states (4.7.4) that a “range of employment opportunities should be provided to meet the needs of the residents and that number should remain approximately in balance with the economically active population. ”  Paragraph 4.7.4.1 states “…the site is located in an unsustainable location and therefore, if it were not for the proposed dwellings, the site would not be viewed as a suitable location for employment generating development.  However, to create a sustainable settlement, the opportunity for employment accessible to the residents should be provided.  To maximise the opportunity for residents to work close to where they live a range of employment opportunities will be sought. The RCPB identifies approximately 1300 jobs as the appropriate level to reflect the number of economically active residents anticipated. Employment provision should be within and part of the settlement to enable access by foot and conveniently served by public transport .



	18.25
	The Cherwell District Employment Land Review (July 2006) recommended 89 ha be protected for employment use in the District.  Upper Heyford airfield was not included as a specific employment land allocation and as such is not identified as a contributor to the land supply for the district.  



	18.26
	The airfield is not viewed as a suitable location for employment development at a level in excess of that required to fund long term management and maintenance of the area, with out adversely affecting its character, historic and ecological interest or the setting of the proposed settlement.  Employment opportunities are only seen as acceptable as contributing to a sustainable settlement and that the quantum of jobs should remain in approximate balance with the economically active population.  While recognising that not everyone who lives in Upper Heyford will work within the settlement, there is nevertheless a desire to secure a range of jobs to meet the needs of a diverse economically active resident population.  As such, the applicant should seek to match the quantum of jobs (about 1,300 identified in the RCPB) to the population characteristics of people with people who live in the settlement.



	18.27
	As the RCPB explains (4.7.4.5), temporary uses were permitted as an exception in this unsustainable location.  While Supplementary Planning Guidance was put in place to guide decision makers, this has now been superseded by the RCPB.  As such, there is the policy expectation that where temporary consents have been granted, they will only become permanent if they comply with the RCPB 2007 SPD.  As such, the current application should be providing permanent solutions in accordance with policy requirements, which will require physical changes to some temporary uses, if existing companies and jobs are to be accommodated and safeguarded.



	18.28
	The next key employment issue relates to the employment density that is likely to be achieved and so the quantum and type of floorspace that is needed.  Different job densities are used in different documents submitted on behalf of the applicant.  B1 job densities are referred to in the Design and Access Statement as one job per 31 sqm in new buildings and one job per 21 sqm in existing buildings.  Roger Tym & Partners adopt one job per 18 sqm for B1 uses based on their 1997 research in the Employment Statement.  However the Summary of Employment Estimates (June 08) uses different rates again identifying rates for existing buildings (one job per 19m2), special cases based on building types (10 employees for 188m2) and new build floor space one per 27m2 or 19m2). This is a relatively broad spread and translates into different floor space requirements for B1.  



	18.29
	In terms of B8 storage, the Access and Design Statement refers to one job per 100 sqm and the Employment Statement one job per 40-80 sqm. The June 2008 Summary of Employment Estimates identify 1 job per 100m2 for existing buildings and 45 jobs for 63,871m2 for special cases due to building type. Again the spread is wide and the consequential quantum of floor space that the applicant seeks to justify is substantial given the modest job densities utilised. For example 1job per 100m2 is much higher than the 1 per 50m2 and 80m2 figures identified for general warehousing and high bay warehousing in the ‘Employment Land Reviews Guidance Note (ODPM 2004). .  The RCPB refers to an average job density of one job per 21 sqm (4.7.4.2).



	18.30
	The conclusion is that the quantum of space proposed in the application is driven by existing opportunities, i.e. the ability to let existing and other space and so generate income, rather than seeking a balanced mix of employment opportunities to serve the future needs of the settlement.  The combination of providing more employment floor space than the proposed settlement at Upper Heyford is likely to need and adopting modest job densities means that the number of people who could work at the site in the future would be greater and exceed the needs of the settlement’s resident population.  The Summary of Employment Estimates identifies an overall total of jobs of 1777, but there is a lack of clarity as to how this figure has been calculated and using slightly higher employment generation rates the number of jobs provided could be significantly higher and far in excess of the number of economically active residents the settlement is likely to provide. Much of the employment proposed is on the flying field and this would mean the area effectively becoming an employment area, with increased numbers of people travelling to the site and across the flying field for work. Given the sites unsustainable location, accessed by rural roads and lacking adequate public transport connections and the lack of alternatives to travel by private car with regard to accessing the buildings on the flying field, this is not considered a sustainable approach.  



	18.31
	In terms of location of employment within the application site, the RCPB 2007 SPD envisages that within the settlement area there will be a presumption in favour of B1, higher density employment generating development. The RCPB requires that any employment provision outside of the settlement will need to be justified as funding the management of the flying field and appropriate adjustment made to the level of provision within the settlement to ensure the total number of jobs accords with the total number of jobs required (4.7.4.7).  The application does not achieve this.



	18.32
	On the flying field, the Council’s policies envisage only sufficient reuse of buildings to enable the maintenance of the conservation and ecological interest and the management of the site.  Section 5.5.1 makes it clear that uses involving external storage or activity, whether existing or proposed, will not be permitted albeit the Council would permit sufficient low key reuse of retained buildings on the wider flying field (except those identified for monumentalisation), to enable the heritage and ecological interest of the site to be conserved and enhanced (5.5.2).  However, the applicant’s proposals do not demonstrate that the need to maintain and manage the flying field necessitates the level of reuse sought and it is considered that it is likely to far exceed this leading to impacts on the character of the conservation area, rural location and sustainability of the site.


