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1. APPLICATION SITE AND LOCALITY 

1.1. The application site for this proposal is part of the former RAF/USAF Upper Heyford base. Located to the north side of Camp Road almost at the heart of the former technical area, the site consists of an area formerly occupied by buildings of mixed “non-residential” uses and which are now mostly demolished.
1.2. The base was designated a conservation area in 2006, its primary architectural and social historic interest being its role during the Cold War. The nature of the site is defined by the historic landscape character of the distinct zones within the base. The designation also acknowledges the special architectural interest, and as a conservation area, the character of which it is desirable to preserve or enhance and provides the context and framework to ensure the setting and appearance of sections of the Cold War landscape are preserved. The base was divided into three main functional character areas: Flying Field, Technical and Settlement.
1.3. The Technical Site is the first area of the base accessed off Camp Road after passing through the main gate. This area is fronted on the west of the entrance, by the 1920s Guardroom (100) and to the east Heyford House (52) (originally the Station Operations Room and Headquarters). These buildings together with the Officers’ Mess (74) and the buildings immediately to the south on the southern side of Camp Road are part of the initial development phase of the airfield and constructed in ‘British Military’ style that was the dominant influence in architectural style at the time of construction. The style, in fact, is well suited to the organised ‘campus’ layout of the site with deliberately sited, low-density, buildings, grassland and organised tree planting.

1.4. The Technical Site is accessed by a fan of three, partially tree-lined, straight avenues, fronted on either side by a mixture of functional building types. Red brick buildings from the original site layout predominate along the roads. The spaces in between were filled with newer buildings, constructed in a range of building styles and materials, this has tended to complicate the appearance of the area and make it less easy to appreciate its original form. Most buildings were in office, commercial or storage use. Two important Cold War buildings lie in the west part of this area: the Battle Command Centre and the Hardened Telephone Exchange.

1.5. The Technical Site is bounded by an arc of four, large 1930s aeroplane sheds that form a backdrop to the area and close off the view into the flying field. These buildings sit well at the back of the site as their layout, on an arc between radial roads, compliments the organisation of the minor buildings within the site. The Technical Area, although devoid of aviation-based activity, still retains the attribute of being at the hub of the airbase. Despite the infill buildings, now almost totally demolished, something of the organised campus origin of the area remains, overlaid by the successive accretions such as the addition of the standard USA-style fire hydrants. Tall buildings whilst evident do not over dominate the site; an effect achieved by the spacing of buildings, the tree planting, and the distribution and variety of building heights.

1.6. In the appraisal, the character of the Technical Site-Zone 9Area is described as:
This area is characterised by the ‘campus’ layout of deliberately sited, mix function buildings, in an open setting with organised tree planting. The variation in building type is both a function of their differing use and the fact that there has been continual construction within the site as part of the different phases of development within the airbase. The setting of the 1930s aircraft hangers in an arc on the northern edge of the site provides a visual and physical edge to the site. The access to the Technical Site is dominated by Guardroom (100) and Station Office (52). To the east of these is the impressive 1920s Officers’ Mess (74) set within its own lawns. The style of these 1920s, red brick, RAF buildings is British Military. 

1.7. No buildings on the site are either scheduled ancient monuments or statutorily listed buildings. However, to the west but outside the site are The Hardened Telephone Exchange (Building 129) and The Battle Command Centre (Building 126) which in the Conservation Plan Study (2005) considered them to be of national and international significance. 

1.8. “The Hardened Telephone Exchange (129) was constructed in the late 1970s, and typifies contemporary NATO policy to harden its key operational facilities. This structure was central to the operation of Upper Heyford, and connected the airbase with NATO, its European counterparts and to the United States.” (para 9.6.1 of the Conservation Appraisal)”

1.9. Built in the late 1970s, in accordance with the NATO policy of hardening structures, the Battle Command Centre (126) is of international significance. All activities on the airfield were overseen from this building and it was designed to be self-sufficient. It is a single-storey hardened structure enhanced by its contemporary fixtures and fittings. The architecture reflects NATO’s policy towards hardened facilities against pre-emptive conventional attack, chemical and biological attack, and to be able to operate in a hostile environment to launch a retaliatory attack. 

1.10. Buildings 74 and 52 to the south are not statutorily listed but are defined in the Conservation Area Appraisal as structures making a positive contribution to the special character of the Conservation Area. Both are “Non Listed Buildings of Local Significance’. In the Conservation Area Appraisal, the importance of Building 74 was attributed to it being “possibily one of the most prestigious Officers’ Mess built on an operational RAF station during the 1920s.” The appraisal goes on: “Building 52 Heyford House (Building 52) formerly the Station Offices and Operations Block constructed in the 1920s. The Station Offices were designed to impress and dominate the entrance to the station. This is a fine example of the first design for a permanent Station Office (the design was changed after 1927). The Station Offices, the Operations Block and the Guardhouse make an interesting building group and although altered, are good examples of RAF station architecture of the mid 1920s.”

1.11. One other building of local significance outside of the site but in proximity to it is the “Station Armoury (Building 125) originally constructed as a three squadron Station Armoury in 1925. Extended in 1937/38 to provide a lecture room and photographic section it forms part of setting of Hardened Telephone Exchange (Building 129). This is to the north west of the site.” Beyond that are the “Aircraft hangers (Shed Type ‘A’) (Buildings 172, 320, 345, 350, 151 & 315) date stones ‘1926’ on annexes facing the technical site. These were the first permanent end-opening aeroplane sheds for RAF stations in the interwar period. A total of 34 were built at 17 sites between 1925 and 1940. Upper Heyford is unique in having six, the largest collection of Type ‘A’ hangers in the country” (para 8.2.2.-Conservation Area appraisal).

1.12. In terms of the uses on site, the military use ceased in 1994. Since 1998 the site has accommodated a number of uses in existing buildings, first under temporary planning permissions latterly under a permanent permission granted on appeal and subsequent applications.
1.13. Over the last 10 years numerous applications have been made seeking permission to either develop the whole site or large parts of it and numerous of them have gone to appeal. The most significant was application ref 08/00716/OUT. Following a major public inquiry that commenced in September 2008 the Council received the appeal decision in January 2010 that allowed “A 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 (as amended by plans and information received 26.06.08).” This permission included the flying field and the uses and development permitted upon it at the appeal have been implemented under the appeal permission. Included within this decision were a number of applications for conservation consent including demolition of buildings on the application site. As these consents have been implemented there is a view that they remain extant.
1.14. The development of the settlement and technical areas has been delayed as the site was acquired by new owners and the current applicants who decided to refine the approved scheme. As a result, a new masterplan was drawn up which, whilst similar to the one considered at appeal, has been modified. The main reason for a fresh application arose from the desire of the applicant to retain more buildings on site. Apart from that, the most significant changes are a new area of open space centred on the parade ground, the retention of a large number of dwellings including 253 bungalows, and more of the heritage buildings the demolition of which was previously consented. The retention of these buildings at their existing low density has meant the masterplan has expanded the development area west on to the sports field.
1.15. The revised masterplan was submitted as part of the outline application for “Proposed new settlement for 1075 dwellings, together with associated works and facilities, including employment uses, a school, playing fields and other physical and social infrastructure” and was granted permission on 22nd December 2011 (ref 10/01642/OUT). The planning permission included a number of plans with which compliance was required including a masterplan, a retained buildings plans and other plans showing layouts all of which included the demolition of all buildings on this site.
1.16. A number of reserved matters have been submitted, approved and implemented for permission 10/01642/OUT. As a result of this the site is starting to take shape. To the south of the application site and south of Camp Road several phases of development have been undertaken including the former parade ground which is being retained as open space and will become the “village green”. To the east of it a new road, Wellington Road, has been constructed with access to Camp Road and which forms the eastern boundary to the village green. It provides access to Phase 3 of the housing development to the east of Wellington Road, a scheme for 50 houses (ref 14/01500/REM) that both frames the village green and forms the rural edge, as well as access to the application site. To the south approval has been given to Phase 4 and the land cleared ready to implement the consent for 86 dwellings approved under reference 15/01612/REM. This scheme will build up to the rural edge of the site’s southern boundary. A further phase of development of 60 dwellings has recently been approved to the west of the site (ref: 16/00627/REM). North of Camp Road there is one major area of development so far where 71 dwellings (ref 14/01366/REM) have been constructed as phase 2.
1.17. In conclusion, although the new settlement is taking shape the land subject of this application has been cleared of buildings and has the appearance of a development site.
2. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

2.1. The application site area measures some 1.5 hectares. It consists of two main parcels of land within two arms of the Trident on the north side of Camp Road at the heart of the “Technical Area” and therefore central to the new settlement. The site is well treed and in particular creates strong avenues along the main roads. The proposal seeks to retain the majority of the trees although some that have been identified as in poor condition or towards the end of their life are proposed to be removed. Further planting is proposed as mitigation and to retain the avenue effect. 
2.2. This site(s) was always seen as one location at Heyford where the scale and form of development should reflect some of the surrounding hanger buildings and therefore the natural design would be taller blocks. It is therefore proposed to demolish the remaining buildings on the application site and erect 100 dwellings. These would be predominantly apartments but with some housing as well. There would be a range of 2 to 4 storey buildings but a predominance of 3 storied. Of these 71 will be affordable and 29 open market. There is also a strong mix in terms of sizes and balance between the houses and flats. These are set out for the plots in the latest schedule of accommodation which is reproduced below.
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2.5. It should be added that the scheme was subject of substantial informal pre-application discussions which took place with regard to this proposal and a site walkabout involving a range of Council officers and consultants as well as the applicant. Furthermore, the current revised scheme is the sixth iteration during processing of the application.
2.6. The scheme now proposes a layout that significantly, retains the Trident. The main central prong becomes a pedestrian/cycle route with limited vehicular access at its northern end to a central block of flats. This also separates two phases of development, this being phase 4 for Bovis and the other site being phase 8 of Dorchester’s.

