TO:      Kate Brocklebank
FROM:
Case Officer
Development Control
ADDRESS:
Brighton & Hove City Council, Town Hall, Norton Road, Hove BN3 3BQ
DATE:
Application Number: BH2010/00083
Site Address: land to rear of 67-81 Princes Road Brighton
Applicant: Carelet Ltd
Dear Ms Brocklebank,
The applicant states in supporting documents that their plans passed last year have proved unviable. This underlines our view that the site is too small for the level of development they favour. It would be inappropriate to cram more dwelling space into the footprint simply to protect the owner's profit margin!
The proposal is unsuitable for the area

Over 6 planning applications and 3 appeals, residents in our Conservation Area have fought to keep the much valued open space which separates the built-area of Round Hill from noisy and smelly industrial zones. In relation to the current proposal involving a 50% increase in number of units and a 2M increase in height, we note that no pre-application advice has been sought from the Local Authority. More understandably, given local feeling about destruction of natural habitat on a greenfield site, Carelet has not consulted immediate neighbours or the local community.
There are significant differences between this proposal (BH2010/00083) and planning application (BH2009/00847) which was approved in July 2009, but the common denominator is the awkwardness of developing the proposed site for residential accommodation. This could remain unviable, given the need for a gatehouse and a lift, unless cramming and/or poor quality construction is permitted. In their requests for more units and additional height, motivated by what they call "abnormal construction costs", Carelet identifies on the first page of their Design and Access Statement the very factors which make the site unsuitable for residential development: (i) site access and (ii) retaining structures at the boundaries with the Coastways railway land and the Centenary Industrial Estate.
Carelet now tells us that their new development vision is: "to stop the increasing problem of the site being used as an unauthorized tip by the adjoining properties and local residents". But their evidence is unconvincing. The first site photo (Design Statement, Appendix A, Pic l) shows a window-frame dumped by the developer after demolishing the conservatory of 67 Princes Road; Pic 3 shows the brick-rubble remains of the site access steps which the developer broke up with an earthdigger on 13th June 2005. They also replaced the solid wooden gate with a wire-grid, making the mess visible from the street. Tipping was not a problem on this site while it remained a picturesque open space noted for its wildlife. Carelet stripped the vegetation on this site to bare earth while local residents were still acting as Nature Wardens for the open space on www.citvwildlife.org.uk. This loss of natural habitat led Planning Inspector Roger Mather (APP/Q1445/A/08/2073223, points 5 to 7) to keep open "the principle of development on the site for residential accommodation". However, he went on to dismiss Carelet's last completed Appeal principally because of:
· harm to the character and appearance of the Round Hill Conservation Area (points 8 to 12)

· agreement with the previous Appeal Inspector who found on-site parking provision inadequate
and the traffic impact of exacerbating on-street parking stress unacceptable (points 13 to 15)

•   unacceptable living-conditions for future occupants (points 16 to 18) in relation to the 20m separations on the southern side. He regarded the problem of overlooking and loss of privacy as especially bad at the western end of the site. He also observed that on the northern side, as a consequence of over development, there was insufficient space to mitigate the poor outlook towards the recently completed waste transfer station.
How the above reasons relate to Carelet's current application BH2010/00083
1. In attempting to keep to a similar footprint to their successful proposal (BH2009/00847), which
was for 4 two-storey houses, a three-storey building is proposed. The additional two
metres in height will badly compromise longer views from the north and east. Despite the misleading pictures shown (Design Statement, Appendix B, BH2010/00083, Pages 13-16, Pics 1-6) almost the whole of the site, a green vista unobstructed by the WTS, is visible from a significant length of Davey Drive. The green spaces characteristics and period-look of the Round Hill Conservation Area, valued in the Planning Inspector's Appeal Decision (Point 10, APP/Q1445/A/08/2073223), provide visual amenity for residents and users of several other streets in Upper Hollingdean. The Inspector also indicated the harm that a three-storey development would do to the appearance of the Conservation Area (Point 10). Similarly, longer views from the east, e.g. Bear Road are not blocked by other structures as claimed (Design Statement, 4.10 and Pics 5 & 6).
2. Provision for parking remains a major concern. The Planning Inspector was not impressed
(Point 14, APP/Q1445/A/08/2073223) by a "one beat survey undertaken during the early
hours, on one weekday in August". The response to this in BH2010/00083 has been to recycle
the survey performed in mid January 2009 for proposal BH2009/00847, which only samples
on-street parking at 12 noon and 8 pm on a Wednesday, not at the weekend when demand is
much greater. The survey's claim that surplus on-street parking is available in Ashdown Road,
Springfield Road and Ditchling Rise is frankly laughable. Recent permissions granted for two
other residential developments in the area (Victoria Public House BH2008/03744, Ashdown
Road BH2008/02170) can be expected to exacerbate the parking situation in Round Hill, as
will the introduction of the residents' parking scheme in St Peter's.
3. Although the overall footprint for the site of the new application is within that of the previous
application, the proposed structures are much closer to houses on Princes Road. Because of the
extension to the front of the property and the increased height, the clearance to existing
dwellings falls well short of the CABE's "Better Places" recommendation of 20m distance,
which the developer claims to have followed. Also the new proposal places twelve bedrooms
and associated living space within the same footprint as eight bedrooms in the previous
application. This change creates much more cramped accommodation for the prospective
inhabitants of the site. Since the previous application, there has been increasing impact from
the adjacent Waste Transfer Station. Many of the problems experienced by local residents are
more acute than had been expected and are currently the subject of an investigation by the
Environment Agency. The proximity to the Hollingdean facility with associated noise, odour
and particulate problems is likely to have a significant impact on the quality of life of
prospective residents. Existing residents much further from the WTS frequently have to shut
out these problems by keeping north-facing windows closed. The proposed private gardens
clearly would not offer undisturbed recreation!
For these reasons I/we urge the Council to refuse Application No: BH2010/00083. Yours sincerely,