	18.33
	The RCPB 2007 SPD makes it clear that the Council’s view is that external storage or activity is not acceptable on the flying field as part of a lasting arrangement for the site (a view endorsed by the inspector in the 2007 appeal decision on the Walon appeal).  However, 7 ha within the settlement area are identified for car storage, capable of accommodating at least 2,800 cars.  The RCPB also states that if car storage ceases, the area will not be suitable for employment or other uses.  In contrast, and taking into account previous temporary consents, the application includes 17 ha of car storage uses with the majority having to be on the flying field. 



	18.34
	The scale and location of the car storage operation proposed by the application is contrary to the RCPB 2007 SPD and is unacceptable as part of a lasting solution, as it would not preserve or enhance the character of the conservation area nor provide an appropriate setting for the settlement or interface with the flying field. The Highways Agency have also objected regarding this aspect of the scheme. More over in the case of car storage this is not the only location available to the car storage company as the County Council has indicated that an alternative site exists at Shipton-on-Cherwell Quarry. Accordingly, there is an alternative to the use of the flying field for vehicle storage.  



	18.35
	The proposed spread of employment across the flying field and the potential for job numbers  to grow, raises very important transport sustainability issues. The location of employment on the flying field, where it could not be conveniently served by public transport, walking or cycling means its location is likely to encourage travel by private car. The level of employment beyond that identified in the RCPB would also attract additional traffic on to the rural road network in this location that has been identified as inherently unsustainable in transport terms. As such the proposal would appear to be contrary to the Structure Plan Policies G1, G2, T1, T8,  E1 and H2.


	18.36
	The conclusion is that these related matters bring the arguments against this application back to the fundamental approach that NOC needs to adopt and that is to provide financial justification for the scale of re-use of buildings and hardstandings beyond that envisaged in the RCPB 2007 SPD.  A proper assessment of this application requires NOC to approach the provision of development as one of enabling development for a permanent solution to these characteristics of the site that warranted this site being treated as an exception.



	18.37
	Thus concerns about employment are linked to the broader general sustainability and general transport/traffic arguments. A further conclusion is that the proposals do not provide a sustainable planning framework and with the special requirements and nature of this site and the OSP H2 Policy that forms the basis of the RCPB 2007 SPD, the submission is thus  contrary to OSP 2016 Policy G1.  


	18.38
	There is a need to strike the right balance with these competing objectives and, as with sustainability and employment aspects, the proposals will be likely to result in increased traffic contrary to PPG13 and the OSP 2016 policies relating to the general approach to development, transport, and employment. The County Council has reached the same conclusion that the proposed development would be likely to have adverse transport impacts contrary to principles of sustainability in Policies G1, G2, T1, T2, T5, T8, H2 and R2.



	18.39
	(B)  The New Settlement:

With regard to the proposals for the new settlement, there are aspects of the application that are broadly in line with the RCPB 2007 SPD.  However there are also aspects which are not satisfactory and these are as follows. 



	18.40
	6 Future growth

One of the key principles of the settlement in the RCPB 2007 SPD is that there should be no allowance for future growth. The proposed settlement is in an unsustainable location and if it was not for the enabling requirement of Policy H2 and the existing military legacy development would not have been sought in this location. It would therefore be inappropriate to allow a form of development that allowed for future growth in this location.  While the settlement is proposed to be primarily within the existing technical core and residential areas, there is substantial employment floor space proposed beyond the settlement and clear potential for future growth. There is a very strong likelihood that the numbers employed could grow considerably, as there is no mechanism to prevent greater employment densities within the buildings than those low figures currently stated, as would the demand for more housing and associated services in the medium to long term. 



	18.41
	There also appear to be areas south of Camp Road which are potential locations for future residential growth.  The master plan for the settlement indicates areas of open field and paddock along the southern and south eastern boundary.   However, there is nothing on the Base Management Plan that secures this as open space for the community in perpetuity and in this respect, the application is deficient.



	18.42
	7 Conservation of heritage assets

While the new settlement area raises far less concern than the flying field with regard to NOC’s proposals for the conservation of heritage assets, there are some aspects which are not satisfactory.



	18.43
	English Heritage have expressed (consultation response letter in December 2007 to first application) concerns about a number of buildings that make a positive contribution to the settlement area but  which are proposed for demolition.  English Heritage is also concerned about the treatment of the Parade Ground and the Trenchard Area and believes that the proposals do not respond appropriately to the character of the Trenchard Area. It also has concerns at the treatment of the traffic calming on Camp Road. These are concerns that are shared.



	18.44
	8 Satisfactory integrated living environment

An important aim of the RCPB 2007 SPD for the new settlement is to try and achieve a satisfactory living environment, while at the same time maintaining protected buildings and others that can be integrated in the scheme. There is concern over the retention and use of some of the buildings for commercial purposes that are located on the northern edge of the settlement. NOC is proposing to retain all 6 of the ‘A’ frame hangars in the Trenchard layout, whereas the RCPB 2007 SPD seeks the retention of just 4, the outer arc. While it is acknowledged that NOC is proposing a Class B1 buffer between these hangar buildings and the nearby residential accommodation, there are concerns about the resulting visual impact and the difficulty of integrating the second inner tier of retained hangars identified for a heritage centre and Class B8 accommodation with the adjacent residential development. Related to this point is the issue that a significant proportion of the commercial uses in this part of the site are for B8 storage/warehousing activity, which itself is contrary to the RCPB, as well as not likely to be conducive to immediate residential neighbours and their amenities. 