2.7. Within the two parcels the buildings are laid out in 45/90 degree alignments to the main roads. The verdant character is preserved and the buildings and parking areas set behind the avenues of trees. This reflects the campus style sought by the Council in previous development guidelines and set out in the Design Code agreed for Heyford. Parking is laid out largely in communal shared groups except for the few houses where on plot parking is provided. It is integrated into the public realm also in line with the Design Code.
2.8. The northern block, phase B4B, is approximately 0.5 hectares in size. It has a terrace of houses facing the south circulatory road. Parking is provided to the front of the houses behind groups of trees. The houses and blocks of flats on the northern side have been re-orientated to become active frontages and parallel with the street as suggested by Historic England and the Conservation Officer. These are all three storey in height. Their mass is broken up by gables, bays, projecting entrances and contrasting materials. The buildings have a strong vertical alignment from the fenestration and use of materials
2.9. The southern parcel, phase B4A, is just over 1 hectare in size. It has a more campus layout. At the Trident’s fulcrum to the southern end is a set piece block of flats. 3-storeys in height, they have a series of 3 full height gabled projections which together with the fenestration and contrasting materials gives a strong verticality to the building. It has its own access from the north trident prong to a parking courtyard.

2.10. To the north is another access that runs east-west and provides an internal street. Houses front the circulatory road although are set back to allow new tree planting along it. Within the parcel, houses and flats are accessed from a new internal street. There is an area of play towards the southern end of the plot but the main amenity space for the flat residents comes from the swathes of green open space associated with the groups of trees. Gardens 10m in depth are provided for the houses.

2.11. The design of the buildings is far more contemporary that the main housing sites south of Camp Road. The main facing material is the red facing brick used elsewhere but to avoid monotony it is contrasted by elements of render and cladding. All building’s roofs are slated.

2.12. .During processing of the application the scheme has been modified in a number of ways as part of a positive engagement between applicant and Local Planning Authority including changes to the design of the houses, to improve their appearance and to aid natural surveillance, improvements to boundary treatment, layouts have been modified and frontages have become more active, more parking created and to retain and add further trees. Further information has been provided to support, justify and reinforce the applicant’s case as to why this development should be permitted.

2.13. The application has also been supported by a considerable amount of documentation including:

· Flood Risk assessment Compliance

· Tree data Schedule and Survey

· Design Statement

· Planning Statement

· Affordable Housing Statement

3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

3.1. The following planning history is considered relevant to the current proposal: 
	Application Ref.
	Proposal
	Decision


	07/02350/CAC
	Demolition of existing structures as part of lasting arrangement of Heyford Park
	REF

Permitted at appeal

	

	08/00716/OUT
	OUTLINE application 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 (as amended by plans and information received 26.06.08).
	UNDET
Permitted at appeal

	10/01642/OUT
	Outline - Proposed new settlement of 1075 dwellings including the retention and  change of use of 267 existing military dwellings to residential use Class C3 and the change of use  of other specified buildings, together with associated works and facilities, including employment uses, a school, playing fields and other physical and social infrastructure
	PER

	10/01619/CAC
	Demolition of existing structures (as per Conservation Area Consent Schedule and Drawing No. D.0291 38-1)
	PER

	13/00153/DISC
	Discharge of Condition 8 of 10/01642/OUT (Design Codes)
	PER

	16/00864/REM
	Reserved Matters Application for 10/01642/OUT - Dorchester Phase 8 (Trident) only.  The application represents the provision of 91 residential units of mixed type (dwellings and apartments) and tenure (open market and affordable) with associated gardens, access roads, car parking, landscaping, a local area of play (LAP), utilities and infrastructure. 
	PER

	17/00663/F
	Construction of roads with associated infrastructure within the Heyford Park development
	PER

	18/00825/HYBRID
	Demolition of buildings and structures as listed in Schedule 1; Outline planning permission for up to 1,175 new dwellings (Class C3); 60 close care dwellings (Class C2/C3); 929 m2 of retail (Class A1); 670 m2 comprising a new medical centre (Class D1); 35,175 m2 of new employment buildings, (comprising up to 6,330 m2 Class B1a, 13,635 m2 B1b/c, 9,250 m2 Class B2, and 5,960 m2 B8); 2.4 ha site for a new school (Class D1); 925 m2 of community use buildings (Class D2); and 515 m2 of indoor sports, if provided on-site (Class D2); 30m in height observation tower with zip-wire with ancillary visitor facilities of up of 100 m2 (Class D1/A1/A3); 1,000 m2 energy facility/infrastructure with a stack height of up to 24m (sui generis); 2,520 m2 additional education facilities (buildings and associated external infrastructure) at Buildings 73, 74 and 583 for education use (Class D1); creation of areas of Open Space, Sports Facilities, Public Park and other green infrastructure; Change of Use of the following buildings and areas: Buildings 357 and 370 for office use (Class B1a); Buildings 3036, 3037, 3038, 3039, 3040, 3041, and 3042 for employment use (Class B1b/c, B2, B8); Buildings 217, 3102, 3136, 3052, 3053, 3054, and 3055 for employment use (Class B8); Buildings 2010, 3008, and 3009 for filming and heritage activities (Sui Generis/Class D1); Buildings 2004, 2005 and 2006 for education use (Class D1); Buildings 366, 391, 1368, 1443, 2007, 2008 and 2009 (Class D1/D2 with ancillary A1-A5 use); Building 340 (Class D1, D2, A3); 20.3ha of hardstanding for car processing (Sui Generis); and 76.6ha for filming activities (Sui Generis); the continuation of use of areas, buildings and structures already benefiting from previous planning permissions, as  specified in Schedule 2; associated infrastructure works including surface water attenuation provision and upgrading Chilgrove Drive and the junction with Camp Road
	UNDETERMINED


4. PRE-APPLICATION DISCUSSIONS

4.1. Extensive pre-application and post submission discussions have taken place with regard to this proposal and this is the final iteration

5. RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY

5.1. This application has been publicised by way of a site notice displayed near the site, by advertisement in the local newspaper, and by letters sent to all properties immediately adjoining the application site that the Council has been able to identify from its records. The final date for comments was 14.11.2017, although comments received after this date and before finalising this report have also been taken into account. 
5.2. No public comments have been received on this application. However the application has been subject of a request to the Secretary of State for a “call in”. We have a single letter from the same person in response to a number of current applications at Heyford although 17/00983/REM is not specifically listed. The main points are set out below:
5.3. Daniel Scharf, Abingdon-has written 
· The determination of all these applications (and any others yet to be determined; 16/2296/H, 16/02348/F and 15/1209/REM?) depends, in the first instance, as to whether the proposals accord with the development plan.  In this case the principal policy for the purposes of applying s38(6) is policy V5 in the adopted Cherwell Local Plan.

· The Head of Development Management says (email 20 January 2017),    “In terms of the Lasting Arrangement, Policy Villages 5 of the adopted Local Plan is now the starting point for the considering of future development proposals.  Policy Village 5 identifies that the redevelopment of the site forms a comprehensive integrated approach to development.  The Council will need to be satisfied that future development proposals comply with Policy Villages 5.  Clearly, this is a matter you may also wish to raise as part of your future representations.”.  Clearly a master plan, development brief or development framework is required to secure a comprehensive integrated approach. 

· Deciding applications in accordance with this requirement of policy V5 is being made impossible while the Council remains intent on taking a piecemeal approach to the development of the site.  Although the legislation allows for ‘other material considerations’ to override development plan policy, there is a clear intention within both law and policy to operate a ‘plan led system’. The concern of the Secretary of State about the lack of adopted development plans across the country would not sit very comfortably with the officers’ assessment that adopted policies can be so easily overridden and without proper or any explanation. In the case of Upper Heyford the Council has consistently sought to control development through comprehensive planning briefs and latterly, the development framework, the withdrawal of which occurred with no explanation. Indeed a master plan was referred to in recent correspondence (and by an agent for a current application 15/01357/F). No explanation has ever been provided either to us or to the Council committee(s) as to why policy V5 and the requirement that, “a comprehensive integrated approach will be expected.” should not continue to apply.

