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Executive Summary

The principle of residential development on this site is considered to be
acceptable, as is the removal of the existing building, which is not locally or
nationally listed, nor is it located within a Conservation Area.

The proposed development would be unacceptably bulky, resulting in an
overbearing and over-dominant relationship towards the neighbouring 2'%-storey
dwelling, 6 Grassington Road.

The proposed car parking area would result in the unacceptable erosion of
green space to the rear of the site, detracting from the verdant nature of the
surrounding area and introducing a more intensive use that would cause undue
disturbance towards neighbouring residents, leading to a loss of residential
amenity.

The proposed development would fail to deliver wider infrastructure needs in
terms of affordable housing in accordance with the Councils adopted policy.

Relevant Planning Policies

Revised National Planning Policy Framework (2019)

2. Achieving sustainable development

4. Decision-making

5. Delivering a sufficient supply of homes
8. Promoting healthy and safe communities
9. Promoting sustainable transport

11. Making effective use of land

12. Achieving well-designed places

Eastbourne Core Strateqy 2013

B1 Spatial Development Strategy and Distribution
B2 Creating Sustainable Neighbourhoods

C11 Meads Neighbourhood Policy

D5 Housing

D7 Community, Sport and Health

D10 Historic Environment

D10a Design

Eastbourne Borough Plan Saved Policies 2007

NE28 Environmental Amenity

UHT1 Design of New Development

UHT4 Visual Amenity

UHTS5 Protecting Walls/Landscape Features

UHT7 Landscaping

UHT16 Protection of Areas of High Townscape Value
US4 Flood Protection and Surface Water Disposal
HO2 Predominantly Residential Areas
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HO7 Redevelopment
HO20 Residential Amenity
TR2 Travel Demands
TR11 Car Parking

Site Description

The site is occupied by a detached two-storey red/brown brick which is set back
from the street, with a lawned area to the front. No significant alterations or
additions have been made to the existing building. The site is enclosed by a flint
and brick wall which is approximately 1.5 metres height on the site frontage,
stepping up to approximately 2 metres to the side and rear boundaries. There is
a detached flat roof garage to the northern side of the dwelling, accessed via a
dropped kerb crossover on Grassington Road. To the rear of the site is a large
lawn area, a small outbuilding is positioned approximately midway down the
lawn, adjacent to the northern site boundary.

The site is located on a residential road that is characterised by large,
prominently positioned detached and semi-detached properties, which are set
back from the street. Original buildings are occasionally interspersed with more
modern purpose built flats. A significant number of the original dwellings have
also been subdivided and/or extended for use as flats. This includes the
neighbouring property to the north, Saffrons Mead. Building heights vary
between two and five storeys.

The site is directly opposite Grange Gardens, a relatively large open green
space that is enclosed by walls and bordered by mature trees. There is a
verdant nature to the wider street scene due to the presence of mature street
trees which augment with landscaping within front garden areas of the properties
on the road.

The site is directly opposite Grange Gardens, a relatively large open green
space that is enclosed by walls and bordered by mature trees. There is a
verdant nature to the wider street scene due to the presence of mature street
trees which augment with landscaping within front garden areas of the properties
on the road.

The buildings to the north and south of the open space, on Grange Road and
Grange Gardens, fall within the College Conservation Area. The site itself is not
within the Conservation Area but does fall within an area of high townscape
value. There are no other specific planning designations attached to the site.
Relevant Planning History

No site specific planning history.

Proposed development

The proposed development involves the demolition of the existing dwelling and

replacement with a five-storey block of flats which would accommodate 16
separate residential units (14 x 2 bedroom, 2 x 3 bedroom). The fourth floor of
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the building would be formed within the roof space. The building would be set
back a similar distance from the highway as the existing dwelling is but would
project further towards the rear of the site. It would occupy close to the full width
of the plot, being stepped in by approximately 1 metre on either side.

The proposed building would have a hipped roof with twin gable ends to both the
front and rear elevations. There would be a projecting four-storey flat roof
element to the front and rear elevations which would be stepped further in from
the side boundaries of the site. The proposed building would be approximately
16 metres to roof ridge height, with the eaves at approximately 10.75 metres. At
building would be approximately 20 metres at its widest point and approximately
18.9 metres in depth.