	18.45
	A settlement of about 1000 houses requires infrastructure and facilities to create an acceptable living environment and mitigate the impact of the development. It is considered that the range of transport and non-transport items listed in the draft heads of terms and the scale of the overall package would not be sufficient to mitigate the full impacts of the development and achieve a satisfactory living environment for the residents in accordance with OSP Policies G3 and H2. 


	18.46
	9 Housing

In broad terms, the settlement components are in line with RCPB SPD 2007, albeit with 75 dwellings proposed over the figure of 1000 referred to in OSP policy H2. However, while the proposed 30% affordable housing element might appear to meet OSP Policy H3 (in addition Cherwell Local Plan Policy H5 and Non Statutory Cherwell Local Plan Policy H7),the County Council is of the view that a contribution should also be made to off site ‘extra care housing’ so as to fully meet the needs of all sections of the community which is changing considerably and discernibly living longer. Furthermore although discussions have taken place regarding the provision of affordable housing the Council has not yet received a draft unilateral undertaking and as a result details of the type, tenure and mix remain unclear.


	18.47
	The settlement proposals, as explained in the Design and Access Statement, also fail to justify the demolition of buildings that have been identified as making a positive contribution to the character or appearance of the conservation area. Furthermore the Design and Access statement does not justify proposals that result in substantial alteration to key spaces within the conservation area such as the parade ground, the trident road pattern and Camp Road.  English Heritage has objected to these aspects of the proposed development. There are also concerns regarding the integration and relationship of the retained employment buildings with the proposed residential development which are not addressed in the DAS. 


	18.48
	10 Transport 

The RCPB 2007 SPD seeks that measures to encourage walking, cycling and the use of public transport are incorporated for travel within the new settlement,  to improve links to Bicester, Banbury and Oxford and also the improvement of Lower Heyford station and links between.  A key objective is to introduce measures to minimise the impact of traffic on the surrounding road network.  A transport assessment was required to assess the traffic generated by the development, including during construction, enabling mitigation measures to be identified.  The proposed commercial traffic generation and range of uses being crucial for this.  The planning application has been amended to include more employment floor space but the TA has not been revised and therefore addresses a reduced amount of commercial floor space to that now proposed.


	18.49
	Camp Road remains the principal vehicular access route to the proposed new settlement and commercial uses and runs east/west through the site.  There are no proposals to reopen vehicular access points around the airfield perimeter in the application.  



	18.50
	Parking allocation is proposed to be in line with County Council guidance; however the submitted transport assessment identifies some general averages.  This comprises 1 space per 30 sq m for B1, 50 sq m for B2, 200 sq m for B8 and an average 1.5 off-street and 0.5 on-street average for residential across the development.  



	18.51
	A start year for the assessment on highway and traffic impact has been agreed as 2013 and an assessment at 2018 of predicted traffic impacts of the completed development has now been carried out.  Although there has been changes to the amount of floor space proposed in the application there has been no further amendment to the transport assessment (TA). The applicant proposes an HGV routing agreement but this has not been submitted.  



	18.52
	The TA suggests that the 1075 dwellings will generate 860 trips in both the AM and PM and from all the employment elements proposed 903 trips AM and 856 PM.  This covers weekday peak but no reference is made to Saturday peak to other local centres i.e. Bicester, which can be expected given the limited services proposed and suitable within Upper Heyford.  The retail aspect, the bar, the nursery and the primary school are not recorded as trip generators.  This compares to the existing residential 215 trips in AM and 235 in the PM peak and the commercial 378 trips in AM peak and 425 in the PM. It should be noted that a large proportion of the commercial element benefits from temporary consents only.  The Highway Agency has commented that “vehicle preparation and car staging” of 15ha could generate 400 trips per peak hour a lot more than implied by the TA.     



	18.53
	The submitted TA identified areas of concern with some mitigation measures suggested. Junction 10 of the M40 (southern roundabout) will operate above the theoretical capacity in year 1 and with a deterioration in performance by 2028.  The solution proposed involves changes to carriageway markings but is not defined.  Five locations are noted that will have slightly higher than average accident rates.  Signalised cross roads of B430 & B4030 at Middleton Stoney will exceed capacity.  The solution proposed is to optimise the signal staging.  The assessment of impact five years post opening (2018) that has now been carried out identifies that in addition to the above that further mitigation measures need to be considered for the Camp Road junction with the unnamed road towards the B430. The preferred option to mitigate this junction is the provision of a roundabout to assist right turning traffic and assist in managing vehicle speeds. The Aves Ditch bridleway crosses the road at this point and an equestrian crossing had been sought. The assessment considers that it is not possible to provide an equestrian crossing as it would require land outside the control of the applicants but that the proposed roundabout would manage speed and therefore provide a safer environment for equestrians to cross.   


	18.54
	All access will be gained to the development from Camp Road with the existing roundabout junction replaced with raised tables without road markings.  Concerns were raised by Oxfordshire County Council Highway Authority (OCCHA) that the level of traffic movements on Camp Road makes this an unsuitable approach requiring further testing, although this has not been undertaken to date. English Heritage have also raised concerns regarding the treatment of Camp Road and the impact on its character.         



	18.55
	The Highway Authority retain an objection to the proposed development on sustainability grounds. Furthermore the draft heads of [S106] agreement submitted are limited and although discussions have taken place with regard to travel planning and enhanced public transport the details have not yet been agreed and as such there remains concerns regarding the mitigation of transport impacts of the proposed development. In addition, although some mitigation is proposed, the site remains a relatively isolated rural site where the majority of trips are likely to be made by private car.  The location of employment uses on the flying field means that the majority of the buildings could not conveniently be served by public transport and are sufficiently distant that they are unlikely to be accessed by pedestrians and cyclists and therefore will result in additional trips by private car. 