· The reference (Mr Lewis email of 1 March 2017) to the Council taking the comments of Historic England and Design and Conservation’ into account rings hollow despite policy V5 stating that the views of “…Historic England will be required in formulating specific development proposals for the site.” Having seen minutes of meetings including Historic England and the Council’s conservation officers it is clear that their views are being ignored. The Council approved the heritage centre on the officers’ recommendation without the taking of expert advice as recommended by Historic England who have also confirmed that a holistic approach should be taken in the light of the international significance of the site. Whatever the officers might think about the appropriateness of World Heritage Site status, there are 3 international conventions and a Culture White Paper which should be applied to the development proposals being made on this site. 

· Unpacking policy V5 it can be seen that there are any number of references and requirements which individually and/or together clearly explain the reasons why a ‘comprehensive integrated approach’ is necessary, and why proposals considered in the absence of a comprehensive plan could not reasonably comply with this development plan policy.

In summary, a comprehensive integrated approach is absolutely necessary in light of the need to coordinate the following matters:-

· Coordinating development of land in different ownerships,

· reviewing housing densities and locations in the light of the increased allocations,

· complying with international conventions regarding heritage and culture,

· enabling a holistic approach to the preservation or enhancement of the character or appearance of the conservation area,

· managing the implications for tourism on the site and in the area,

· assessing employment potential, to which heritage and tourism could make a significant contribution,

· assessing the location of commercial uses, including warehousing and car storage,

· addressing the interface of the heritage site with adjoining uses/development in terms of both buildings and movement,

· assessing transport and travel to and around the whole site,

· managing public access across the site (ie including QRA and Northern Bomb Stores), fencing and the restoration of public rights of way,

· protection of biodiversity across the site,

· securing financial contributions to enable the conservation of the Cold War heritage.

5.4. The comments received can be viewed in full on the Council’s website, via the online Planning Register.
6. RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION

6.1. Below is a summary of the consultation responses received on the application as submitted unless stated otherwise.  Responses are available to view in full on the Council’s website, via the online Planning Register.
PARISH/TOWN COUNCIL AND NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUMS

6.2. Upper Heyford Parish Council:
No specific objection to this application. However, the lack of a master plan for the site once again limits our ability to place the development parcel in the overall context of Heyford Park developments.

STATUTORY CONSULTEES

6.3. Thames Water Utilities: Thames Water have reviewed the documentation provided "Flood Risk Assessment Compliance For Camp Road, Upper Heyford Parcels B4a and B4b" and advise that we have no objection to the application to approve reserved matters related to drainage. This is based on the understanding that no foul water is to enter the public sewer and the on site treatment works is to be maintained or adopted by a third party other than Thames Water. Also, Surface water run-off from this site is to be attenuated onsite before discharging to the watercourse.

6.4. Environment Agency: No comments

We would hope that as long as the proposed details comply with the planning conditions we requested on the outline planning permission, together with any advice provided in our consultation response, that the submitted details would be sufficient for you to determine the application.
NON-STATUTORY CONSULTEES

6.5. Historic England Advice 
This is a reserved matters application for two residential parcels (B4A & B4B) for which outline permission has been granted under ref. 10/01642/OUT. Both parcels are located in the area of Upper Heyford first developed by the RAF in the interwar period, consisting principally of large Type A hangars and other technical buildings arranged in concentric arcs around three roads radiating from the original site entrance. This part of the site, known as 'The Trident', is characterised by its formal planning, even though the site geometry is not entirely consistent and changes slightly towards the entrance, where buildings have tended to be arranged perpendicular to the middle radiating road rather than parallel to the hangars. 

The conflict between these geometries is likely to make the ranges of accommodation in parcel B4B appear askew when seen in the context of the adjacent Type A hangars. Although we accept that this proposed geometry was adopted by the first buildings on this parcel, these were relatively minor in scale, and we think it would be more appropriate to reinforce the formal character of the Trident by rotating the development in B4B so that it is set parallel with the hangar directly to its north. The proposed alignment of buildings in B4A is not an issue for us. 

The character of the Trident is also defined by its large military buildings that are generously spaced. It has always been Historic England's concern that standard domestic housing types with individual manicured gardens and parking areas will appear out of character in this military setting, the character and appearance of which described above is identified as desirable to preserve or enhance by its inclusion in the RAF Upper Heyford Conservation Area. We think that the proposed arrangement of units predominantly in terraces and apartment blocks is likely to do less harm to that heritage significance than detached housing, however we remain concerned that the proposed designs could still appear overtly residential in character, especially if parking and front gardens (especially boundary treatments) are handled in a typically domestic manner. We urge you to seek further information and, if appropriate, amendments to address this concern. 

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

We consider that the issues and safeguards outlined in our advice need to be addressed in order for the application to meet the requirements of paragraphs 129, 132 and 134 of the NPPF. In determining this application you should bear in mind the statutory duty of section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of conservation areas. 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.

6.6. CDC- Strategic Planning and the Economy
· This is an application for the approval of reserved matters (all) pursuant to Outline Planning Permission 10/01642/OUT. The proposed dwellings form part of the 1,075 dwellings approved under permission 10/01642/OUT

· 71% of the housing is proposed as affordable homes

· it is understood that the application sites falls within an of land indicatively shown for residential development in the approved outline application (Illustrative Masterplan (Amended) 031 Rev M refs)

· the application site falls within an area of land identified for additional development under Policy Villages 5 (over and above that permitted under 10/016242/OUT

· The policy states that a comprehensive, integrated approach will be expected. Paragraph C.292 of the Plan states, “…it will be necessary to demonstrate how the additional land identified can be satisfactorily integrated with the approved development…”

· In implementing, the development approved under planning permission 10/01642/OUT it is important that there is no hindrance to delivery of Policy Villages 5

· Consideration needs to be given to ensure that there is the most appropriate and efficient use of land and buildings both in the interest of implementing planning permission 10/01642/OUT and in ensuring the delivery of Policy Villages 5

Policy Recommendation: No planning policy objection to 

· there being no hindrance to the delivery of the total number of homes and the affordable housing requirements secured for the entire development permitted under 10/01642/OUT and the most appropriate and efficient use of land and buildings being made in the interest of delivering Policy Villages
6.7. CDC Design and Conservation Officer:

This proposal covers the redevelopment of land parcels within the Technical Site of the former RAF military airfield of Upper Heyford. The two land parcels are located either side of the main arm of the trident road layout. Historically RAF military stations were functionally and specially dispersed (against enemy attack) into three distinct areas-residential site, technical site and flying field. Maintenance and engineering were undertaken in the technical site and for that reason the bulk of the buildings in this part of the site would be workshops. Given the cutting-edge engineering that the RAF represents and the non-domestic nature of this part of the site it was felt that a radical approach to the architecture and development of this part of the site could be employed. Sadly this hope expressed by the Local Planning Authority has not manifested itself and the architecture that has come forward is bordering on the ordinary.

No development within the technical site should be undertaken in isolation, the coherent character of the original military base needs to be interpreted and brought forward within the current series of consents.

The following observations are made:

· Parking – the proposed on-street parking along the central road of the trident will compromise the campus feel of the trident. Other on-street parking leaves the area with over-indulgent/excessive areas of hard standing.

· Landscaping – courtyard parking gives rise to excessive areas of hard standing.

· Double gables – building with two gables to one elevation appear ‘estate’ urban, there is nothing avant garde regards their design. The gables appear rather too wide for the elevation.

· Materials need to be appropriate to the site (brick and slate samples require approval).

· Architectural details of the porches, rainwater system and joinery  need to be approved.

This proposal is on the whole disappointing. There remains an opportunity to create an area within the settlement with architectural design which reflects the knife-edge state of engineering innovation when the RAF was first formed. There is no dazzling vision and in my mind this is a wasted opportunity.

Should this scheme receive approval then the choice of materials, joinery, rwg system, landscaping, porch and other architectural detailing will require to be conditioned
6.8. CDC-Design and Conservation (on the amended plans)
The two land parcels included within this application both formed part of the Trident which forms part of the Technical portion of the site. The character of the area is described in the Conservation Area Appraisal for RAF Heyford  ‘Organised campus layout… with deliberately sited low density buildings, grassland and organised tree planting.. still remains the attribute of being at the hub of the airbase. Despite the infill buildings, something of the organised campus origin of the area remains, overlaid by the successive accretion such as the addition of the standard USA style fire hydrants. Tall buildings, whilst evident, do not over dominate the site, an effect achieve by the spacing of buildings, the tree planting and the distribution and variety of building types.’. The two parcels of land have now been cleared of all buildings, but there are remaining structures associated with the technical site in the surrounding area including the Scheduled Ancient Monuments of the Battle Command Centre and the Hardened Telephone Exchange and a number of non-designated heritage assets of local importance including Type A aircraft hangars immediately surrounding the site. 