The proposed development would be served by a total of 16 x car parking bays
which would be positioned to the rear of the building. Access would be provided
via a dropped kerb crossover on Grassington Road, with vehicles passing
through a ground floor level archway, beneath the upper floors of the building, to
reach the car parking area. A cycle store would also be provided in this area
along with a landscaped area for amenity use. A bin store area would be
provided to the front of the building, adjacent to the northern site boundary.

The two 3 bedroom flats, which are to be positioned on the fourth floor, would
have balconies to the front and rear. Upper floor flats with openings facing
towards the street would have rooms served by ‘Juliet’ balconies.

Consultations

Meads Community Association:

Glebe Cottage is a detached four bedroom house with a good sized garden laid
to lawn opposite an open space Grange Gardens. Next door are 2 semi-
detached houses with other similar houses along Grassington Road. There is a
block of apartments the other side. 2 Saffrons Mead which was constructed in
1987/8 following the sale and demolition of a larger property belonging to
Eastbourne College, Pennell House.

The developers are using the Saffrons Mead development as reason to promote
the development of Glebe Cottage. We consider that such large scale
development as proposed is now out of keeping with the layout and environment
of Meads which has been largely accepted by the Planning Committee in their
rejection of similar developments. Our objections are as follows:

The development proposed is excessive and inappropriate as the site is too
small to accommodate a block of 16 apartments plus 16 parking spaces in what
is currently the rear garden.

Adjoining properties on both sides will suffer from loss of light and
overshadowing.

The north wall of the proposed new block is just one metre from the boundary of
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the 4 Grassington Road site and four metres from the wall and windows of the
flats on the south side of the adjacent Saffrons Mead block (2 Grassington
Road). The site plan with the application suggests that the rear wall of the
proposed block will be at least 2 metres further back than the rear walls of the
adjoining properties.

The rear lawned garden would disappear to be replaced with concrete hard
standing for resident’s vehicles. The plan makes no provision for visitor parking,
or residents who own more than one car. Parking is at a premium at all times in
Grassington Road being close to the town centre and the development would
add to that pressure.

The development site’s location is likely to be within the extension to the
Eastbourne College Conservation Area recommended in the recent consultant’s
report due for consideration imminently by the Council’s Planning Committee.
This area of Meads is also designated as an “area of high townscape value’.

The development proposed will not add to the stock of “aspirational homes” (i.e.
homes for young families) in the Meads. 14 two bedroom flats with 2, 3 bedroom
flats with the garden used as a carpark will not fulfil this objective.

Therefore for the above reasons the MCA hopes that this development will be
rejected. In the Planning Officers presentation to the Planning Committee we

would request that along with the plans from the developers you will show the
attached photo of the former Pennell House replaced by Saffrons Mead.

The Eastbourne Society:

My objection relates to the overpowering effect and oppressive height and scale
of the property will make on that part of Grassington road. Its immediate left-
hand neighbours are no more than three-storeys in height and its right hand
neighbour - Saffrons Mead — built in recent years, is an overpowering five-storey
block of flats that already dominates the street scene. The proposed property
also leaves little space between these properties.

Glebe Cottage is situated on a highly prominent site directly facing Grange
Gardens, which is owned and managed by the Duke of Devonshire’s Compton
Estate Office for the benefit of Grange Gardens residents. Extraordinarily large
evergreen trees border these gardens opposite the property, already giving a
large amount of shading to Grassington Road, and the proposed five storey
property will create an additionally large amount of shading and oppressiveness
at the very same spot.

Although Glebe Cottage does not have any particular historic architectural style,
having been built in the 1950°s/60’s, it is still an attractive two-storey house that
blends well in the street scene. However, if the site is to be redeveloped | would
not object to a structure of up to three storeys in height.

