Richard Kirkham and Russell Beswickd same for the site Land north -west of Shrub
Lane, Burwash, TN197BS

Known in Burwash asWatercress Fieldand known to Rother District Council as
Strand Meadow

Previously RR/2018/1787/P
Now APP/U1430/W/19/3223824
Submissionto the Inspecta by Burwash: Save our Fields from Concrete

1  The group presents the following submission for thpeal applicationby Richard
Kirkham and Russell Beswick (the developeld)e Inspector is invited to bear in mind
that Russell Beswickhas consistently refused to hand over the background documents
for the viability issue or give the group access to the field for agtaysixpert or an
ecologist. This decision means that assertionRuxfsell Beswicknust be given less
weight and his character must be assessed with these refusals in mind.

AThe submissionds main points
2  The Inspector should dismiss this appd&le subns si ondés mai n p:oi nts

a) The development is not viable on the develop&ms calculations. There is a section
106 agreement in place which obliges the devetjmemake four ibed flats and
four 2-bed flats affordable. The Inspecbm nnot al ter this agreer
interest for an unviable development to be apprpsed section C.

b) The history otthe removal of the affordable housing urstews clearly the serious
deception made by Richard Kirkham and Russell BeswidRather District Council
when they agreed to provide 40% affordable housiingy knew long before they
submitted the application that it was not viafleedevelopershould not profit from
such a serious deceptiaee section D

¢) Richard Kirkham and &ssell Beswick cannot comply with teection106 condition
about the footpath to the village, see section E. They have made no real effort to
obtain the necessary consents and it is unliked they could ever be obtained.
Rother District Council has rmiesire to break this agreemefs the Inspector does
not have the power to vary teection106 agreementhe appeal serves no purpose

d) Theverypoor designs suchthatdismissal is required, see section F. This rule is in
para7 and National Planning Policy Framework July 2018, para 130. This is linked
to the second submissiamhich is that the housing designs remain urban in style, of
exceptionally poor design and so fail to comply viRibther DistrictCounci | 6s Co
Strategy.

e) The insufficient daylight in many of the rooms makes these housing units unhealthy,
see section G.

f) Theplans for the housing unitail to comply with rules for building housing units
in or near thedigh WealdArea ofOutstandingNatural Beautf{AONB), seesection
H.

g) The historic village of Burwashwith the exceptionally large number of listed
buildings in its High Street, many of which are medieval, deserves maximum
protection.This has not happenethere are also listed buildings in Shrub Lane. This



ridgetop village needs its setting within the glorious High Weald AONt&. design
of the housing units is inappropriate for this settifigs is dealt with in section I.

h) The planning committee would lre breach ofits Natural Environmental and Rural
Communities Act 2006 s 40 obligatiorfsthey had granted this application. This
because thapplication faiedto conserve biodiversity in accordance with the ecology
rules that applyseesection J

i) The housing densitysiinappropriateseesection K

J) Richard Kirkham and RusselBeswick have failed to assess the sewerage
requirements of the sifgoperly. In particular they have failed to provide any method
for the sewage to be disposed of. The application seeks toepiddst need for
di sposal of the sewage and then make it
theappeal is upheldrhis submission is @&ection M

kKl Rot her Di st r wastose@ethecanmimunitysin its axes.KrThe community
hasexpressed its opposition to the scheme. At the date of this submission there were
442 objectors to the scheme registered on the planning portal. One person made a
comment critical of the develapent No one registered their support for the scheme.
That opmsitionand the reason the objectors geva valid consideratiqrsee section
R.

B Background to theapplication/The planning history
Thesignificantevents are as follows:
a) On 2 July 1985, Mr I Kirkham made an application Rother District Councifor

planning permissiofor6 r esi denti al devel opment of 2 ¢
in Burwasi

b) The Council in its submission O6underline
and theArea ofOutstandingNaturalBeautyy s ee page 3 ofsed he | n

Exhibits A page 9
c) On 5 September 198%1e Council refused the application o fiollowing grounds:
i) The development was not in accordance withGbantyStructure Plan.

i) Therewasan intentionby the District Planning Authorityhat the land should
remain the same.

iii) The development would be contrary to the approved patitkie 1981 Village
policy.

