From: Daniel 
Sent: 24 August 2016 09:47
To: Public Access DC Comments
Subject: Re: Comments for Planning Application 16/01545/F

Thanks Andrew 

Fourth para of letter on new heritage centre has a stray "no". 315 clearly does have more potential. 

Daniel 

Sent from Samsung Mobile

-------- Original message --------

From: publicaccess@cherwell-dc.gov.uk 

Date:23/08/2016 17:21 (GMT+00:00) 

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 16/01545/F 

Mr Daniel Scharf, 

You have been sent this email because you or somebody else has submitted a comment on a Planning Application to your local authority using your email address. A summary of your comments is provided below.
Comments were submitted at 5:21 PM on 23 Aug 2016 from Mr Daniel Scharf.
	Application Summary

	Address:
	103 & 315 Heyford Park Camp Road Upper Heyford Bicester OX25 5HA 

	Proposal:
	Change of use of Building 103 to A Heritage Centre (Use Class D1) and Building 315 for storage and distribution (Use Class B8) and associated works. 

	Case Officer:
	Andrew Lewis 

	Click for further information


	Customer Details

	Name:
	Mr Daniel Scharf

	Email:
	

	Address:
	122 Abingdon Road, Drayton, Abingdon OX14 4HT


	Comments Details

	Commenter Type:
	General Public

	Stance:
	Customer objects to the Planning Application

	Reasons for comment:
	

	Comments:
	Form needs correction to employment, hours of operation and floorspace of 103

This application cannot be approved as para 132 of NPPF says, "When considering the impact of a proposed 
development on the significance of a designated heritage 
asset, great weight should be given to the asset's 
conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. ... ." A proposal to reduce the heritage centre by nearly 90% would have to based on an assessment of 'significance' which showed that the potential of a Cold War instructional monument had reduced by that amount in the last 8 years? In fact the centre and the management plan need to be based on the feasibility studies expected since the Structure Plan was approved in 2005. This is ion the context of a potential World Heritage Site designation.

The justification suggesting that "Building 103 is of a more appropriate size to accommodate the scale of potential collection available for display;" is completely reliant on visitor and heritage feasibility studies having been carried out. 

That the use can be implemented "readily" cannot be taken seriously given the inordinate delay which has, fortunately, provided the opportunity for the assessment to be carried out properly. Reliance on the HASs in the QRA implies that these SAMs are given D1 use and that access would be made readily available.

The heritage potential has not been reduced by 90%. Building 315 would not provide greater potential and a move to 103 would have to come with guarantees about expansion. In the US Cold War stories, just from that side, is included in at least ten Presidential Libraries. 

315 is said to define the Cold War area and is well related to 126 (such that commercial traffic would affect its statutorily protected setting) and 103 is tucked away and makes no visible impact. This is not an proportionate way to treat the Cold War.

The application cannot be approved until the public access has been sorted out. If, as suggested, it comes from the west, some of the justifications fall away.The centre must be part of a comprehensive plan for the whole site. The staffing, hours of operation and the Cold War Park, all merit reassessment - in the context of the studies of the heritage potential. 

No weight can be given to claims being made about sustainability and viability without any financial appraisal. CDC would need to know the value and (negative) impacts of the developments approved since 2010 to assess whether in fact the conservation of the Cold War heritage should be increased or reduced.
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