Neighbour Representations

Letters of objection have been received from 22 separate addresses. Issues



8.1

8.1.1

raised are summarised below:-

e Overall height of the building is excessive and it is too close to site

boundaries;

Will cause loss of light and loss of privacy;

Balconies will cause overlooking;

Parking area will cause noise and pollution;

Insufficient amount of parking spaces;

Overdevelopment of site;

Existing drainage system will not be able to cope;

Loss of green space;

Smaller, family orientated units are needed;

Falls within the proposed extension of the College Conservation Area;

No disabled parking or electric vehicle charging points;

No details of sustainable energy measures included;

Removal of boundary trees would result in loss of privacy at Redman

King House as well as noise and pollution from car park;

Restricted emergency service access to rear and sides of development;

Will subject surrounding properties to stronger winds;

Would result in loss of 4-bedroom family home;

Will set a dangerous recedent if allowed;

Will cause light pollution;

The site access may be unsafe;

Will not add to the stock of affordable housing for young families in the

Meads area;

e Saffrons Mead replaced a larger building and is on a corner plot. This is
not true of the proposed development;

e Building design and materials are not appropriate for the area;

e Would negatively impact on 6 Grassington Road which is considered to
be a building of high historical integrity in the appraisal for the proposed
expansion of College Conservation Area;

Appraisal

Principle:

The site is located within the built-up area, where the principle of residential
development is acceptable. The site also falls within an area identified as
predominantly residential within the Eastbourne Borough Plan. The
redevelopment of sites in predominantly residential areas is encouraged by
Policy HOZ2 of the Borough Plan.

Para. 11 of the revised NPPF (2018) states that decision taking should be based
on the approval of development plan proposals that accord with an up-to-date
development plan without delay.

Where the policies that are most important for determining the application are
out of date, which includes, for applications involving the provision of housing,
situations where the local authority cannot demonstrate a five year supply of
deliverable housing sites, permission should be granted unless any adverse
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impacts would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when
assessed against the Policies in the NPPF as a whole. Currently, Eastbourne is
only able to demonstrate a 1.57 year supply of land (as of October 2018). This
proposal, for 6 additional units, would make a contribution towards increasing
the number of year’s supply of housing land.

Para. 122 of the Revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states
that planning decisions should support development that makes efficient use of
land. This is caveated by section (d) of the paragraph which instructs decision to
take into account ‘the desirability of maintaining an area’s prevailing character
and setting (including residential gardens), or of promoting regeneration and
change.

Para. 123 instructs local planning authorities to seek optimal use of land in terms
of residential density, particularly where there is a shortage in housing land
supply. Para. 118 (e) identifies extensions into airspace above existing
residential premises as a means to achieve this, where the development would
be consistent with the prevailing street scene.

Para. 127 refers to potential impacts on character and remarks that development
should be ‘sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding
built environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging
appropriate innovation or change (such as increased densities)” and that
development should also create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible
and which promote health and well-being, with a high standard of amenity for
existing and future users.

The scheme would therefore need to satisfy all other relevant local planning
policies, which reflect NPPF requirements for good design and protection of
visual and residential amenities (Chapter 12), community needs and social
interaction (Chapter 8), highway impacts (Chapter 9). This will be assessed in
the main body of this report.

Affordable Housing:

Para. 62 states that where a need for affordable housing is identified, planning
policies should specify the type of affordable housing required, and expect it to
be met on-site unless:

a) off-site provision or an appropriate financial contribution in lieu can be
robustly justified; and

b) the agreed approach contributes to the objective of creating mixed and
balanced communities.

Policy D5 of the Eastbourne Core Strategy reflects this national position by
stating that “all development will be required to contribute towards affordable
housing where there is a resultant net gain of 10 or more residential units (C3
Use Class).’

The adopted Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document, which
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provides a companion to Policy D5, states that, in circumstances of negative
viability, the applicant should follow a hierarchy of alternative ways to provide
affordable housing, in the following order:-

i. The Council’s on-site preferred mix;

ii. An on-site alternative mix to be agreed upon by the Council and the
relevant developer(s);

ii. A level of affordable housing on-site which is less than the specified
threshold;

iv. Serviced plots onsite;

v. Service plots offsite;

vi. Transfer of land;

vii. A commuted sum.