iv) The site lay within a designated Are& OutstandingNatural Beautyand the

proposal would be detrimental to the character and appearance of the area and
contrary tothe provisions of the County Structure plan.

v) Strand Meadow is of inadequatedth to serve the proposed development.
d) The decision was appealed and an inquiry was @ and 3ctober 1986.

e) On 1 December 1986, the Inspector gave his reasons for refusing the development.
Henoted thatheEast Sussex Structure Plan lsagersedetheCounty Development
Plan reliedon by Rother District CouncilHe also notedhe failure of the local
authorityto provide adequate housinthe reasons were

i) The visual impact on part of th@ONB, seeExhibits A page 1para 11.



i) The widening of the carriageway in Strand Meadow would be insufficient to
overcome the problems of the [17] extra houses, see pasad Exhibis A
page 11

i) The quality of the landscape, see parasEe Exhibg A page 12
iv) The setting of the villagesee para 1%ee Exhibg A page 12
V) The AONB, see para 15ee Exhibis A page 12.

Vi) The detrimental visual impact on the surroundingitcape, see para,Kee
Exhibits A page 12

vi)  The significant increase in traffic [generated would create] danger and
inconvenience for the residents in the existing houses.

f) Richard Kirkham and Russell Beswiakowed their planning permissipgranted in
20117 to lapse.

g) In 2017, Richard Kirkham and Russell Beswickpplied for outline planning
permissionfor this site Before coming to any conclusiongbout the applicatign
Burwash: Save our Fields fron€oncrete d¢he groug@ consultedthe local
community.This was tihoughpublic meetings and by inviting comment through e
mails.The consultatioproduced a view on the scheme which slaared byirtually
all the local communitylt was resolutely against the schemielnspectoiis invited
to proceed on the basthat the views expressed irthis document and the viesv
expressed bpurwashParish Counciairet he communi t yds Vvi ew.

h) A detailed planning apmation was maden 28 June 2018. Since then there have
been repeated aandmend to the scheme.

C The site is not viable

The development is not viable on the develsper o wn cal cul ati ons. T
106 agreement in place which obliges the dewsto make four ibed flats and four

2-bed flats affordable. The Inspector cannot alter this agreeriiéet. applicaris

consultant estimates that the expected site value when all the costs and sales are taken
into account is minus £313,982, see Viability report pabal.2 and Worksheet 4 (page

5 of 5)(not exhibitedusing the authd@s strange page numberingsystém.s i n no o0 n e
interest for an unviable development to be approved.

The appeal statement o f case of the appel
schemed can proceed with the Inspector agrt
on the siteThis is wholly wrong.

D The serious deception on Rother District Council made by Richard Kirkham and
Russell Beswick

The history of this issue shows clearly the serious deceptaate byRichard Kirkham
and Russell Beswickn Rother District CouncilThey should not profit from such a
serious deception.

In March 2003, Burwash Parish Council resolvedti®icomments about a draft plan that
Strand Meadow was unsuitable for édwmv el op m
very wet a n Courzxib aprpiveded thal boastruction would be extremely

difficult and expensive with the consequence that any affordable housing would be most

unl i kel yo, see a dr a,fseaeExhibitsApageli o t he pl ant



In October 2011 the developabaccess statement fars outline planning permission
referred to 40% of the housidgeing affordable, see the Planning, Design and Access
Statement para 4.37.

In February 2017, the developercommitted himself to 40% affordable housing units,
see his Degin and Access statement paral

In July 2017, planning permission was granted subject to conditions which included the
provision of affordable housing units, see lettere Exhibits E page 4

On7 March 2018 Rother District Council, Richard and Chkiarkham and Russell and

Sharon Beswick signealsection106 agreement for the site. Schedule 3 at page 21 sets
out the ownero6és covenant with the Council
were not to permit occupation of more than 10 Open Markeglliihgs until all the
Affordable Housing Units had been constructed ready for occupation, see Schedule 3
para 2. Para 1.1 determirtbaitthe units would be four-bhed flats and four-Bed flats.

On adate unknown, a site inspection report is claimed to have been received, see Design
and Access statement dated June 2018 para 5.9. The report is said to have claimed that
due to ground conditions more expensive foundation piling would be required.