The high quality, innovative architecture hoped for has not materialised and there are inherent difficulties with providing (consented) residential development on a site whose character is based on its technical, military character. The scheme is, however, considered to have taken some account of the surrounding character and the blocks of apartments and terraces of building are more indicative of the campus feeling of the site than individual detached and semi-detached dwellings would be. The conservation area appraisal described ‘The Technical Site is accessed by a fan of three, partially tree-lined straight avenues, fronted on either side by a mixture of functional building types. Red brick buildings from the original site layout predominate along the roads.’ The site layout, design and materials do appear to have taken account of this. One of the key concerns is with the dilution of this character, particularly with the individually owned terraces. Consideration should be given to restricting the permitted development rights of these properties to control boundary treatments and alterations to the frontage of properties to ensure the retention of this character in perpetuity. 

The comments from Historic England on the alignment of the parcel B4B are noted and the concerns are shared by this team. Rotating the layout of the development to fit in with the alignment of the surrounding A frame hangars which are described in the conservation area appraisal ‘The Technical Site is bounded by an arc of four, large 1930s aeroplane sheds that form a backdrop to the area and close off the view into the flying field’ would assist with retaining the formal character of the Trident area and ensure that the new development sits more comfortably with the surrounding area. 

6.9. CDC-Urban Design Consultant (on the amended plans):

These proposals are generally satisfactory from an urban design perspective; there are a few less satisfactory aspects:

· Rear parking courts are generally not desirable.

· Where rear parking courts are necessary they should be gated (automated gates), secure and/or well overlooked (natural surveillance) from ‘active/habitable’ rooms at the rear of the dwellings/flats.

· The inclusion of a good corner turning house, type P1385 (corner turn), is good for natural surveillance of the adjacent streets and adds architectural interest, however, plot 27 also occupies a corner plot and has a blank flank wall.  This house should also turn the corner perhaps with the inclusion of a bay window to the living room. 

· Type A apartment block – Whilst the street facing front elevation has ‘active/habitable’ (kitchen/living) rooms facing the street the rear elevation overlooking secondary street/car parking areas achieves poor natural surveillance with bedrooms, bathrooms and cycle stores on these elevations. Some of these blocks have access paths running adjacent to ground floor bedroom windows with no physical separation or defensible space.

· Type B flat block – natural surveillance of the entrance to rear parking courts could be improved with windows to active/habitable rooms in the blank end elevations.

· The bin stores don’t look robust and no information is given about materials. Bin stores are vulnerable and should have steel frames, steel bumper rails and steel framed doors/gates.

· Details of mitigation of the visual impact of the prominently sited sub-station should be submitted.

· On 4B the corners of two parking bays V20 & 82 appear to be very close to the back edge of footway. It will be important to ensure that there is sufficient room for a consistent hedge to be established.

· I suggest that estate type steel railings are used to reinforce important hedges and ensure that gaps don’t develop where desire lines occur.

6.10. CDC Building Control (on the amended plans): No adverse comments to make based on information available, would recommend consultation with O.F.R.S to confirm access and facilities for fire fighting vehicles.

6.11. CDC-Ecology

If any of the buildings are still on site, I would recommend that an updated bat survey of the buildings is undertaken to update the previous surveys. From the Bat Method Statement Document 2 Delivery Information report (Condition 48 of the approval), I understand that Building 114 (within parcel B4A) proposed to be demolished was identified as a bat roost in 2011, therefore appropriate mitigation will be required and I would recommend that an updated bat mitigation strategy is provided by condition of any approval granted.  I understand that the previous bat surveys were undertaken in 2011 and therefore updated bat surveys will be required in line with Natural England guidance, prior to the demolition of remaining buildings (f they have not been demolished already), or the removal of trees with bat roost potential.
I would also recommend inclusions of biodiversity enhancements within parcels B4A and B4B, such as integrated bat boxes, bird boxes, swift bricks etc as proposed under the outline application.  I understand that enhancements were proposed as detailed in the Mitigation Implementation Programme completed by 4Acre Ecology dated 17/11/2012 including native-planted ponds, integrated bat boxes within the housing blocks, 40 assorted bird boxes and 10 bird boxes for house martins on retained buildings. Should these be proposed within the application site, the numbers and locations should be shown on updated detailed plans to confirm these details and ensure these will be located in appropriate locations within the site.
6.12. CDC-Investment and Growth Team-Regeneration and Housing (on the amended plans)
Parcel B4A

· 53 of the 70 units are allocated as Affordable Housing, in line with the Masterplan.

· What we are missing however, is a tenure breakdown for the affordable units, between Affordable Rented and Shared Ownership and there appears to have been some discrepancy between the Masterplan and this current application, and so we would advocate the following indicative mix instead:-

· 24 x 1b2pF - AR

· 9 x 2b4pF - AR

· 18 x 2b4pF - SO

· We would not want to see a mix of tenures within a block of flats though, and so it would be helpful if the application identified whether a unit is for Affordable Rent or Shared Ownership.

· The clustering of the affordable units is dense to the south of the site, but the shape of the site, coupled the proportion of market / affordable units makes this difficult to avoid.

· We would expect that 50% of the affordable rented units to meet the Building Regulations Requirement M4(2) Category 2: Accessible and Adaptable Dwellings requirement. Additionally, 100% of the affordable housing units are to be built to the government's Nationally Described Space Standard (Technical Housing Standards).

· We also expect that the 1 bedroom properties to have a minimum of 1 parking space per unit – and the 2 bed, 3 bed and 4 bedroom properties should have a minimum of 2 parking spaces per unit.

Parcel B4B

· 18 of the 30 units are allocated as Affordable Housing in line with the Masterplan. What we are missing however, is a tenure breakdown for the affordable units, between Affordable Rented and Shared Ownership and there appears to have been some discrepancy between the Masterplan and this current application, and so we would advocate the following indicative mix instead:-

· 6x 1b2pF - AR

· 9 x 2b4pF - AR

· 1 x 3b5pH - AR

· 2x 4b7pH - AR

· The clustering of the affordable units is dense to the northwest of the site, but again, the shape of the site, coupled the proportion of market / affordable units makes this difficult to avoid.

· We would expect that 50% of the affordable rented units to meet the Building Regulations Requirement M4(2) Category 2: Accessible and Adaptable Dwellings requirement. Additionally, 100% of the affordable housing units are to be built to the government's Nationally Described Space Standard (Technical Housing Standards).

· We also expect that the 1 bedroom properties to have a minimum of 1 parking space per unit – and the 2 bed, 3 bed and 4 bedroom properties should have a minimum of 2 parking spaces per unit.
6.13. CDC Business Unit:

It is estimated that this development has the potential to attract New Homes Bonus of £518,949 over 4 years under current arrangements for the Council. This estimate includes a sum payable per affordable home

6.14. CDC-Landscape Officer:

For me the general design layout for both parcels is acceptable.

In terms of landscape design there is an opportunity to reinforce trees and formal hedge structure with shrub areas to enhance the amenity and wildlife habitat, and mitigate the development for the benefit of resident’s lives.

The rectangular and ‘triangular-shaped’ areas, identified below, should be groundcover and specimen shrubs, and herbaceous enraptured by formal hedging. These, otherwise, publically accessible areas, will be given over to planting that will enhance amenity and provide wildlife habitat. The Design Statement’s Garden Quarter, Bicester has large areas of shrub planting that is generally successful, with the appropriate maintenance.

Parcel B4A

· Two triangular areas south of Block A

· Area south of Block B

· South of Block 42-50, encompassing the substation

· Area north of Block 42-50 

· Green grass blocks in parking resident and visitor parking on the north eastern edge, the parking areas between Blocks A and B.

Parcel B4B

· Area north of Block A (between path and parking)

· Small areas north of plot 91

· 30% of area east of Block B

· The area between the south of Block B and rear gardens 81 and 82

· The area to the east of block plot 82.

· Area south of plot 81 and 82 

· Area south of plot 71 

· Area adjacent to parking V24 

· Area south of V22 and 82 .

LAP

The LAP play activity area, as shown by CDC’s standards has limited space at 70 m2. A minimum area of 100 m2 is required to ensure that the appropriate level of play experience is achieved (with at least 3 items of robust play equipment). The is enough in this location to achieve the 100 m2, as long as the 5 m buffer is maintained between active dwelling frontages and the edge of the activity area. CDC’s Planning Obligations SPD is to be consulted to ensure that this Council’s standards are achieved.  The play area is to be accessible via the adjacent footpath system , avoiding access to and from the highway for obvious safety reasons. 

Landscaping

The landscape proposals are to include hard surface details and the soft landscaping to comply with the following standards.

· All plants are to be supplied in accordance with Horticultural Trade Association’s National Plant Specification and from a HTA certified nursery.

· All plants and trees to be planted in accordance with BS3936. 

· Delivery and backfilling of all plant material to be in accordance with BS4428/JCLI/CPSE Code of Practice for ‘Handling and Establishing Landscape Plants, Parts I, II and III. 

· All excavated areas to be backfilled with either topsoil from site or imported to be BS3882 –General purpose grade. All topsoiled areas to be clear of rocks and rubble larger than 50mm diameter and any other debris that may interfere with the establishment of plants.

· Trees are to be planted and maintained in accordance with B8545.
6.15. Oxfordshire County Council: Transport Development Control-No objection 
· Parking provision accords with the Heyford Park Design Code. 