	18.56
	The proposal would clearly generate high level of peak time traffic movement which would result in additional traffic on the rural road network serving the site and as such have a negative impact on the local highway network for which appropriate mitigation measures have not been quantified.  The extent and location of the business uses remain of an inappropriate scale for the location and infrastructure available.  



	18.57
	11 Sustainability

The issue of sustainability features across the core principles of the proposal given the inherently unsustainable location and the operation and management of the site in the future. NOC has submitted a separate sustainability statement to set out the key issues raised and addressed by the proposal.     



	18.58
	However, there is no commitment to sustainable energy with solar water heating to be considered during design and the proposal to prepare a renewable energy strategy and investigate viability of renewable energy as the scheme develops.  A target to source 10% of energy from renewables is identified but how or if indeed this would be on or off site is not identified.  The opportunity to plan a combined heat and power system and other cross subsidised on-site measures are lost if they are not planned at this ‘masterplan’ stage.   



	18.59
	The Design & Access Statement at Chapter 3 on Sustainability outlines the range of issues where sustainability is to be considered.  It sets out that new dwellings will be designed to the Code for Sustainable Homes Level 3, which is on a scale of 1-6 above the minimum requirements of building regulations. It has subsequently been advised (Pegasus letter 4 July 08)  and that new commercial floor space will be built to BREEAM standards but the intended level is not indicated.  This falls a long way short of what is required to achieve a truly sustainable development or code 6, a zero carbon home which is the target for all new homes by 2016 and indeed zero carbon commercial development.



	18.60
	The quantities of material envisaged to be recycled from demolition are identified in additional information submitted in June 2008. These figures include very little detail but show that the quantity of demolition material arising from the site can be reused with by far the largest use being the filling of the POL system. The Environment Agency are currently objecting to the application and are raising concerns regarding the level of details regarding the approach to the POL system. There is therefore uncertainty regarding the use of material in the POL system.  The use of landfill is inherently unsustainable and should be avoided.   Similarly, the acknowledgement of potential contamination is inadequately addressed by referring to a Code for Construction Practice that is to be developed in the future. 



	18.61
	In addition to dealing with recycling and contamination, particular regard should be made to sustainable drainage (SUDs). Although some SUDs are proposed some of the details conflict with other aspects of the proposals, for example the proposed school playing fields are shown as a floodable area. Also how the pattern of sustainable rural development secures the fullest possible use of sustainable transport for moving freight, public transport, cycling and walking and which, overall, reduce the need to travel, particularly by private car. The reuse of buildings across the wider flying field as proposed, makes travel by private car almost inevitable to access these areas, leading to a significant increase in travel by private car.



	18.62
	There is also limited reference to how the future management of the site will ensure sustainable lifestyle measures from recycling facilities through to on site transportation.  A travel plan is proposed and has been the subject of some discussion but has not been concluded.    

Therefore whilst regard has been had to sustainable development, this could not be said to be a core feature of the proposal or directing the development rationale, which should be expected given the national policy agenda and that the site is inherently unsustainable.  



	18.63
	12 Management Plan

The RCPB 2007 SPD states that a Management Plan will be required for the whole site including retained elements within the settlement. The submitted Base Management Plan does not address the settlement area nor does it include any detail that would ensure acceptable long term management of the retained elements, both the built form and open spaces aspects of historic interest in the settlement.  English Heritage has also raised concerns about the adequacy of the Base Management Plan.



	18.64
	(C)  The Wider Flying Field  



	18.65
	13 Achieving the ‘Balance’
OSP 2016 Policy H2 seeks to balance the potentially conflicting objectives of environmental improvements and conservation of the heritage interest whilst creating a satisfactory living environment for the enabling development. This application does not attempt to seek that balance. By adopting the position that Conservation Area designation has primacy over other requirements of OSP Policy H2, NOC directly reduces the opportunities for environmental improvements on the narrow and simplistic grounds that PPG15 advises “retain and reuse” in conservation areas.  



	18.66
	OSP 2016 Policy H2 requires that the development reflects the RCPB 2007 SPD and demonstrates landscape restoration, enhancement of biodiversity and other environmental improvements across the whole of the base. The application proposals raise a number of specific shortcomings.  The issue of the demolition and retention of buildings is considered below where the conservation of heritage assets in the flying field is examined.



	18.67
	14 Environmental improvements

Paragraph 5.2 of the RCPB 2007 SPD sets out the environmental improvements that are sought across the wider flying field to be delivered by the enabling development.  From the information submitted to date, there appear to be significant shortfalls in the environmental improvements proposed in the application.  



	18.68
	(i)Remediation of contamination:

Dealing satisfactorily with the redundant POL system is one of the main environmental improvements referred to in Policy H2, particularly in terms of improvements to the health and safety of the public and quality of the groundwater. The removal or remediation of the POL system is required across the whole of the site as set out in Paragraph 5.2.1 of the RCPB 2007 SPD. 

The report on the proposals for the POL system prepared for the applicant by Arup states that the system would be left on site, cleaned and contamination remedied, via a mix of methods as suits.  This solution would require monitoring by the management company in perpetuity and thus puts into question whether this is a permanent solution The Arup report states the extent of works can only be defined when the existing water fill is removed.  The Environment Agency has raised objections.


	18.69
	(ii)Removal of runways, taxi ways, hard standings: 

The RCPB 2007 SPD also requires the removal or scarification of the runway nibs and other taxi-ways that are not of historic interest in order to provide environmental improvements and extension and enhancement of the areas of ecological interest. Proposals for scarification have been removed from the current application. In summary, while there are again inconsistencies within the submitted drawings, the extent of environmental improvement, as set out in the RCPB 2007 SPD, is not achieved with the submitted plans.