In June 2018 the dkvelopes drafted the Design and Access statement for a detailed
planning permission for the site with the claim that it was no longer viable to include
affordable housing and it wastrfmossible to have the full quota of small housing units,
see para 5.10

On 25 June 2018 Bespoke Property Consultarsovided a viability report for the
developes and claimed that the site was not viable for affordable housing.

On 28 June 2018planning permission was applied for.

On4 December 2018Russell Beswick andaurence Hulk attended a meeting arranged
by Burwash: Save our Fields from Concrete. The county councillor for the area (who is
also a district councillor) and two other district councillors with four parish councillors
attended. At the meeting, which weecorded, Russell Beswick claimed that until the
time of the viability report he had never done a proper costing of the development.

This statement is incapable of belief. The develgper vi abi | ity consul t
Property estimates before profess@ fees are taken into account the construction cost
the cost of building the devel opment befor

and profits and contingengys £6,298,300, With those matters added the estimate is
£6,909,136, see Appendix Dhese figures are without VAT.

It is inconceivable that Richard Kirkhawho has owned the site since at least 1986,
should not have known about the difficulties with the site and that it would expensive to
developwhen he applied for planning permission for the. dites equally inconceivable

that Russell Beswick, who hasdnadevelopefor most of his working life and is known

to have a neambsessive attention to detail shobkvefailed to predicthe problem that

the development would not be profitable. No developer would approach a scheme which
must have cost at e85 millionbefore the claimed unknown expengathout a proper
valuation of the costs. The fatiatRussell Beswick declines to serve the site inspection
reports points to the stalled late information being a sham.

From around 1983Richard Kirkhamlived next tothe development si@ 19 Beechwood
Close.When he sold the house, he kept the fiBlithard Kirkham created the entrance
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into Strand Meadow so he could move his caravan into the site. Richard Kirkham knows
the field well.

The Inspector isnvited to draw the obvious conclusion from the chronologghelast
pamagraph The very shortgap between signing theection106 agreement and the
discovery that the site was not viablgggestshatRussell Beswick and Richard Kirkham
waiteduntil the formalities of the initial grant were completed and then moved to make
the site more profitable by seeking to remove the affordable $iivore the planThey

must have knowthat if a sitewasassessed as only capable of having 17 housing units
on it, there was no chance gétting permission for 30 units without affordable homes.

The Inspector is invited to proceed on the basis that Richard Kirkham and Russell
Beswick knew all along about the viability of the site. Furtiiichard Kirkham and

Russell Beswick deliberately offered the affordable homes to help obtain the planning
permission for the high number of 30 housing units knowing full well that when they had
obtained planning per mi ss éesotheytcdule sellaithes | d c |
housing at a market price.

E The houses cannot be occupied because of thection106 agreement stipulation
about the footpath link

On 7 March 2018, Rother District Council, Richard and Carol Kirkham and Russell and
Sharon Bewick signed thesectionl06 agreement for the sjtgee Exhibits B section 106
agreementSchedule 2 Part 3 para 1 at pageoRthat agreemerga et s out t he o
covenant with the Council. There ifrml an ob
dwelling, to construct and provide the footpath in accordance with the approved
specification and not to occupy or allow the occupation of the final dwelling until the
footpath has been constructed and provided in accordance with the specifichpean

for use to the public. 6 Para 2 of the agr
providesthatthe develomentmust have a footpath which does not require permission

of the owners to pass and repass. As a footpath which stops at the rigoainttee

recreation ground would have no functid@ncan be inferred thathe ownerérefers to

the owners of the Burwaghtaying Field. This would be consistent with the route of the

path previously agreed between the developer&Ratioer DistrictCouncil.

The importance of the footpath is that it makes the development more sustainable and
lesscarbased

The chronology is as follows.

In 2006 Rothemistrict Councilissuedts local plan(not exhibited) There was a section
about Burwash and thséte in question. Policy VL1 stipulated that building on Watercress
Fi el d wadba pednittedrwheye: 0

1. no more than 17 dwellings are provided, of which 40% are affordable;

2. an appropriate planting scheme is carried out at the time of the development to
landscape the land between the new housing and dwellings in Rother View;

3. afootpath is provided to link the new development to the existing recreation ground
andHamlLan& [rest not | isted].