· Adoptable areas must be built to appropriate standards. 

· The Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) (October 2010 / Ref C11234 ES 001 / Waterman) and the Flood Risk Assessment Compliance Report (April 2017 / 16871/B4 / Woods Hardwick) are approved and set out mitigation measures
6.16. OCC-Transport (to the amended plans)-No objection subject to conditions
· Key issues are as set out in the County’s response to the previous consultation on this planning application dated 8th June 2017.

· Conditions are as set out in the County’s response to the previous consultation on this planning application dated 8th June 2017.

· Informatives are as set out in the County’s response to the previous consultation on this planning application dated 8th June 2017.

· Detailed comments are as set out in the County’s response to the previous consultation on this planning application dated 8th June 2017.

7. RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY AND GUIDANCE

7.1. Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

7.2. The Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 - Part 1 was formally adopted by Cherwell District Council on 20th July 2015 and provides the strategic planning policy framework for the District to 2031.  The Local Plan 2011-2031 – Part 1 replaced a number of the ‘saved’ policies of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 1996 though many of its policies are retained and remain part of the development plan. The relevant planning policies of Cherwell District’s statutory Development Plan are set out below:

CHERWELL LOCAL PLAN 2011 - 2031 PART 1 (CLP 2031 Part 1)

· ESD15 - The Character of the Built and Historic Environment
· VIL5 - Former RAF Upper Heyford
· PSD1 - Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
· BSC1 - District Wide Housing distribution
· BSC2 - The Effective and Efficient Use of Land
· BSC3 - Affordable Housing
· BSC4 - Housing Mix
· BSC10 - Open Space, Outdoor Sport & Recreation Provision
· BSC11 - Local Standards of Provision - Outdoor Recreation
· BSC12 - Indoor Sport, Recreation and Community Facilities
· ESD1 - Mitigating and Adapting to Climate Change
· ESD2 - Energy Hierarchy
· ESD3 - Sustainable Construction
· ESD6 - Sustainable Flood Risk Management
· ESD7 - Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS)
· ESD10 - Protection and Enhancement of Biodiversity and the Natural Environment
· ESD13 - Local Landscape Protection and Enhancement
· ESD15 - The Character of the Built Environment

CHERWELL LOCAL PLAN 1996 SAVED POLICIES (CLP 1996)
· C28 - Layout, design and external appearance of new development 

· C23 - Retention of features contributing to character or appearance of a conservation area 

· C30 - Design of new residential development
7.3. Other Material Planning Considerations

National Planning Policy Framework (The Framework) - National Planning Policy Framework sets out the Government’s planning policies for England and how these are expected to be applied. It should be noted that during the processing of this application a revised version of the NPPF was issued on 24th July 2018. Comments made by third parties may refer to the earlier version but the Officers report endeavours to update these references. Although the text has changed the thrust of the NPFF remains very much the same with regard to the main issues that apply to development at Heyford such conserving and enhancing the historic and natural environment whilst making effective use of land and delivering a sufficient supply of homes.
Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) – This sets out regularly updated guidance from central Government to provide assistance in interpreting national planning policy and relevant legislation.

RAF Upper Heyford Conservation Appraisal 2006 (UHCA)

In addition a design code was approved in October 2013 in order to comply with Condition 8 of planning permission 10/010642/F. This was required to “to ensure that the subsequent reserved matters applications are considered and determined by the Local Planning Authority in the context of an overall approach for the site consistent with the requirement to achieve a high quality design as set out in the Environmental Statement, the Revised Comprehensive Planning Brief for the site, and Policies UH4 of the Non Statutory Cherwell Local Plan, H2 of the Oxfordshire Structure Plan 2016 and comply with Policies CC6, CC7 and H5 of the South East Plan 2009.” 

Application 08/0716/OUT- Appeal decision; both the Secretary of State’s decision letter and the Inspector’s report are of significance to this application

8. APPRAISAL

Relevant Background

8.1. An outline application that proposed: “A 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 (as amended by plans and information received 26.06.08).” was granted in 2010 following a major public inquiry (ref 08/00716/OUT).
8.2. The permission with regard to the flying field was implemented but a subsequent second application was submitted for the settlement area. That permission for a new settlement was granted in December 2011 (ref 10/01642/OUT). The permission was in outline so details of layout, scale, appearance, landscaping and access (the reserved matters) have to be submitted within a period of six years. This application seeks reserved matters approval for one part of the site. (It is important to remember therefore that this recommendation includes conditions specifically to this scheme and that broader conditions imposed on the outline permission still need to be complied with, for example on travel, drainage etc. Therefore those conditions are not being repeated.)
8.3. The appeal and subsequent planning decisions have already been taken into account by the Council as part of its Local Plan and the development of former RAF Upper Heyford is seen as the major single location for growth in the District away from Banbury and Bicester. Furthermore, in the CLP 2031 Part 1, additional sites have been allocated for development in and around Heyford under Policy Villages 5. Many of those details are subject of a current application (reference 18/00825/HYBRID) that proposes a new masterplan for Heyford. The principle of this application is considered below but it should be remembered this application seeks approval of reserved matters to the outline permission granted in 2011.
8.4. Extensive discussions have been had earlier in the process of the design codes and the pre app advice on this site about the architectural form and detail of this area.  As the site is located within the RAF Upper Heyford Conservation Area it is critical that the development reinforces and enhances the character of this area. As a result, the application has been revised 5 times during processing. Many of the residential buildings across the wider Heyford site were built in the early 20th century and have a character that can be best described as a simple / pared back Arts and Crafts character and that has been the main theme for the housing south of Camp Road. Here however a more contemporary style is sought to reflect its campus style environment. Greater detail on this can be found in the Design Code.
8.5. Turning to the detail of the application, Officers’ consider the following matters to be relevant to the determination of this application:
· Planning Policy and Principle of Development;

· Impact on Heritage Assets

· Affordable Housing

· Density and Housing Mix 

· Five Year Land Supply

· Landscape Impact;

· Accessibility, Highway Safety and Parking;

· Ecology

Planning Policy and Principle of the Development
8.6. Paragraph 11 of the NPPF makes it clear that there is a presumption in favour of sustainable development and that permission should be granted unless any adverse impact of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against policies in the Framework taken as a whole. There remains a need to undertake a balancing exercise to examine any adverse impacts of a development that would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of it and also the harm that would be caused by a particular scheme in order to see whether it can be justified. In carrying out the balancing exercise it is, therefore, necessary to take into account policies in the development plan as well as those in the Framework. It is also necessary to recognise that Section 38 of the Act continues to require decisions to be made in accordance with the development plan and the Framework highlights the importance of the plan led system as a whole.
8.7. The Development Plan for Cherwell District comprises the saved policies in the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 1996 and the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031. Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 provides that in dealing with applications for planning permission the local planning authority shall have regards to the provisions of the development plan in so far as is material to the application and to any material considerations. Section 38 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that if regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the Planning Acts, the determination shall be made in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. This is also reflected in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) at paragraph 11 which makes it clear that the starting point for decision making is the development plan.
8.8. Policy Villages 5 of the CLP identifies the former military base as a strategic site in the rural area for a new settlement. The land subject of this application is identified within that policy as part of a potential development area. The policy seeks to achieve a settlement of approximately 1600 dwellings in addition to those already approved. The policy also goes on to lay down specific design and place making principles including avoiding development on more sensitive and historically significant sites, retain features that are important for the character and appearance of the site, encourage biodiversity enhancement, environmentally improve areas, integrate the new and existing communities and remove structures that do not make a positive contribution to the site’s special character.
8.9. The plans and supporting documentation demonstrate its conformity with the development plan. The significant elements are:
· Provision of further housing in order to meet the housing target and trajectory 

· Provision of over 30% affordable housing (71%)

· A satisfactory mix of dwellings including smaller units
· Development of a brownfield site

· The environmental improvement of the locality

· A commitment to high quality design and finishes reflective of the approved Heyford design code

· Scale and massing of new buildings to reflect their context

· Integration and connectivity to the surrounding development.
· Preservation of the most significant heritage asset.