Meads is designated by the affordable housing SPD as a high value area. As
such, 40% of the development should be provided as affordable housing. This
equates to 6.4 units for the proposed scheme. The provision of 6 units, with an
additional commuted sum towards 0.4 units, is therefore expected.

The applicant has stated that it would not be feasible to provide affordable
housing units within the proposed building due to the number of flats that would
be required and the way they would be distributed over different floors of the
building. The contention is that this arrangement would not be supported by
registered providers due to the need to provide separate access to these units.

The fact that the development of a significant amount of small units in a
prominent location in a high value area with no requirements for CIL
contributions cannot provide a greater contribution towards affordable housing is
problematic and suggests that either the cost of purchasing the land is
unrealistically high or that efficiencies should be incorporated into the
development in order to ensure that a suitable level of affordable housing is
deliverable. The reason given for not providing affordable units within the
development is also not satisfactory as no evidence has been provided to
support the assertion that registered providers would not take on the units.

It is therefore considered that, irrespective of the conclusions drawn in the
accompanying FVA, the failure to deliver the expected contribution towards
affordable housing as part of the development is unacceptable.

Loss of Existing Building:

Whilst of pleasant appearance, the existing building, which is relatively modern,
is not the subject of any special designations, be it local or national listing, nor is
it considered to possess any attribute to make it worthy of such a status. The
site does not fall within a Conservation Area. It is noted that consultation is
currently ongoing in regard to extending the College Conservation Area to
encompass this part of Grassington Road. However, the application must be
determined based on the current designation (or lack thereof) of the land on
which it is located and the possible expansion of the Conservation Area is not
afforded any significant weight in the determination of this application.
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The existing dwelling is notably smaller than the majority of buildings on
Grassington Road but is located on a sizeable plot. It is therefore considered
entirely reasonable to explore possibilities for a more efficient use of the site, as
encouraged by the National Planning Policy Framework.

It is therefore considered that no objections should be raised to the removal of
the existing building.

Impact upon Conservation Area:

It site is positioned adjacent to part of the College Conservation Area, consisting
of Grange Gardens and the buildings that are distributed directly adjacent to it.
The proximity of the site to the Conservation Area is recognised in the
designation of this part of Grassington Road as an area of High Townscape
Value.

Whilst the proposed building is significantly larger than the current dwelling, its
most immediate impact would be upon the neighbouring residential properties
and the Grassington Road street scene. It is not considered that the character of
the Conservation Area, which in this case relates to the setting of Grange
Gardens, would be impacted upon in an unacceptably negative manner.

As set out in para. 8.3.1, the potential expansion of the College Conservation
Area to incorporate the site is currently at the consultation stage and has not
been formally adopted. The impacts of the proposed development on its
immediate surroundings will therefore be assessed on the basis of the current
status of this land as an Area of High Townscape Value.

Design issues:

The proposed building would be of a contemporary design, in contrast to the
existing more traditional dwelling that occupies the site. It would also be
significantly larger than the existing building, in terms of height, width and depth.

Grassington Road is characterised by buildings of various designs, with more
modern designs, such as the flats at Saffrons Mead being an established
presence within the street scene. Prominent wide building frontages are also an
established feature. The main unifying characteristic displayed within the street
scene is the relatively uniform building line, with properties being set back from
the road, and the presence of low boundary walling along site frontages.

The frontage of the proposed building would align with other buildings on the
street and, therefore, the established building line would not be compromised.
The development would also retain the majority of the wall to the front of the site,
in-keeping with the general character of the street.

Notwithstanding the above, the proposed building would extend to within close
proximity of 6 Grassington Road, a 2'2-storey semi-detached dwelling. It is
considered that the proximity of the proposed 4-storey high elevation walls to
this building would result in an abrupt increase in building height within the street
scene which would lead to a discordant relationship between the two structures,
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resulting in a negative impact upon the character and appearance of the street
scene. The side elevations of the building, which do not include any windows,
openings or distinctive architectural features, would also appear somewhat
bland and oppressive, particularly given the height and prominence of the
proposed building.