The importance of this is that condition 3 helps to intergretsection 106 agreement
and other commitments made.

On 16 August 2011 Steve Mintam of the Burwash Playing Field Association regti@
a letter from Mr Hulkessaying that the committee of the association remains of the
opinion that a proposed footpdtbm Strand Meadow to Ham Lane via the playing field
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would have a detrimental effect on their playing surfaces and would be a greater expense
than at present so the association would not support such a footp&khgsets E page
1.

In October 2011Richard and Carol Kirkham n t hei r pl anning appl:
incorporate a footpath I ink extending wes
Furthert he O6applicant woul d also be willing
Burwash Playing Field to the south, butjagplication consultations have indicated that

this would not be supported by the Burwash Playing Field Association who manage the

facl i t y6, see the Design and Access stateme
16 August 2011 was referred to.

On 15 December 2011, the officerds report
secure é the delivery of the footpatho.

In February 2017, Park Lane Homes (SE)b&s Planning
made a commitment that there would be 6t he

InJuly2017, t he of f(BxhebdasrB&Ratherreporgaid the footpath was subject

to the Local I nspectordés comments and | oc a
link and the community land were essential to better integrate the proposed residential
development off Strand Meadow with the village, see para 6.10.1. In theticosdi

section, the officer said details of the footpath should be provided and approved in writing

by the local planning authority. The footpatloshl be provided in accordance with the

approved details before the occupation of the penultimate dwellingtracted. The
reason for this was O6to ensure improved f
[in] accordance with policy VL1 of the Rother local 2006 plan and policy TR2 of the

Cor e S i{notaxhibitgdyseée para 16.

In July 2017, when outine planning permission was grantddere was a condition
attached to the grant o fa fopteath noi j@nswittothe t h a't
recreati on g rseedecidionteten?] Uudy 20af&Xxhibits E page.4rhis
meansthat the footp#h should be through the recreation grouacdHam Lane. The
developershave had nearly 18 months to make the arrangements to comply with the
condition,butthey have done virtually nothing tobtain permission from anyone

On7 March 2018 asalready statedRother District Council, Richard and Carol Kirkham

and Russell and Sharon Beswick signedsértion106 agreement for the site. Schedule

2 Part 3 para 1 at page 27 sets out the o
obl i g adritodhe cobspruction of the final dwelling to construct and provide the
footpath in accordance with the approved specification and not to occupy or allow the
occupation of the final dwelling until the footpath has been constructed and provided in
accordace with the specification and open for
is exceptionally badly drafted. Part of it providleatthe developers must have a footpath

which does not require permission of the owners to pass and repass. As th fobtpia

stops at the boundary of the recreation ground would have no funttan be inferred

that ¢he owneré refers to the owners of the BurwadPaying Field. This would be

consistent with the route of the path previously agreed between the phrgedmd the

Council. Also,t he | i kely meaning of the Odappr ove
specified inthe LocalPlan 2006as thesectionl06document has no specification for the

footpath link in it.
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INnJune2018 when Park Lane Homes submitted thei
included the creation of a 2.5m wide footy
an existingrightovay across the adjoining public re

On 4 August 2018 Oliver Blaydon, the then Chairman of the Burwash Playing Field
Associationwrote to RotheDistrict Councilabout the planning application. He pointed

out thatthepai ng fi el d Obelonged to the vill age
responsibility of my committee to maintain and make decisions regarding Strand
Meadow for the good of the village. The Parish, District and County Councils have no

more authority ogr [our playing field] than they do any private property. If the
developers or Council wish for [our playing field] to be altered in any way they should

get in touch with me or our Secretary, Halina Kdgegbegin the discussions as it is only
byconsentb our committee that Hphge2s can happent

It is understood from Park Lane Homes that there was a meeting end of August
2018 with Oliver Blaydon, who was then the Chairman of the Burwash Playing Field
Association, which has respsibilities for the recreational area. There was no formal
approach to the association. It was an informal discusstween two individualsThe
discussion was sudhat Oliver Blaydon did not think it was appropriate to report back
to the committee about the meetiftgs understood that Park Lar®meshead nothing

to suggesthatpermission would ever be forthcoming.

