	APPLICATION NO:

	11/00275/DISC

to discharge condition 4 of 10/01619/CAC

	PRE APP ADVICE:

	None

	ADDRESS:

	Heyford Park

	PROPOSAL:

	Scheme of recording buildings pursuant to  grant of consent for application 10/01619/CAC



	ADVICE SOUGHT:

	Whether the scheme of recording proposed is sufficient to discharge the condition



	URBAN DESIGN AND /OR CONSERVATION COMMENT:

	Condition 4 of the grant of consent for application 10/01619/CAC requires prior to demolition of buildings a scheme for the recording of the buildings to be submitted and approved in writing, the record to be carried out by an archaeologist / building recorder with acknowledged experience in the recording of standing buildings acceptable to the LPA and is to include:

· The identification and qualification of the person / body

· Methodology

· Timetable

· The form of the completed record

The building record shall be completed in accordance with the format and timetable agreed in writing with the LPA.

EH published guidance (2006) on good recording practice and this includes advice on

· Documentary research

· Investigation

· Survey and drawings

· Photography

· The written account.

I have the following comments:

Methodology

Compliance with EH advice

Chris Welch (CW) of EH wrote a specification for building recording specifically for this site in 2006 and this is included in an appendix in OA’s report.  This was written for the whole site in 2006, in response to an application that proposed the demolition of virtually all the buildings within the new settlement area and it focussed on the buildings on the Flying Field, not the new settlement area.  All structures are to be recorded and its stated aims are to 

· Record structures to be retained

· Record structures to be demolished

· Provide a record against which to judge proposals for intervention

· Provide a base for the condition survey.

However, OA’s stated aims are rather different:

· Meet the requirements of the condition

· Relate each building to the context

· Make the record publicly available

· It also appears to only relate to the buildings proposed for demolition.

Location of buildings

A written scheme of investigation for recording of buildings to be demolished has been written by Oxford Archaeology.  It applies to 131 buildings.  No map showing the location of these buildings is provided, despite reference to this in para 2.1.3.  

Assessment of significance

OA’s report states that  EH generic guidance has been used to ascertain the level of recording required.  To do this the Significance of each building is indicated at Appendix C.  “Intrinsic Significance” and “Significance of character area” are both given.  The former is almost entirely given as “uncertain” and the latter as “low” or “negligible” with a few “medium”.   

However, it is not clear where the information about the significance of each building has come from.  The ACTA report (Landscape Character Assessment of the Airbase South of The Cold War Zone, 2006), which covers the area of the new settlement made no assessment of significance of landscape or of individual buildings, as did the earlier study of the Flying Field.  What then has informed the assessment? Explanation is essential.  It is vital to know this as this assessment justifies the level of recording proposed and underpins the entire document.   

Numbering of buildings

CW advises that a new numbering system should be introduced based upon the areas in the Conservation Plan.  This has not been complied with.  

Identification of location

CW advises that the location of each building should be shown on a plan.  No plan has been included.

Proforma Sheet

CW advises that a standard sheet should be designed.  It would be appropriate for this to be agreed with the LPA but this has not been submitted.

Documentary research and investigation is required by EH guidance.  There is no reference to this in the submission, as referred to above, to ascertain level of significance.

Survey and drawings: both the EH guidance and CW provide a substantial amount of advice as to how this should be undertaken.  CW is seeking

· A measured plan at 1:50 or larger (updated as required) annotated to indicate former room functions as required

· Measured elevations and sections, where these help in understanding and where these do not already exist

· Measured drawings to illustrate significant features.

What is proposed is 

· For level 1 (104 buildings) the outline footprint to show the location

· For level 2 (20 buildings) floor plan showing internal layout

· For level 3 (7 buildings) full floor plans, significant elevations and other significant details.

· No buildings were deemed worthy of a Level 4 Survey.

Thus the full CW requirements are only intended to be provided for 7 buildings.  This demonstrates how important it is to understand how the significance of the buildings has been assessed. Para 2.28 states that it is believed existing surveys will be in metric and be adequate, however these have not yet been located or assessed fro adequacy, so this is rather bold assumption.  Given the age of the buildings and the involvement of the USAF I suspect the building surveys will be in imperial measurements. The Eh guidance includes clear drawing conventions and it is unlikely that the old plans will accord with that.  I conclude that the level of survey and drawings proposed is likely to be inadequate 

Photography:  the EH guidance and CW provide a substantial amount of advice as to how this should be undertaken.  CW lists the following as requirements:

· A general view to show setting

· A series of oblique views to show external appearance

· Appearance of principal rooms

· External or internal detail

· Relevant contents, markings etc.

Again the proposal is to only provide this level of detail for 7 buildings.  I also note that the proposal is to

· use black and white film.  The EH guidance states at para 4..4.1 that colour captures an additional layer of information and is now the primary medium of record.

· Use jpeg files, whereas the EH guidance recommends and CW requires  the use of uncompressed TIFF files except for data transfer.

· One set of hard copy prints 12 x 10” and this is acceptable

· There is no reference to a grey card or a scale, as required by CW.

The proposals for photographic survey are likely to be inadequate.

Written record

CW is only seeking information supplementary to the detail in The Conservation Plan.  However this document does not provide such great detail for this area of the site.  CW is seeking as a minimum:

· Number

· Function

· More detail on function if missing from the Conservation Plan

· Materials

· Development of structure and operations carried out within it.

The proposed written record goes into somewhat more detail than this, picking up relevant items from para 4.5.2 of the EH guidance.  Nevertheless, again, this is reserved for 7 buildings only.  The vast majority  are to be covered in less detail: only building number, location, exterior (function, construction, materials, size and age) and outline description of principal internal rooms.  Whether this is adequate will depend upon the justification for the assessment of significance.

Timetable

I can see no reference to timetable in the document other than reference to an anticipated  start date.  No completion date is given and this is inadequate.

The form of the competed record

The proposal is to submit a A4 bound report and CD, which seems acceptable, providing this is sent to all relevant organisations.