· Retention of the main trees

The main issues will be discussed in more detail below but in principle the application is seen to conform to Policy Villages 5.
Impact on Heritage Assets

8.10. This application seeks approval for another phase (phase 4) of development for Bovis Homes. Its location is at the centre of the former Base’s main developed area known as the Technical Site and therefore also at the heart of the Conservation Area. It is located south of the flying field sandwiched between Camp Road, which defines the southern boundary of the technical area, and the southern taxiway of the flying field itself. Access to the Technical Site is via the guarded main entrance off Camp Road. From the Guard Block at the entrance there is a trident of three roads that give access into the application site. The northern boundary of the technical area is defined by an arc of four Type ‘A’ hangers that essentially act as a visual stop to the application site. There was a wide range of building styles, the result of infill building, and in places the structures appear cramped one upon another. However the presence of trees and the use of spaces between buildings for parking (rather than building) gives a more planned appearance in places and a “campus” feel. On the application site those buildings have now largely been demolished.
8.11. It can be seen from the plan below, copied from the Conservation Appraisal, that no heritage assets on the application site were listed or scheduled. However, in the Technical Area but outside the application site are a number of buildings that whilst not listed are of local significance, namely Buildings 74, 52, 100, 103, 125 and 151. Beyond the semi-circulatory road to the west are the scheduled Hardened Telephone Exchange (129) and beyond that, the Battle Command Centre (126). Building 129 is on the other side of the road from parcel B4A but the relationship remains similar in so far as the substantial tree belt on the norther edge of the application site remain and the buildings behind it have a similar juxtaposition to those previously on site.
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8.12. Turning to the guidance to Planning authority’s contained in the Framework and the NPPG on the historic environment, the applicants have assessed the site’s heritage assets and their significance. The applicants have submitted supporting documentation to assess the heritage assets affected by this application. They list those identified above and point out they are not on the site and further separated by distance, verges, trees, etc. This physical separation is also extended by a landscape character and functional separation as set out in the 2006 Character Assessment. They conclude that the setting changes but their individual or collective heritage, historic or functional value remains.
8.13. The assessment of the site in its broader context and impact on the Conservation Area also goes back to the 2006 Landscape Assessment which considered the area to be of low significance, a view reinforced by the Environmental Statements submitted with the two outline applications approved at appeal in 2010 and subsequently consented in 2011. The main elements of significance are the road layout and its reinforcement by strong avenues of trees. These are maintained and reinforced by this scheme therefore preserving and enhancing the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. It is concluded the proposal complies with the parameters of the outline permission, the relevant details of the Design Code and the policies of the development plan relating to the historic environment.
8.14. Para 192 (formerly 131) of the Framework advises: “In determining planning applications, local planning authorities should take account of:
· the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;
· the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and
· the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness.

8.15. Para 193 and 194 (formerly para 132) goes on to advise: “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. Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss of a grade II listed building, park or garden should be exceptional. Substantial harm to or loss of designated heritage assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments, protected wreck sites, battlefields, grade I and II* listed buildings, grade I and II* registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be wholly exceptional.”
8.16. These views have already been tested once at appeal albeit under a slightly different scenario. And by the Council when it drew up development guidelines for the former base. In both cases it was considered that it is not only the built form that contributes to the special character of the conservation area, but the significant spaces and the relationships of buildings that frame them. These often functional relationships also assist with an understanding of how the air base worked. The retention of such spaces not only retains a link with the past, it will assist with creating a legible place and one with a sense of distinctiveness. These key spaces have been retained and incorporated into the master plan for the new settlement including the trident road layout that forms the basis of the layout of the technical core fanning out from the main entrance.
8.17. This road layout was the mainstay of Sir Hugh Trenchard’s plan for the development of the site in the 1920s. It reinforces the importance of the Guard House and Station Offices, provides an instantly legible movement pattern amidst a disparate collection of buildings, enjoys substantial avenue tree planting within a campus style layout and was considered to be easy to integrate into the new settlement. These main assets are retained and enhanced in the current scheme and it is the spaces in between that were seen as suitable for development, none of the remaining physical structures being so significant to be worthy of retention.
8.18. Furthermore, under para 195 (formerly para 133) of the Framework, the Authority also has to consider if there is substantial harm or loss of an asset whether “substantial public benefits are achieved,  the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site; and no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term through appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation; and conservation by grant-funding or some form of charitable or public ownership is demonstrably not possible; and the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back into use.” In this case the applicants have not been asked to look at alternative uses for the buildings as their loss is not considered to cause significant harm. It is also considered the development of housing at Heyford provides substantial public benefit both in terms of securing optimum viable use, of the site, meeting the five year housing land supply and the provision of affordable accommodation.
8.19. The Framework goes on to say a balanced judgement will be required by the Planning Authority having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of heritage assets and in this case Officers have concluded that what is proposed provides an opportunity for an appropriate level of for new development that overall makes a positive contribution to preserve and enhance the character of and within the Conservation Area and does not cause harm to any individual asset listed on site.
Design, Layout and Appearance
8.20. The site is within Character Area CA3 of the design code which is the Trident housing area. The architect’s use of the Design Code as a guiding tool can be seen by the buildings being set in the established landscape at 45/90 degree alignment in regular blocks.
8.21. The radiating street pattern is probably the most important heritage characteristic and this has been preserved with the development parcels created in between. Access to them is obtained from existing points of entry or where are there gaps in the tree line. Vehicular access on to the central spine is restricted and it is designed to be primarily a foot/cycle way.
8.22. None of the buildings on the site were considered worthy of retention at the lead appeal and consent for their demolition was granted and has subsequently been renewed. One main building in Trident has been retained (although outside the redline site area), Building 133, but not for heritage reasons, rather for its commercial use.
8.23. Extensive work and discussions have been had with the developer to establish a layout and architectural vocabulary for the site which will reinforce and enhance its heritage value. In terms of design, the Council’s Design Consultant has secured substantial revisions in the architectural styles proposed here both prior to and during the processing of the application and changes have been made at the behest of the Conservation Officer and English Heritage including amending the scheme where already revised to further “fine tune” the layout. For example on parcel B4B, to meet the concern expressed by Historic England and shared by the Conservation Officer, the applicant has rotated the layout of the development to fit in with the alignment of the surrounding A frame hangars. These are described in the conservation area appraisal ‘The Technical Site is bounded by an arc of four, large 1930s aeroplane sheds that form a backdrop to the area and close off the view into the flying field’ and the change in layout will assist with retaining the formal character of the Trident area and ensure that the new development sits more comfortably with the surrounding area.
8.24. The building form is very much of blocks set in groups behind the tree lines and amongst a green landscape. The design code required this area to be of predominantly taller buildings, taller than other character areas, and to reflect the style of the surrounding hangers or scale of the former barracks. Apartments and terraces were to predominate and no terrace was to be less than 4 houses in a row. A higher density was also expected. The Design Code required a more contemporary form of design and of a scale to reflect in particular the hangers surrounding the site. The buildings, both houses and flats, are set out in blocks, back from the road and at 45/90 degree to achieve the campus feel required by earlier design guides and the Code. The buildings have been described in section 2. They are required to be contemporarily detailed, of clean lines and simple details. It is considered the architect has complied with his brief. The Officers conclude that what is proposed conforms to CLP 2031 Part 1 policies Villages 5 and ESD 15, and CLP96 policies C28 and C30 as well as the Design Code
Affordable Housing
8.25. On this site it was always expected a significant element of social housing would be provided and in this case it is 71% as set out in para 2.2. They are suitably integrated into the site layout and designed to reflect the market housing.
8.26. Policy BSC 3 sets out the requirement for Affordable Housing. However, Heyford has its own requirement under Policy Villages 5, 30%, which is to be secured on a site wide basis. The Council have secured through an earlier s106 agreement a strategy for the provision of Affordable Housing. Furthermore, a further agreement is being negotiated under terms being drawn up for the provision of the 1600 dwellings required under Policy Villages 5. 
Density and Housing Mix

8.27. Policy BSC2 requires re-use of previously developed land with which this proposal clearly complies. It expects development to be at a density of 30 dwellings per hectare unless there are justifiable reasons for a lower density. Taking the site area as a whole the density is over 60 dwellings per hectare. This may even  have been higher but the site includes a disproportionate amount of highway within the red line application site and it retains trees and large areas of open space as part of their setting. Furthermore, the site is within a conservation area and special attention has to be paid to “the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness.” (NPPF-para 131) In this case the proposed development is reflecting the character in this location, at a higher density avoiding harm. It is therefore, in this case, compliant with the NPPF and the design and conservation policies of the Council
8.28. Policy BSC4 sets out the suggested mix of homes based on requirements of the Strategic Market Housing Assessment for Oxfordshire (SHMA 2014). Again, this site is one more phase of development of a much bigger development site. The Council are securing a much greater proportion of smaller units here than elsewhere on Heyford. Indeed, the adjacent housing sites supply a greater percentage of 2 or 3 bedroomed dwellings so overall there is an acceptable balance and mix in the wider but surrounding area.
Five year land supply
8.29. The latest housing figures for Cherwell District Council have shown it has exceeded its five year land supply and can robustly defend against speculative development. The figures showed that over three consecutive years Cherwell has continued to exceed its five year land supply due to an increase in housing construction and can now demonstrate a 5.1 year supply for 2014-2019; a 5.3 year supply for 2015-2020 and a 5.6 year supply for 2016-2021.
8.30. The Cherwell Local Plan outlines the preferred sites for 22,840 homes and 200 hectares of employment land between 2011-2031. Figures from the annual monitoring report showed 2,052 homes had been completed between 2011 and 2015, of which 946 were built during the 2014/2015. Of those completed over the past financial year, 44 per cent were built on previously developed land and 191 were marketed as affordable, including 22 self-build homes. It is expected that between 2015 and 2020, 9,034 new homes will be built and by 31 March 2021, 12,824 homes will have been built across the district over a ten year period. This equates to an approximate average of 1,282 homes per annum which exceeds the annual requirement of the adopted Local Plan 2011-2031 of 1,142 per annum.
8.31. Heyford is seen as a strategic development site by the Local Plan and was envisioned as a point of growth when the policy was drawn up. 1600 dwellings and 1500 jobs are proposed there under Policy Villages 5. This site is part of the land allocated for development in the relevant policy. In the last year 166 dwellings were constructed at Heyford making it one of the three main delivery sites for Cherwell. The Council have signed a statement of common ground with the developer and applicant committing to the expeditious implementation of the policy.
Landscape Impact