On17 January 2019Rot hefrfoisc erseeEx hepot s B Oshiflincer s o
the Consultation section, o6a footpath 1| in
pass through the playing field and .then ¢
There is clearly a typo here. If thakiis from the south of the site and passes through

the playing field it must connect with Ham Lane in the village and not the recreation
ground, see para 5.3.21. I n the Appraisal
made reference to the footpalink with the recreation ground. Contrary to their
contentions, the applicant confirms that discussions with the Burwash Playing Field
Associationhave taken place and will continue in the event of that planning permission

A

is granted. 6

k

In February 2019 an Appeal statement of case wasvided.At para 3.23 the following
is stated

Proposed Footpath Link

3.23 The site allocation as part (iii) of Policy VL1 of the adopted Local Plan, requires the
provision of a footpath to link the new development to the existing recreation ground

to the south and Ham Lane to the west. As the Applicant does not own oratontr
intervening land between the western end of the site and Ham Lane this footpath link
cannot be achieved, but full planning permission (number RR/2011/2206/P) has been
granted for a footpath link between the proposed housing area and the recreation
grourd, which in effect will provide a new pedestrian route between Strand Meadow
and the recreation ground. (1) This footpath link proposal was retained as part of the
outline planning permission for 30 dwellings on the site and the provision and
maintenance bthe footpath forms part of the associated bilateral planning obligation.

3.24 In the full application the subject of the appeal, the footpath link to the recreation
ground has been retained (and its provision and maintenance will also be covered by
the planning obligation) but the route where it enters the northern boundary of the
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recreation ground has been slightly altered in order to retain existing boundary trees in
this vacinity. (sic)

3.25 At the application stage consultations took place with(ti@v former) Chairman

of the Burwash Playing Field Association (Oliver Blaydon) who confirmed that the
recreation ground has not been adopted as public open space by the Council but it
belongs to the village and is managed by the Burwash Playing Fieldatisso(2) More
recently, consultations (3) have also taken place with Fiona Hosein of the Association
with a view to the Applicant potentially providing a surfaced footpath link connecting
the pedestrian access point from the application site to the gppavilion where there

is already a surfaced footpath leading to the central part of the village the High Street
[sic] This would be over part of the recreation ground where the Applicant already has
a private right of way, but this provision would bebgect of a separate arrangement
with the Burwash Playing Field Association as this falls outside the scope and remit of
the full planning application.

On 12 June 2019the Burwash Playing Field Association held a committee meeting to
consider the issues mgerated by this appeal. A spage resolution was passed, see
Exhibits EBPFA resolutionThat resolution makes clear that the association has not been
formally approached by Park Lane Homes. The resolution makes clear the errors in the
appeal case statemte The committee objected to the scheme and gave its reasons. The
reasons included the health and safety problems and the security of their site and
equipment. The resolution also pointed out the problems (leaving aside the section 106
agreement) of a fdpath only leading to the playing field boundary.

There are the following points to be made about this.

a) There is now an acceptance that the devetopsrunable to provide a footpath to
the village.

b) This sectiorof this submissioshows RotheDistrict Councib s  b(a& paraz6 fof
this submissiopthat the footpath is attainable to be false.

c) Theauthorof the Appeal statement of caseho delines to sign the statement or
give his name, fails to address the issue that the footpltlead only to a fence
which is of no use to anyone and will encourage some people to urijaimfek
through the fence and enter the playing field causing health and safety dangers to
those people and causing problems to those playing cricket and football on the
playing field.

d) The unnamed author fails to address the issue sEitteon106 agreement to provide
the footpath link to the village.

e) Para 3.25aboveis totally misleading. There has been no formal approach to the
Burwash Playing Field AssociationThe first informal approaches gavéhe
developes no sign that an agreement was likely. The second informal approach
produced nothing of any interestall

The o6existing right of waydéd is a o6private
access. It retas only to Richard and Carol Kirkham, see the Land Registry Register of

title for the site. It is also understood that the issue has never been considered by the
committee of the Associatiaimtil June 2019 when they drafted their objection for the
Inspedor.