	18.70
	(iii)Removal of the perimeter fence:

The RCPB 2007 SPD places a priority on removing the security fence around the perimeter of the site.  NOC proposes to retain the security fence around the majority of the site  north of Camp Road .  Fencing is proposed for removal south of Camp Road, at the western end of the runway and from the technical sites frontage with Camp Road. Where it is not retained, NOC is proposing to replace it with a relocated section of new fencing at 1.5 m high. Details of the replacement fencing proposed are not provided and therefore its impact is not clear and the extent of retention of the fencing does not comply with the SPD.  

The view by NOC that there is little public interest in the removal of the fence is not shared by the Council.  The public consultation that was carried out over the years in the preparation of the SPG and SPDs has revealed a different picture of public expectation than that elicited from NOC’s pre-application public consultation.  Consistently it was the water towers and the perimeter fence that the public saw as the priorities for removal.

The present fence has an unacceptable visual and psychological impact and this character of the fence is reflected in the submitted ES which describes the fence as having a ‘looming’ presence.  The relationship of the fence with the surrounding countryside is not good. Indeed the Inspector’s comment, in the previous appeal decision in 2003, stated that the fence did ‘little to lift the spirits’ along Portway. Moreover, the Portway and Aves Ditch public rights of way will run adjacent to a security fence when the character of the route should be one that crosses open areas, not between a corridor of fencing. The proposal to retain extensive sections of the fence, particularly adjacent to re-opened public rights of way and other areas of public realm, is contrary to the RCPB and is unacceptable.  

There is no rationale to explain this clear departure from the RCPB 2007 SPD.  However it is very likely that the real reason is to provide security for the business park and the retention of the fence as proposed is a commercial decision. If security is a real issue, there are alternatives to fencing. 



	18.71
	(iv)Ecological enhancement and extension: 

The County Ecologist has reported that the ecological survey information submitted as part of the EIA is generally sound, however Natural England would need to be satisfied before any approval is given that the mitigation measures proposed for dealing with protected species are adequate. Indeed more details are required on the various mitigation measures that have been proposed.  The need for these details, that have been identified through the ES have been raised with the applicant’s with a view to seeking further information to address the inadequacies.
The provision of a Conservation Management Plan would be required to mitigate/compensate for any potential impacts on biodiversity. However it is considered that the application now the subject of an appeal is not sufficiently robust enough to guarantee delivery of the main biodiversity aims and objectives for the site and additional information should have been submitted to enable the adequacy of the proposed ecological mitigation and enhancement to be assessed. Concerns are also raised re the separation of a management committee board and the proposed advisory liaison group which limits both the accountability of the former and the influence of the latter.


	18.72
	(v)Re-opening of closed routes and wider public access:

With regard to public access, the RCPB 2007 SPD requires the re-opening of Aves Ditch and Portway and the provision of east/west links between them to replace other lost routes, access around the County Wildlife Site via the perimeter track and also off-site links to existing public rights of way severed by the airfield. Open access to the monumentalised area is also sought.  

While it is welcome that Portway and Aves Ditch are to be reopened, Aves Ditch does not follow its historic alignment but dog-legs awkwardly around retained structures and is limited to a footpath, rather than a bridleway like the route to which it would connect to, to the south.  No east/west link across the site is proposed at all and access around the County Wildlife Site is not indicated for pedestrians but for 2 way industrial traffic.  Off-site links are to be delivered through contributions to OCC but the level of funding for the works has not yet been agreed and therefore there is no certainty over the delivery of these. Finally no open access to a monumentalised area is proposed. 

For these reasons the proposal is not in accordance with the RCPB 2007 SPD and falls far short of what is acceptable.

In addition there is as stated above, concern regarding the proposed fencing where it is adjacent to the PRW; a corridor of fences for the Aves Ditch route is not acceptable. The proposal for the Portway path was to reinstate a 2.2m “high visual quality contemporary fence”.  The landscape plan within the ES now makes reference to ‘stock proof fencing’ put no details are provided. A hedge is indicated to the east of the reopened Portway in the ES. The original proposals were not acceptable, to locate such a long length of path beside an imposing fence; but it is not clear what status the ES plan L10a or the information it contains has. The setting of the rights of way should be paths through a wide open space where they cross the site and countryside routes where they are adjacent to the airfield. Whilst the Council accepts that dog proof fencing will be required across the Country Wildlife Site the details of this should be provided to assess the acceptability of it. 


	18.73
	(vi)Landscape mitigation:

There is little reference to landscape proposals for the wider airfield other than removal of conifers and a token amount of planting to mitigate the existing visual impact of the retained buildings.  Furthermore this means reuse of the buildings and the inevitable activity associated with the use will not be mitigated in views from the surrounding countryside. The June 2008 amendments also now propose the retention of HASs previously proposed for demolition in accordance with the RCPB. The applicants justification for this change is the concern of English Heritage to the demolition of the buildings but the scheme now does even less to mitigate the visual impact of the site on the surrounding rural landscape than previously.


	18.74
	The conclusion is that the proposals do not provide the range and scale of environmental improvements set out in the RCPB 2007 SPD and therefore fail to meet the enabling objectives of OSP Policy H2.  