8.32. The landscape setting is an important part of the character of Heyford. The existing roads are lined with verges and mature trees which are retained within and supplemented by additional planting. This character is extended into the new streets by tree planting in strategic positions and by blocks of development being slotted into the landscaped areas. The open space is retained around the trees to enhance the visual environment and in addition for use as amenity area.
8.33. The applicant has set up a management company responsible for maintenance of the landscaping at Heyford Park. This keeps control of some of the hedging and trees in the public domain. It is concluded that what is provided is therefore an environmental enhancement in compliance with Policy Villages 5.
Traffic, Access and Parking

8.34. The access to Camp Road is via the existing highway network. It diverges slightly from the hierarchy set out in the Design Code by creating a cycle/footpath route along the main spine of Trident. It is a short distance from Camp Road so will benefit from being adjacent to that primary route for the bus service. It (parcel B4A) is adjacent the proposed village centre, school and other services are reasonably close and therefore this part of the development site is an accessible and sustainable one as required by Policy Villages 5. The layout and level of parking has been revised. Provision now reflects the standard set out in the Design Code. The parking for the flats is in shared areas and integrated into the public realm. Cycle parking is provided in stores for the flats and sheds for the houses.
8.35. The Highway Authority concern of the layout, density of development and quantity of parking has been overcome. Their recommendation is to not object subject to the use of conditions.
Ecology

8.36. The NPPF – Conserving and Enhancing the Natural Environment, requires at paragraph 109, that, ‘the planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, contributing to the overall decline in biodiversity, including establishing coherent ecological works that are more resilient to current and future pressures.
8.37. Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Communities Act 2006 (NERC 2006) states that every public authority must in exercising its functions, have regard to the purpose of conserving (including restoring/enhancing) biodiversity and: ‘local Planning Authorities must also have regard to the requirements of the EC Habitats Directive when determining an application where European Protected Species are affected, as prescribed in Regulation 9(5) of the Conservation Regulations 2010, which states that a ‘competent authority’ in exercising their functions, must have regard to the requirement of the Habitats Directive within the whole territory of the Member States to prohibit the deterioration or destruction of their breeding sites or resting places’.
8.38. Under Regulation 41 of the conservation Regulations 2010 it is a criminal offence to damage or destroy a breeding site or resting place, but under Regulation 53 of the Conservation Regulations 2010, licenses from Natural England for certain purposes can be granted to allow otherwise unlawful activities to proceed when offences are likely to be committed, but only if 3 strict derogation tests are met:-
1.
is the development needed for public health or public safety or other imperative reasons of overriding public interest including those of a social or economic nature (development)

2.
there is a satisfactory alternative

3.
is there adequate mitigation being provided to maintain the favourable conservation status of the population of the species
8.39. Therefore where planning permission is required and protected species are likely to be found present at the site, or surrounding area, Regulation 53 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 provides that Local Planning Authorities must have regard to the requirements of the Habitats Directive as far as they may be affected by the exercise of those functions and also the derogation requirements might be met.
8.40. The Council’s ecologist recommends a mitigation package that would see provision of bird and bat boxes through the site and this is subject of a condition.
Engagement
8.41. With regard to the duty set out in paragraphs 186 and 187 of the Framework, problems or issues that have arisen during the application have been largely resolved. It is considered that the duty to be positive and proactive has been discharged through the efficient and timely determination of the application, the pre-application engagement that preceded it and the dialogue that continued following submission. It does need to be recorded that the applicant has followed our normal procedures and protocols and engaged in pre-application discussions.

9. PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSION

9.1. The NPPF states that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. Paragraphs 7and 8 require that the three dimensions to sustainable development (economic, social and environmental) are not undertaken in isolation, but are sought jointly and simultaneously.
9.2. It is considered this scheme will form an area of a distinct character appropriate to its setting and surroundings and that reflects the policies of the Development Plan and guidance contained in the Design Code. The buildings are of a scale and have a variety of designs reflecting a contemporary style that is reflective of the character of Heyford. Taken together they form an appropriate form of development. They provide a decent standard of amenity inside and outside the properties. It is recommended that planning permission is granted

	10. RECOMMENDATION
That permission is granted, subject to the following conditions:
1 Except where otherwise stipulated by condition, the application shall be carried out strictly in accordance with the following documents: Application forms, Flood Risk assessment Compliance, Tree Data Schedule and Survey, Design Statement, Planning Statement, Affordable Housing Statement and the following drawings:

· Heyford Park - Trident Site Layout Parcel B4B
B.0285 103 REV: F

· Heyford Park - B4A/B4B Trident Materials Plan

B.0285 105E

· 'Heyford Park - B4A/B4B Trident Parking Strategy'
B.0285 110 REV: A

· 'Heyford Park - Trident Parcel B4A/B4B – Bin Store Vl'
B.0285_111 SHEET-NO: 1 REV:

· 'Heyford Park - Trident Parcel B4A/B4B – Bin Store V2'
B.0285_11 l SHEET NO: 2 REV:

· 'Heyford Park - B4A/B4B Trident Site Location Plan'

B.0285 113

· 'Heyford Park - Trident Parcel B4A/B4B - Street Scenes'
B.0285_116 SHEET NO: REV: A

· 'Heyford Park - B4A/B4B Highways Plan'


B.0285 117 REV A

· 'Heyford Park - Trident Site Layout Parcel B4A'

B.0285_ 47 REV: L

· 'Trident Parcel B4A/B4B - P1385 Floor Plans & Elevations'
B.0285_99 SHEET NO: 1 REV: H

· 'Trident Parcel B4A/B4B - P1385 (Pitched Rood) V2 Floor Plans & Elevations'
B.0285_99 SHEET NO: 2 REV: H

· 'Trident Parcel B4A/B4B - P1385 (Corner Turn) V3 Plans & Elevations'
B.0285_99 SHEET NO: 3 REV: J

· 'Trident Parcel B4A/B4B - S461 Plans & Elevations (Affordable)'

B.0285_99 SHEET NO: 4 REV H

· 'Trident Parcel B4A/B4B Elevations (Affordable)'351 Plans & Elevations (Affordable)'
B.0285_99 SHEET NO: 5 REV H

· 'Trident Parcel B4A/B4B Elevations (Affordable) S344 Plans & Elevations (Affordable)'
B.0285_99 SHEET NO: 6 REV H

· 'Heyford Park - Trident Parcel B4A/B4B – Type A Apartment Plans & Elevations (Affordable)'
8.0285_99 SHEET  NO: 7 REV: H

· 'Heyford Park - Trident Parcel B4A/B4B – Type 8 Apartment Plans & Elevations (Affordable)'
8.0285_99 SHEET NO: 8 REV: H

· 'Heyford Park - Trident Parcel B4A/B4B – Type A (V2) Apartment Plans & Elevations (Affordable)'
8.0285_99 SHEET NO: 9 REVH

· 'Heyford Park - Trident Parcel B4A/B4B - Street Scenes'
B.0285_99 SHEET NO: 16 REV: G

· 'Heyford Park - Trident Parcel B4A/B4B -Street Scenes'
B.0285_99 SHEET NO: 17 REV: G

· 'Heyford Park - Trident Parcel B4A/B4B - Street Scenes'
B.0285_99 SHEET NO: 20 REV: G

· 'Heyford Park - Trident Site Layouts' 


B.0285_114 REV: A

· 'Detailed Soft On-plot Landscape Proposals Heyford Park, Parcel B4A


B.0285_119 SHEET NO:_ REV: B

· ''Detailed Soft On-plot Landscape Proposals
 Heyford Park, Parcel B4B' 


B.0285_120 SHEET NO:_ REV: B

· 'Hard Landscape Proposals Heyford Park, Parcel B4A'
B.0285_121 SHEET NO:_ REV:

· 'Hard Landscape Proposals Heyford Park, Parcel B4B
B.0285_122 SHEET NO:_ REV:

· 'Typical Tree Pit Details'

B.0285_123 SHEET NO:_ REV:A

· 'Heyford Park: Phase 84A/848 – Enclosure Details'
B.0285 124

· 'Heyford Park - Trident Sub-Station'

B.0285_125 SHEET NO: Rev:


Reason - For the avoidance of doubt, to ensure that the development is carried out only as approved by the Local Planning Authority and to comply with Government guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework.

 2
Notwithstanding the details shown on drawing B 0285-105F, prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved, samples of the facing and roofing materials, including all types of cladding, and paviors to be used in the construction of the development shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter the development shall be carried out in accordance with the samples so approved.