32 The suggestion in para 3.25 that there is a view that the link would carry on to the pavilion
is based on no evidence at all. It is so misleading tisd istatement that breaks the rule
that information put befora planningcommitteeor the Planning Inspectorateust be
correct andnay not bedesigned to confus@he factthatdiscussions will take place is
no indication that permission will be granted. In faditthe indications werand still are
that permission was never goinghie given.lt is considered that the Burwash Playing
Field Association could not give consent without consulting the village and after seeking
permission from the ChayitCommission. There are, however, no indications that the
Burwash Playing Field Associah would want to give permission bearing in mind the
health and safety issue and the fear they have expressed of vandalism to the fields and
the property stored there.

33 The reality is that for a long time Park Lane Homes must have knowthéh&iotpath
link to the villagewas a false promise.

34 Park Lane Homes seems indifferentiesection106 restraint

F The planning committeewas required to refuse this application because of the poor
designfor the housing

35 Thisdesignrequiremenfor new developmentis based on both theational policy set
out in theNational Planning Policy Framework July 2018, para 4/3@ the local policy
set out in the Core Strate@N3.

The policy

36 The planning committee is required to refuse this application because of its poor design,
seeNational Planning Policy Framework July 2018, para I3@ Ruleis:

O0Per mi ssi o fused forcdevelapmenteof ppoe design that fails to take the
opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area and the way
it functions, taking into account any local design standards or style guides in plans or

A

supplementary plannig document s. 0

37 Interestingly applicationwith poor design are not susceptilbeat grant with conditions
imposed. There is a mandatory requirement to redpgpdicationswherethere is poor
design.

38 Itis necessary to look at the amended designs. Théhfaithe applicant has withdrawn
his earlie designds an acceptance that tfiest designs were inappropriate.

The poor design

39 Accompanying this paper is assessment of the designs by lan FradiksArch RIBA
Arb Dip UD, see Enclosure.lan Franks is aeniordistinguishedarchitect who has
worked on major architectural projeclisstates:

STRAND MEADOW
Planning submission
Design Review by lan Franks Dip Arch RIBA Arb Dip UD

My name is lan Franks and | have been a qualified architect for over 40 years. My
experience ranges from being design director of a large International architectural
practice to currently being partner in a smaller design-led practice working on high
quality contextual projects i many involving conservation areas and sites with complex
issues.



| have looked carefully at the proposals 1 particularly in light of the revised National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF2), which now has a stronger emphasis on design
than its predecessor.

The government press release on t hequalty
and design of proposals which are in line with what local communities want, the
framework ensures councils have confidence and tools to refuse permission for
development that does not prioritise design quality and does not complement its
surroundi ngso.

The Strand Meadow proposal is an example of where the design does not meet any
of the aspirations the government is looking for.

Scale and Massing

This proposal is located in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and should,
therefore, have a relationship to its locality in terms of the built environment and nature
and its unique setting. Burwash has a patrticular character which is predominantly
ground + first floor + roof in which dormer windows are often added to create habitable
space (see attached photos). The materiality comprises generally stock brick,
timbered cladding, tile hanging and tiled roofs.

The proposal recognises these materials but uses them in a very arbitrary way 1
creating a vertical emphasis to the proposal which reinforces the main issue regarding
heights. All of the units 7 both individual houses and apartments have a frontage of
ground floor + first floor + second floor + large steep roof i with dormers in the
apartments. This is certainly at least one floor too high in terms of scale and is made
worse by the fact that access is generally up a large number of steps i creating a very
inhibited development with poor accessibility. The development is clearly too high. The
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Oartiimptressionsd reinforce this. The key

not 6veri fiedo.

There needs to be a numberof | ong di stance O&6veri fiteedd

development does not affect the setting of the AONB. This should be required by the
planning authority. Currently this has not been made clear in the submission and if
provided would certainly show a development out of scale with its surroundings and
setting.

Accessibility and amenity

Again i relating to the scale/height of the development proposal i the design fails to
properly address accessibility for the less able, infirmed and young. It is surprising that
a development of 30 large units can only provide steps up to the entrances severely
limiting the type of occupation. There are clearly too many steps.