	18.75 
	15 Conservation of heritage interest

The Structure Plan requires a balance to be struck between the enabling objectives of OSP Policy H2 and an appropriate balance is set out in the adopted RCPB 2007 SPD.  Within the core area of historic significance, the priority of the RCPB 2007 SPD is to preserve and enhance the character and appearance of the conservation area. The SPD allows for limited low key re-use of retained buildings across the flying field, subject to strict criteria which aim to ensure that any such re-use does not cause harm to the Cold War character and appearance, and also solely where this can be demonstrated as necessary to fund the environmental improvements and the maintenance of the heritage and ecological interest and subsequent management  It also seeks the monumentalisation of the outer group of HAS buildings with them being made safe and secure. 



	18.76
	NOC has placed very little emphasis on environmental improvements and far more emphasis on conserving airbase features than is required in the RCPB.  Whilst the application proposes the retention of those buildings identified in the SPD for retention, it also retains other buildings and structures not all worthy of retention, and this will not achieve the environmental improvements and the enhancement of the conservation area that is sought in the SPD.  Some of the smaller buildings that the SPD seeks to be demolished are proposed for what is termed “nil-use” and this will be an unnecessary drain on the management fund to prevent them becoming unsound and unsightly.



	18.77
	NOC also proposes to use all the HASs (except those identified in the RCPB for demolition) and many of the other buildings on the flying field that the SPD seeks to be demolished, for employment purposes to support the maintenance of the site without justification of the extent. There are real and well founded fears that this will lead to requirements for access, parking, signage, storage, refuse storage, lighting and security etc, which will continue to adversely impact on and cause harm to the conservation area as is evidenced by the current temporary uses on site. It is considered that the development of Upper Heyford provides an opportunity to enhance the character and appearance of the Cold War landscape and this would be lost with this application. Furthermore the availability of access to study, understand and appreciate the Cold War Landscape is not clearly embedded in the proposals and access to the buildings on the flying field of historic interest would be limited to tours within vehicles by the proposed commercial use of all the buildings. These concerns are exacerbated by the inadequate Base Management Plan.



	18.78
	In short it is considered that the proposals do not comply with the RCPB 2007 SPD’s interpretation of the objective of OSP Policy H2 with regard to the conservation of heritage interest on the flying field.  



	18.79
	16 Car Storage 

Paragraph 4.7.4.6 of the RCPB 2007 SPD proposes an area of 7h within the settlement area as suitable for car storage. It also states that if the car storage uses should cease, this area should be omitted from the settlement area and revert to the open flying field landscape. This location was decided upon following careful landscape and visual analysis.  The SPD also seeks a satisfactory interface between the settlement and the flying field.



	18.80
	There are very serious concerns about the 17 ha of car storage use. Thus the 17 ha car storage use is partially within the new settlement (where the RCPB suggests up to 7ha could be accommodated) with the majority on the southern taxiway of the open flying field, where the SPD seeks the demolition of buildings for environmental improvement and to create a satisfactory living environment for the settlement.



	18.81
	The Council has given very careful consideration to the area proposed in the RCPB 2007 SPD for car storage and officers have consistently advised NOC and the former car storage operator QEK and the present operator, Paragon, that the extent of car storage proposed in this application damages the character and appearance of the conservation area. This opinion that car storage use causes harm to the character and appearance of the conservation area was clearly supported by the Inspector in the dismissed Walon appeal.



	18.82
	The 17h of car storage use proposed detracts from the stark open and austere character of the airfield and would perpetuate the visual separation of the flying field from the open countryside, whereas the limitation of the use (as suggested in the RCPB 2007 SPD) to 7ha within the new settlement area would contribute environmental improvement and the creation of a satisfactory living environment and links with the wider area.



	18.83
	17 Employment

Paragraphs 5.5.1 5.5.3 of the RCPB 2007 SPD sets out the potential for limited re-use for low key employment use, almost exclusively B8, of buildings to be retained due to their historic significance across the open flying field, sufficient to fund the requirements of the Management Plan and subject to criteria that aim to protect the character and appearance of the conservation area.  Thus there is a link between the enabling development and the environmental improvement and conservation of the heritage interest required by Policy H2, and this link should have been demonstrated in the application.



	18.84
	As stated above, the extent of re-use that is proposed in this application far exceeds the level envisaged in the SPD.  Moreover, there is no justification, other than reliance on the PPG15 retain and re-use guidance.  NOC’s approach and the application’s lack of balancing the key objectives result in the scale of the proposed employment use of buildings and land that are not appropriate for this site. The proposed development will be very likely to generate inappropriate employment opportunities in wider flying field area which will have an adverse impact and are contrary to the RCPB and Structure Plan Policies. 



	18.85
	The Employment Statement claims that the proposed development would bring benefits to the local area and defines this area by including wards that are within Bicester’s sphere of influence as an employment centre. Clearly Bicester is very much more of a sustainable location for new mixed use development as compared to Upper Heyford and as such is identified in the Development Plan as the appropriate location for employment development.  Employment development at Upper Heyford, as proposed, on a scale larger than that required to support the new settlement, would result in additional development in an unsustainable location for which no justification has been made with regard to the delivery of the enabling development sought in Structure Plan policy H2 or the RCPB. 



	18.86
	Moreover the approach of the application and the sheer scale of the accommodation (more than 120,000 sqm) and land involved for employment purposes would create the potential for a disproportionate level of jobs compared to the number of economically active residents that may be resident at the site and might reasonable be expected to work there. This could result in employees, who would be dependent upon the private car to access their place of work, driving to Upper Heyford which is not and never likely to be a transport node of any note. Furthermore the location of employment on the flying field is likely to encourage use of the private car as the dispersed nature of the employment would not enable economic public transport to be provided. Much of the employment would be sufficiently distant from the proposed settlement that it would not encourage walking or cycling but would result in a reliance on the private car. The amount, location, distribution and type of employment proposed is not in accordance with paragraphs  4.7.4, 5.5.1, 5.5.2, and 5.53 of the RCPB 2007 SPD.