The car park serving the proposed development would occupy a significant
proportion of the rear of the site. This area is currently a lawn and it borders
garden and amenity space serving neighbouring dwellings and flats to the north,
west and south. It is considered that the use of an area of this size for the
parking of vehicles would compromise the character of the surrounding area by
introducing a more intensive use to the rear of the building, that would conflict
with the use of adjoining areas as amenity space. The expanse of hardstanding
required to provide the car parking area would also conflict with the verdant
nature of the rear of buildings on Grassington Road and surrounding roads. This
impact would be compounded by the proposed removal of the cypressus
hedging that currently marks the rear boundary of the site.

It is therefore considered that, the elements of the scheme identified in the
paragraphs above would result in the development causing harm to the
character and appearance of the surrounding area and appearing as an
incongruous and disruptive feature within the streetscape. It is therefore
considered that the proposed development conflicts with Chapter 12 of the
Revised NPPF, policy D10a of the Eastbourne Core Strategy and saved policies
UHT1, UHT4 and UHTS5 of the Eastbourne Borough Plan.

Residential Amenity:

The proposed building would be positioned between an existing 5-storey block
of flats (Saffrons Mead) and a 2'%-storey semi-detached dwelling (6 Grassington
Road). The site also adjoins residential dwellings and flats on Meads Road.

Windows and openings, including balconies, would be restricted to the front and
rear elevations of the building. Although the proposed building would project
approximately 9.5 metres further towards the rear of the site than the existing
dwelling, it is considered that there is sufficient distance between the windows
on the those of neighbouring properties that may be subjected to direct
overlooking (not at acute angles) to prevent intrusive views towards these
properties. The rear of properties on Meads Road, in a realistic field of vision,
would be approximately 27 — 30 metres away. It is also noted that windows on
Redman King House, which is to the rear of the site, approximately 38 metres
from the rear elevation of the proposed building, do not serve habitable rooms.

It is, however, considered that the fourth floor balconies would also offer views to
the sides which may be invasive towards residents at Saffrons Means and 6
Grassington Road. As such, should the application be approved, a condition
would be attached to secure 1.8 metre screening to the sides of these balconies
in order to screen these views.

The proposed building is substantially larger than the existing dwelling in terms
of bulk, mass and height. The building would reach within close proximity of the
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side boundaries of the site, and would flank the side elevations of Saffrons Mead
and 6 Grassington Road to the north and south respectively. It is acknowledged
that these windows are already subject to a certain level of overshadowing from
the existing dwelling occupying the site. The ground, first, second and third floor
windows to the side elevations at Saffrons Mead do not provide the main source
of natural light and outlook to any primary habitable rooms. It is noted that there
is a balcony and larger windows at fourth floor level. However, given fact that the
roof of the proposed building pitches away from the side elevation, and that the
ridge height would be slightly lower than that of Saffrons Mead, it is not
considered that these windows and balcony would suffer an unacceptable
impact by way of overbearing or overshadowing impact.

It is, however, considered that the proposed building would appear overbearing
towards occupants of 6 Grassington Road. The flank elevation would be within
approximately 1 metre of the southern site boundary and approximately 2.7
metres from the side elevation. It is considered that the presence of a
featureless four-storey side elevation wall within close proximity the
neighbouring site would result in an unacceptably oppressive environment for
occupants of 6 Grassington Road and that this impact would be exacerbated by
the height differential between the proposed building and the existing dwelling,
resulting in an overbearing and over-dominant relationship.

It is not considered that the proposed building would cause undue levels of
overshadowing towards other neighbouring dwelling and amenity space. Whilst
taller than the existing building, it would not project significantly beyond the rear
elevations of the buildings either side of it, which already generate some level of
overshadowing themselves. As such, additional overshadowing would be
restricted to early morning shading towards the far end of a small amount of
gardens on Meads Road and would not be to a level that would be considered
unacceptable.

It is considered that the level of activity generated by the use of the majority of
the rear of the site as a car parking area would cause undue levels of
disturbance towards the occupants of neighbouring residential property as a
result of noise and light emissions. The car park site is directly adjacent to
gardens serving neighbouring properties, which currently provide relatively
tranquil amenity space for use by the occupants of those properties. Whilst is is
appreciated that the siting of the car park to the rear prevents parked cars
having an overly dominant presence within the street scene, this benefit would
not outweigh the resultant harm towards residential amenity.