Reason - To ensure the satisfactory appearance of the completed development and to comply with Policy C28 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan and Government guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework.

 3
Prior to the commencement of the development, full design details of doors, windows, balconies and meter cupboards shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter, the development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.


Reason - To ensure that the completed development is in keeping with and conserves the special character of the existing historic building and to comply with Policy C18 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan and Government guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework.

 4
That, notwithstanding the provisions of Class A of Part 2, Schedule 2 of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 2015 and its subsequent amendments, no gate, fence, wall or other means of enclosure shall be erected, constructed or placed between the dwellings and the highway without the prior express planning consent of the Local Planning Authority.


Reason - In order to retain the open character of the development and area in accordance with Policy C28 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan

 5
All planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the approved details of landscaping shall be carried out in accordance with BS 4428:1989 Code of Practice for general landscape operations (excluding hard surfaces), or the most up to date and current British Standard, in the first planting and seeding seasons following the occupation of the building(s) or on the completion of the development, whichever is the sooner. Any trees, herbaceous planting and shrubs which, within a period of five years from the completion of the development die, are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased shall be replaced in the current/next planting season with others of similar size and species.


Reason - In the interests of the visual amenities of the area, to ensure the creation of a pleasant environment for the development and to comply with Policy C28 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan and Government guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework.

 6
Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved, and notwithstanding the submitted details, full details, locations, specifications and construction methods for all tree root barriers to include specifications for the dimensions of the pit, suitable irrigation and support systems and an appropriate method of mulching, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter, the development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details and specifications.


Reason - In the interests of the visual amenities of the area, to ensure the creation of a pleasant environment for the development and to comply with Policy C28 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan and Government guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework.

 7
Prior to the occupation of any dwelling hereby approved, and notwithstanding the submitted details, a revised scheme for the Local Area of Play shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter the development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 


Reason - To ensure a satisfactory form of development and to comply with Policy BSC 10 and BSC 11 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan and Government guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework.

 8
That all enclosures along all boundaries of the site shall be as shown on the approved plans and such means of enclosure shall be erected prior to the occupation of any dwelling.

Reason - To ensure the satisfactory appearance of the completed development, to safeguard the privacy of the occupants of the existing and proposed dwellings and to comply with Policies C28 and C30 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan.

 9
Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved, full details of the access vision splays, including layout and construction shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter, and prior to the first occupation of the [insert] the vision splays shall be constructed in accordance with the approved details and the land and vegetation within the vision splays shall not be raised or allowed to grow above a maximum height of [ . . m] above carriageway level.


Reason - In the interests of highway safety and to comply with Government guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework

10
Prior to the first occupation of any of the dwellings hereby approved, all of the estate roads, footpaths (except for the final surfacing thereof) and parking shall be laid out, constructed, lit and drained in accordance with Oxfordshire County Council's 'Conditions and Specifications for the Construction of Roads' and its subsequent amendments.


Reason: In the interests of highway safety, to ensure a satisfactory standard of construction and layout for the development and to comply with Government guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework.

11
Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved, full specification details of the vehicular accesses, driveways and turning areas to serve the dwellings, which shall include construction, layout, surfacing and drainage, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter and prior to the first occupation of any of the dwellings, the access, driveways and turning areas shall be constructed in accordance with the approved details.


Reason - In the interests of highway safety, to ensure a satisfactory standard of construction and layout for the development and to comply with Government guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework.

12
Prior to the commencement of the development hereby approved, full specification details (including construction, layout, surfacing and drainage) of the parking and manoeuvring areas shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter, and prior to the first occupation of the development, the parking and manoeuvring areas shall be provided on the site in accordance with the approved details and shall be retained unobstructed except for the parking and manoeuvring of vehicles at all times thereafter.


Reason - In the interests of highway safety and to comply with Government guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework

13
The development permitted by this planning permission shall be carried out in accordance with the approved Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) (October 2010 / Ref C11234 ES 001 / Waterman) and the Flood Risk Assessment Compliance Report (April 2017 / 16871/B4 / Woods Hardwick) and the following mitigation measures detailed within the FRA and associated FRA compliance report. 


o Limiting the surface water run-off generated by the 1 in 100 year critical storm so that it will not exceed the run-off from the undeveloped site and not increase the risk of flooding off-site.(Paragraph 3.2 of the FRA). 


o Attenuation by use of underground storage tanks and permeable paving - (Paragraph 3.11 and 4.6 of the FRA) and shown on drainage strategy drawings (April 2017 / HEYF-5-695 and HEYF-5-696 / Woods Hardwick). 


o Provision of a SuDS Management and Maintenance Plan to the proposed maintenance company for the development - (Paragraph 4.9 of the FRA Compliance Report). 


The mitigation measures shall be fully implemented prior to occupation and subsequently in accordance with the timing / phasing arrangements embodied within the scheme, or within any other period as may subsequently be agreed, in writing, by the local planning authority. 


Reason - To protect the development and its occupants from the increased risk of flooding and in order to comply with Government guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework.

14
If, during development, contamination not previously identified is found to be present at the site then no further development (unless otherwise agreed in writing with the local planning authority) shall be carried out until the developer has submitted a remediation strategy to the local planning authority detailing how this unsuspected contamination shall be dealt with and obtained written approval from the local planning authority. The remediation strategy shall be implemented as approved.


Reason National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 109 states that the planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of water pollution. Government policy also states that planning policies and decisions should ensure that adequate site investigation information, prepared by a competent person, is presented (NPPF, paragraph 121).

15
Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby approved, a Landscape and Ecology Management Plan (LEMP) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter, the LEMP shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 


Reason -To protect habitats of importance to biodiversity conservation from any loss or damage in accordance with Policy C2 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan and Government guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework.

16
Prior to the commencement of any phase of the development hereby approved, full details of a scheme for the location of swift bricks, bat, bird, owl and invertebrate boxes on that phase of development shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter and prior to the occupation of any building [on that phase of the development], the bat, bird, owl and invertebrate boxes shall be installed on the site in accordance with the approved details. 


Reason -To protect habitats of importance to biodiversity conservation from any loss or damage in accordance with Policy C2 of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan and Government guidance contained within the National Planning Policy Framework.






  PLANNING NOTES
 1
Attention is drawn to a Legal Agreement related to this development or land which has been made pursuant to Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, Sections 111 and 139 of the Local Government Act 1972 and/or other enabling powers.

 2
Attention is drawn to the conditions imposed on the "outline" permission reference 10/01642/OUT granted on 23rd December 2011; which should be read together with this approval.  Any outstanding requirement of the conditions to submit details for approval by the Local Planning Authority should be particularly noted.

 3
The applicant's and/or the developer's attention is drawn to the requirements of the Control of Pollution Act 1974, the Environmental Protection Act 1990 and the Clean Air Act 1993, which relate to the control of any nuisance arising from construction sites.  The applicant/developer is encouraged to undertake the proposed building operations in such a manner as to avoid causing any undue nuisance or disturbance to neighbouring residents.  Under Section 61 of the Control of Pollution Act 1974, contractors may apply to the Council for 'prior consent' to carry out works, which would establish hours of operation, noise levels and methods of working.  Please contact the Council's Anti-Social Behaviour Manager on 01295 221623 for further advice on this matter.

 4
Your attention is drawn to the need to have regard to the requirements of UK and European legislation relating to the protection of certain wild plants and animals.  Approval under that legislation will be required and a licence may be necessary if protected species or habitats are affected by the development.  If protected species are discovered you must be aware that to proceed with the development without seeking advice from Natural England could result in prosecution.  For further information or to obtain approval contact Natural England on 0300 060 2501.

 5
The Advance Payments Code (APC), Sections 219 -225 of the Highways Act, is in force in the county to ensure financial security from the developer to off-set the frontage owners' liability for private street works, typically in the form of a cash deposit or bond. Should a developer wish for a street or estate to remain private then to secure exemption from the APC procedure a 'Private Road Agreement' must be entered into with the County Council to protect the interests of prospective frontage owners. Alternatively the developer may wish to consider adoption of the estate road under Section 38 of the Highways Act.


Prior to commencement of development, a separate consent must be obtained from OCC Road Agreements Team for any highway works under S278 of the Highway Act. Contact: 01865 815700; RoadAgreements@oxfordshire.gov.uk.


Fire and Rescue Service recommends that new dwellings should be constructed with sprinkler systems

STATEMENT OF ENGAGEMENT

In accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 (as amended) and paragraph 38 of the National Planning Policy Framework, the Council has worked positively and proactively to determine this application within the agreed timescales, having worked with the applicant/agent where necessary and possible within the scope of the application (as set on in the case officer’s report) to resolve any concerns that have arisen, in the interests of achieving more appropriate and sustainable development proposals. Consent has been granted accordingly.

The case officer’s report and recommendation in respect of this application provides a detailed assessment of the merits of the application when considered against current planning policy and guidance, including consideration of the issues raised by the comments received from consultees and members of the public. This report is available to view online at: http://www.cherwell.gov.uk/viewplanningapp.
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