	18.87
	These concerns on employment especially with the wider flying field are together with the heritage assets on the site at the heart of the concerns with these NOC proposals. 



	18.88
	18 Transport

As detailed above, the proposed development is contrary to the principles of sustainability in OSP Policies G1, G2, T1, T2, T5, T8, H2 and R2.  Oxfordshire County Council Highways Authority has objected to the proposals. 



	18.89
	19 Sustainability 

Upper Heyford is an unsustainable rural location, unsuitable for a major employment centre and this was accepted by the Inspector in the 2003 appeal.  The RCPB 2007 SPD  seeks a balance of jobs and population within the new settlement. There is clear potential for employment numbers to significantly exceed the approximate residents / jobs balance that the Council is seeking.  Over time, the proposals are very likely to result in out-commuting to Upper Heyford from elsewhere in Oxfordshire mainly by private car, contrary to OSP Policies G1, G2, E1 and E3 and give rise to pressure for further housing growth at the new settlement and beyond.  



	18.90
	20  The Management Plan

Paragraph 5.6 of the RCPB 2007 SPD requires the provision of a Management Plan for the area beyond the settlement that sets out how the land and buildings are to be managed, with particular reference to the historic and ecological interest and public access.  The Base Management Plan submitted by NOC lacks detail and indisputably proposes continued commercial priority. The balance is wrong; the lack of detail is not acceptable.  



	18.91
	The success of the implementation of the proposed development will be entirely down to the specifics of management and the NOC document fails to provide adequate certainty.  The current management of the site leaves much to be desired when the effect of the uses on the site’s character and appearance, the effect on the SAMs and the setting of buildings listed buildings are considered.  There are signs on the flying field’s buildings; there is differential maintenance, unauthorised outdoor storage, refuse, car parking and personalisation of premises and forecourts, all of which detracts from the character and appearance of the Cold War airbase.  



	18.92
	NOC appears to want to rely on planning enforcement controls taking care of the Conservation Area’s buildings, but these powers are limited and could not adequately control matters such as internal alterations and redecoration and this site is too important and too large to be managed in this way. What is needed is tight control to deliver agreed objectives. So far the evidence on site at present is worrying for the future.  A proper Management plan is needed. 



	18.93
	In conclusion, with regard to the future of the wider flying field and its future long term management, there are  serious doubts as to how its use for heritage purposes would be achieved for anything but a ‘de minimis’ level.  With the NOC proposals, the real primary use of the flying field would be commercial use of the buildings for storage with the danger that it would become a low grade industrial estate. Here again, the approach taken by NOC to this part of the site has a dramatic and entirely unacceptable effect on what has been identified as a historically significant site for the UK . 


	19
	OVERALL  CONCLUSIONS



	19.1
	In March 2007, the Council adopted the RCPB document as SPD and supplementary to the OSP 2016 policy H2. The essence of this brief is to guide development proposals to achieve an appropriate balance between the objectives of Policy H2 through enabling development to secure a lasting arrangement for the site. Oxfordshire County Council and SEERA both support the RCPB.  



	19.2
	The RCPB requires a comprehensive scheme for the whole site: the submitted application is not comprehensive.  In significant areas, it is lacking in detail, in other areas there are important discrepancies between submitted documents such that the full extent of what is being proposed is not clear.



	19.3
	NOC’s approach to development for this site is flawed especially with regard to the provision of enabling development. The applications failure to address the enabling nature of the development required by OSP Policy H2 and the too simplistic emphasis on ‘retain and reuse’ with the heritage assets of the site, results in an increased amount of commercial development above that identified in the RCPB. 


	19.4
	Without the ‘enabling development’ approach, the scale of the proposed development together with its potential for considerable growth would be likely to result in an unacceptable form of development. The level of development would be much in excess of what is required to reach the described balance of a scheme for the site that encompasses an acceptable and appropriate level of environmental improvements, conservation of the historic interest of the site together with a satisfactory living and working arrangement for the new settlement.



	19.5
	Therefore, the proposed development does not satisfactorily meet the requirements of the RCPB 2007 SPD and its interpretation of 2016 Structure Plan policy H2 nor would it deliver a satisfactory lasting arrangement for the site. 



	19.6
	The DAS, which should explain and justify the approach to the proposed development, does not adequately do so despite the importance of both design and access given that development is proposed within the conservation area and to scheduled and listed buildings. The absence of adequate explanation and justification is particularly significant in respect of the absence of justification for demolition of buildings which contribute to the character and appearance of the conservation area and the development that is proposed to replace them, the treatment of parts of the layout identified as particularly contributing to the character of the conservation area and in the relationship between some of the proposed buildings and new build elements. Therefore whilst some information that was previously missing has now been added, the explanation and justification showing how the character of the conservation area has been taken into account in the approach taken remains missing from the document. The document also contains inconstancies with other application documents. As a result of the changes that have been made to the DAS the refusal reason 11, in respect of the previous application, has now been amended to focus on the absence of explanation and justification of the proposed development within the DAS.
 

	19.7
	While the components of the new settlement are broadly in line with the RCPB, the application includes unsatisfactory aspects. There is a risk that there will be pressure from the site as a whole for the new settlement to grow. The relationship between the residential element and the employment element does not achieve integration sought by the RCPB. In particular, the proposed commercial uses mainly comprise B8 accommodation which is not what is sought for the settlement area, and clear separation is not achieved between the settlement and the flying field leading to the potential for uses to spill over on to the flying field. Finally, the base management plan is greatly lacking in detail and certainty; it does not address the whole site, nor does it indicate how it would ensure acceptable long term management of the retained elements of historic interest in the settlement.



