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Development Control & Major Developments	Our ref: P01564067		
Bodicote House, Bodicote	 		
Banbury	 		
Oxfordshire	 		
OX15 4AA	17 August 2023		


Dear Ms Morgan

T&CP (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015
& Planning (Listed Buildings & Conservation Areas) Regulations 1990

BICESTER HERITAGE BUCKINGHAM ROAD BICESTER
Application No. 23/01941/F

Thank you for your letter of 1 August 2023 regarding the above application for planning permission. On the basis of the information available to date, we offer the following advice to assist your authority in determining the application. 

Historic England Advice
The proposed development is adjacent to the scheduled group of structures composed of two ‘seagull’ trenches arranged back-to-back and two flanking mushroom pillboxes, forming a self-contained defensive complex which would have protected RAF Bicester from an attack by paratroopers. The north-east facing trench would have covered the airfield, while the south-west facing seagull trench was evidently intended to provide fire over the (then) open countryside in that direction. 

This application seeks to amend the layout of the proposed buildings permitted by your authority (19/02708/OUT). In our advice on that application, we advised:

‘The location and spacing of the new buildings might be arranged in such a way as to allow an understanding of the original south-west aspect’

This was based on an assumption that location, as a reserved matter, was open to further design development beyond that shown as indicative in the original application, and that our views would be sought at that stage. In the Officer Report relating to the permitted development it was stated:

9.69. It is noted that at the reserved matters stage, the application will need to take great care in the design and layout of the buildings; reducing harm to the Scheduled Monument should be at the forefront of the design process. There will be an expectation for gaps between the buildings to be carefully sited to ensure they allow the original ‘field of fire’ to be understood and this important view through the development to be retained.

Our understanding, however, is that location has been effectively fixed by Condition 3 on the existing permission which requires the development to be carried out in accordance with the indicative layout plan then submitted.

The previous layout, as shown on 5002854-RDG-Z05-ST-PL-A-0094 (Rev.K) submitted with the application indicated a row of buildings with gaps between them, with the option of connecting the buildings with ground floor structures or first-floor ‘bridges’. This might have allowed some understanding of the open area that would have existed when the south-west facing seagull trench was constructed, through a gap between two buildings. In contrast, this current proposal reduces the spaces between buildings. This effectively removes all sightlines from the seagull trench towards the south-west, placing a building directly in the field of fire of the south-west seagull trench.

The current proposal does remove the area of car parking which was originally proposed which would have been located between the scheduled monument and the neighbouring scheduled bomb stores, and that does represent some benefit. But in our view, the current proposal could represent an increased level of harm compared with the previous, established, layout, through the removal of any potential appreciation of the south-west aspect.

This application will need to be determined in accordance with the policies set out in the heritage chapter of the National Planning Policy Framework.  These require clear and convincing justification for any harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset and that this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the scheme (paragraphs 199-202). 

The impact of the scheme needs to be clarified before harm can be weighed against benefits. While it is possible that the proposals represent an increased level of harm when compared with the consented layout this is not certain. This issue is not addressed at all in the Heritage Impact Assessment Report, and in our view the local authority should seek further information of the level of harm represented by this proposal compared with the permitted scheme, specifically with reference to the impact upon the south-west aspect of the scheduled monument, before any decision is taken on the application.

In our response to the previous application, we also recommended that a condition should be attached requiring the submission of a management plan for the scheduled monument and the surrounding area, setting out proposals for any necessary repairs and subsequent long-term management. In view of the weight given to ongoing management of the historic assets as a public benefit, it is surprising that opportunity has not been taken to secure that benefit by condition. 


Recommendation
Historic England has concerns regarding the application on heritage grounds.




Your authority should take these representations into account and seek amendments, safeguards or further information as set out in our advice. If there are any material changes to the proposals, or you would like further advice, please contact us.

Yours sincerely



Chris Welch
Inspector of Ancient Monuments
E-mail: Chris.Welch@HistoricEngland.org.uk
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