It is therefore considered that the proposed development would have a
detrimental impact upon residential amenity for the reasons listed above and, as
such, conflicts with chapter 12 and saved policies HO20 and NE28 of the
Eastbourne Borough Plan.

Living Conditions for Future Occupants:

Each flat provides a level of Gross Internal Area (GIA) that complies with the
DCLG’s Technical housing standards — nationally described space standard, as
is shown in the table below:-
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Unit Number | Unit Size Required GIA Provided GIA
1 (GF) 2 bedroom, 3 person 61 m? 67.8 m?
2 (GF) 2 bedroom, 3 person 61 m? 65.1 m?
3 (1Y) 2 bedroom, 3 person 61 m? 65.1 m?
4 (1Y) 2 bedroom, 3 person 61 m? 70.1 m?
5 (1Y) 2 bedroom, 3 person 61 m? 70.1 m?
6 (159 2 bedroom, 3 person 61 m? 65.1 m?
7 (2nd) 2 bedroom, 3 person 61 m? 65.1 m?
8 (2nd) 2 bedroom, 3 person 61 m? 70.1 m?
9 (2nd) 2 bedroom, 3 person 61 m2 70.1 m?
10 (2M9) 2 bedroom, 3 person 61 m? 65.1 m?
11 (39) 2 bedroom, 3 person 61 m?2 65.1 m?
12 (3"9) 2 bedroom, 3 person 61 m? 70.1 m?
13 (39) 2 bedroom, 3 person 61 m? 70.1 m?
14 (3) 2 bedroom, 3 person 61 m? 65.1 m?
15 (4th) 3 bedroom, 5 person 86 m? 91.3 m?
16 (41h) 3 bedroom, 5 person 86 m? 91.3 m?

The internal layout of each unit is simple and avoids overly lengthy corridors or
awkwardly shaped rooms. All habitable rooms are served by clear glazed
windows that would provide good access to natural light and ventilation as well
an unobstructed outlook. Upper floor flats would be accessible via a staircase
and a lift. Ground floor flats would not be directly adjacent to the vehicular
access, which would pass alongside the entrance hall, and would therefore be
protected against excessive noise and vibration disturbance caused by vehicles
entering and leaving the site.

A small amount of landscaped amenity space, which would be accessible to all
occupants, would be provided to the rear of the site. It is considered that this
amount of space would be acceptable given the nature of the development,
which predominantly provides small residential units. It is noted that the 3-
bedroom units have additional amenity space in the form of balconies. It is also
noted that there are public amenity areas nearby that would be easily accessible
to future occupants.

It is therefore considered that the proposed development would provide suitable
living conditions for future occupants.

Highway Impacts:

The proposed building would be accessed from Grassington Road via a dropped
kerb crossover. This crossover would be in a similar position to an existing
facility serving the 4 Grassington Road but positioned slightly further away from
the northern site boundary.

The submitted plans show that the access meets ESCC standards for a shared
access in that it is greater than 4.5 metres in width, allowing for vehicles entering
and leaving the site to pass each other. The access would pass beneath the
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upper floors of the proposed building through an archway. Plans show a gate
would be installed to control access. This gate would be set back a sufficient
distance from the road to allow vehicles to stop on site whilst waiting for the gate
to open rather than remaining on the highway where they would cause an
obstruction. Planting shown on the submitted plans on either side of the site
access would provide a natural barrier to prevent vehicles leaving the access
track and damaging site landscaping or posing a hazard to pedestrians.

The submitted plans show that the access meets ESCC standards for a shared
access in that it is greater than 4.5 metres in width, allowing for vehicles entering
and leaving the site to pass each other. The access would pass beneath the
upper floors of the proposed building through an archway. Plans show a gate
would be installed to control access. This gate would be set back a sufficient
distance from the road to allow vehicles to stop on site whilst waiting for the gate
to open rather than remaining on the highway where they would cause an
obstruction. Planting shown on the submitted plans on either side of the site
access would provide a natural barrier to prevent vehicles leaving the access
track and damaging site landscaping or posing a hazard to pedestrians.