	19.8
	Policy H2 requires that the development enables environmental improvements and the conservation of heritage interest.  The RCPB 2007 SPD clearly identifies the specific environmental improvements which are to be achieved such as the remediation of contamination, removal of the perimeter fence, the removal of the runway nibs, improvements to public access, improvements to settings of other designated area and new landscape mitigation.  These requirements are well defined and justified within the document. NOC’s proposals fail to achieve or adequately address many of these environmental improvements. Instead, lesser ‘solutions’ are proposed which will not deliver the environmental improvements that justify the proposed development. The proposals would not deliver conservation of the heritage in a satisfactory manner or a lasting arrangement and the proposed poorly controlled re-use of so many of the retained buildings would cause harm to the conservation area.



	19.9
	The RCPB 2007 SPD requires the mitigation of existing environmental impacts arising out of the presence of buildings on the site, with the exception of those required to preserve heritage interest, and this should be resolved with the removal of selected buildings. The SPD seeks the enhancement of the Cold War character and appearance of the conservation area, the protection of the SAMs and the settings of the listed building through the removal of buildings of only local or no historic significance except where the removal of HASs is justified by their significant landscape impact.  While a few buildings are proposed for removal in the application, many buildings of local or no historic interest are proposed for retention as well as the HASs identified in the RCPB for demolition. This proposed arrangement will not provide the level of enhancement of the conservation area, protection of setting or environmental improvement or landscape mitigation sought.  Furthermore, the buildings will be a maintenance burden for the future management of the site. The submitted Base Management Plan does not adequately address the future of buildings in nil use.


	19.10
	The retention of the current extent of car storage would compromise the open character of the landscape and the stark functionality of the airfield and would thus cause harm to the conservation area and its surroundings.  The presence of the cars would create unacceptable visual impacts, both from within the conservation area, the settlement and from beyond the site, thereby detracting from the Cold War character and appearance, intruding into the setting of the settlement and restricting links to the landscape beyond. Furthermore, the proposed car storage use on the wider flying field will contribute to the desire to retain the security fence contrary to the RCPB requirements. In summary, the 17ha car staging/storage use will further compromise the already reduced environmental improvements included with this application.



	19.11
	The submitted Base Management Plan is wholly inadequate in terms of detail and there is no certainty that the proposed and existing landscape elements within the submitted scheme will be managed sufficiently to ensure their sustained, long term future, which means there would not be a satisfactory lasting arrangement.



	19.12
	This application fails to deliver an acceptable lasting arrangement and a comprehensive approach to the whole site as required by OSP 2016 policy H2 and the RCPB 2007 SPD. The proposed development perpetuates and exacerbates the current unacceptable use of the wider flying field for inappropriate employment uses with inadequate controls and it does not deliver the balance of environmental improvement, conservation and satisfactory living environment sought by OSP policy H2 and the RCPB 2007 SPD.


	19.13
	Whilst Bicester remains identified as the appropriate strategic location for further development there is no evidence at the present time that the development proposed could be directly attributed to harmful and direct impacts on Bicester. Never the less the site is not considered to be in an appropriate sustainable location for employment beyond that required to achieve a balance with the number of economically active residents of the site. Additional employment, beyond that necessary to create a sustainable settlement in accordance with the RCPB, should in accordance with the development plan policy be located in more sustainable locations such as Bicester. As a result refusal reason 4 has been amended to remove the reference to impact on Bicester.  


	19.14
	The application has also been identified as inherently unsustainable in transport terms and additional development, beyond that identified in OSP policy H2, will result in increased vehicle movements on the surrounding rural road network. Furthermore the location of significant employment floor space on the flying field where it can not adequately be served by public transport or means other than the private car results in an unsustainable form of development in transport terms. However following the completion of the 2018 analysis of the transport impacts of the proposed development and further communication between the Highway Authority and the Applicants Consultant it is clear that the impact on junctions is not going to have significant adverse impact, subject to adequate mitigation measures being provided, and as such refusal reason 6 has been amended to reflect the current position. 


	19.15
	The application does not deliver an adequate re-instatement of the public access across the flying field, clearance of buildings of less historic interest across the flying field, an appropriate management regime for the future of the wider site, nor does it adequately tie employment levels to the likely population, deal adequately with sustainability, or give adequate explanation and justification of the principles behind the intended appearance of the new settlement.  



	20

	Risk Assessment, Financial Effects and Contributions to Efficiency Savings

	20.1

	The following details approved by Rosemary Watts (X 1566) &  Eric Meadows  (Ext 1552).

	20.2

	Risk assessment – If the Council behaves unreasonably at appeal a claim for costs could be made against it. It is therefore appropriate to notify the appellants of the Council’s position at the earliest opportunity to avoid them carrying out unnecessary or abortive work in respect of the appeals. This report outlines the basis of the Council's position on the appealed application. 



	20.3

	Financial effects – There are no financial effects arising immediately from this report. The costs associated with defending the Council’s position are likely to be significant and will need to be funded from the Council’s reserves. At any appeal if the Council behaves unreasonably a claim for costs, that may be substantial, could be made against it. If an award of costs was made against the Council at appeal it would need to be the subject of a separate report as such costs are not budgeted for.



	20.4

	Efficiency savings – None


	21

	Recommendation

	21.1
	That Members resolve that the application is unacceptable for the reasons set out below and that these will form the basis of the Council’s case at appeal;




	
	

	
	


Background Papers:

(a)
Planning Application 07/02291/OUT & 08/00716/OUT
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