The quantum of parking provided to serve the development is 16 spaces.
Interrogation of the ESCC car parking demand toolkit suggests that this is an
over provision and that 11 car parking spaces would be sufficient to serve the
development.

Landscape Impact:

Submitted site plans show tree removals on the northern, eastern and southern
boundaries. A street tree would also be removed in order to allow for the
proposed site access. The street tree appears to be relatively young, but does
perform an important role in maintaining the verdant nature of Grassington
Road, in combination with other street trees. It is therefore considered that,
should the application be approved, compensatory tree planting would be
required, with a new street tree provided to mitigate against the proposed loss.

The front of the site would incorporate a significant amount of soft landscaping
which would contribute towards the verdant street scene and also compliment
the general pattern of landscaped frontages which is present within the street

scene.

As set out earlier in this report, the hard surfacing of a significant proportion of
the rear garden area is not considered to be acceptable as this would
compromise the verdant and tranquil nature of the rear the land to the rear of
properties on Grassington Road and surrounding streets. It is noted that a small
amount of landscaping is proposed for this area but it is not considered that this
would mitigate against the amount of soft landscaping that would be lost as a
result of the formation of the car park.

Drainage

A Sustainable Drainage System Strategy, submitted with the proposed
application, identifies infiltration via soakaways to be the preferred option for
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surface water drainage. However, the report states the suitability for use of
soakaways would need to be supported by percolation testing that is yet to be
carried out. It is stated that if tests find that the use of soakaways in unsuitable,
then on-site attenuation measures would need to be incorporated. This would
potentially involve the installation of attenuation tanks below ground level,
something which has not been factored in to the submitted plans.

Given the amount of additional site coverage by buildings and hardstanding that
would be introduced by the proposed development, and the potential for surface
water flooding onto neighbouring site as well as the public highway if surface
water is not properly managed, the lack of a clear strategy for sustainable
drainage is considered to be unacceptable.

Human Rights Implications

The impacts of the proposal have been assessed as part of the application
process. Consultation with the community has been undertaken and the
impact on local people is set out above. The human rights considerations
have been taken into account fully in balancing the planning issues; and
furthermore the proposals will not result in any breach of the Equalities Act
2010.

Recommendation
It is recommended that the application is refused for the following reasons.

The formation of a significant car parking area to the rear of the site would result
in the loss of a sizeable area of green space, which currently contributes
towards the verdant character and appearance of the surrounding area, and
would also introduce a more intensive level of activity to the rear of the site
which would cause harm to the amenities of neighbouring residents by way of
noise, air and light emissions, in conflict with chapter 12 and saved policies
HO20 and NE28 of the Eastbourne Borough Plan.

The considerable height, bulk and mass of the proposed building combined with
the use of featureless flank elevation walls and its proximity to the neighbouring
22 dwelling at 6 Grassington Road would lead to it appearing overly dominant in
terms with its relationship to that property and oppressive in terms of its
relationship towards the occupants of that property, in conflict with Chapter 12 of
the Revised NPPF, policy D10a of the Eastbourne Core Strategy and saved
policies UHT1, UHT4 and UHT5 of the Eastbourne Borough Plan.

The failure to provide affordable housing, on site in full or to provide a sufficient
commuted contribution is unacceptable. Allowing development of high value
accommodation with no affordable provision would fail to contribute to the
objective of creating mixed and balanced communities and, consequently, to
make effective use of the site. The proposed development therefore conflicts
with Policy D5 of the Eastbourne Core Strategy (2013) and Chapter 5 of the
Revised National Planning Policy Framework (2018).

The submitted scheme does not include sufficient detail on how surface water
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generated by the increased site coverage would be managed. It has therefore
not been demonstrated that the development would not result in an
unacceptable risk of surface water flooding both within the site and onto
neighbouring sites and the public highway. The proposed development therefore
conflicts with para. 165 of the Revised National Planning Policy Framework
(2019) and saved policy US4 of the Eastbourne Borough Plan.

Appeal
Should the applicant appeal the decision the appropriate course of action to be

followed, taking into account the criteria set by the Planning Inspectorate, is
considered to be written representations.