In addition, the gardens appear to be too small for the site for family units, in particular.
They are not what would be expected for large sized units. The linear layout,
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reminiscent of layouts from the 1970s/80s, reinforces thisaspecto f t he desi gneé.

is no sense of community with this design approach.
Fenestration and facades
The pattern of windows appears to be without recognition of the architectural language

chosen. They are reminiscent o ftharf caniextuab u i

design relating to the character of the Burwash and its environs. It is as if choosing a
certain palette of materials is enough without properly understanding the location and
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setting. | would like tounderstandh ow t hese bui l
siteandarenotjustageneri c design whic
the country.

di
h

Density

Clearly the increase from the outline consent of 17 to 30 units, which | understand is
now without any affordable provision, is an overdevelopment of the site and this is
clear from the scale of the buildings and linearity of the | a y o wst a @ntinuous line
of development without a sense of place.

Conclusion

In my view this design proposal does not reflect the aspirations of the Burwash
community and Council as it is not of a good enough [quality] and does not adequately
complement its surroundings nor respect the AONB designation.

The design has no real quality, does not relate to the site specifics and is certainly too
tall and over-developed in terms of the number of units. A scheme such as this i poor
quality design i is not good enough for this location and does not represent the
aspirations of the government to raise standards and eliminate mediocrity.

40 lan Franks alstboked at the new drawing and refsal as follows.

| have looked afthe Burwash: Save our Fields from Cogigd ssyibmission and to me it is
very thorough on the design side.

The design has changed but fundamentally it is just a clumsy attempt to disguise the overall
scale.The new roof form is out of character with the locality and now has an even more urban
feel with the contrived dormers and enlarged windows and Bays.issues of accessibility,
appropriateness of the design within the AONB and density still apply.quality of the

design in this important location is just not good enough and does not eapregsctural
language that one would normally expect and does not show us where this design solution has
come from. It does not have the design quality or express the uniqueness of this site and does
not show respect, in relation to the design solut@®urwash and its environs.

lan Franks Dip Arch RIBA arb Dip UD
i féearchitecture

41 The housing designs are exceptiongliypr and are too urban in appearance and it would
appear that they rely on the falgeemise of basing the design on the 19éKisting
Strand Meadow houses whiahe probably the worst architecture in the whole village.

42 The group invites thénspectorto look at the proposed signs and itis suggested the
design must be judged taking into accothe location of this housing schenmgne
Inspectoiis invited to adopt the view of lan Franks

43 Mr Pickup, who spoke foRichard Kirkham and Russell Beswickt the Planning
Committee meetingsought to undermine this by saying,[] O deasi§ners are very
competent, and very established and do an awful lot of housing developments in this area

and know this area extremely well. Unl i ke

know this area, these architects do and also the developer Hiisisedfry experienced

in this area, hadone all[its] house building in this areit is] a local house building
companyo see page 8 (2/3rd down the page) of the Rother Committee transeept
Exhibits B Planning meetingThis was misleading in two respgsecHe referred to those
who designed the buildings. An official from his company told Robert Banks of Burwash:
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Save our Fields from Concrete that there is only one architect at their consultancy and he
only does work that has to be done by an architecth&r he had not done any work on

the Watercress Field desigithe second misleading statement was that he implied the
architects whiclwere réied on by our group were London architeatsd did know the
Burwash area. In fact, both have liviedthe aredor very many years and this is clear
from their statementst can be inferred thdoth these misleading statements were made
deliberately.

The National Planning Policy in detall

44 Thereare also multiple breaches of the requirements listed at page Ratiohal
Planning Policy Frameworkullyy 2018(not exhibited) These are listed in red.

page 38ectionl12. Achieving welldesigned places

para 124. The creation of higjuality buildings and places is fundamental to what the
planning and development process should achieve.

Breach 1 There amo highquality buildings or even mediwauality buildings.

Good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, creates better places in which
to live and work and helps make development acceptable to communities. Being clear
about design expectations, and how these will be tested, is essential for achisving th
So too is effective engagement between applicants, communities, local planning
authorities and other interests throughout the process.

Breaches 2, 3 and 4 Themasno engagement with the community and no proper
engagement with Rother District Counaild no engagement wiBBurwashParish
Councilbefore the plans or the amended plans were submittede was one meeting
between our group and Park Lane Homes ¢H)e instigation of our group. It took
place o4 December 201 &fter the submissiongpod

125. Plans should, at the most appropriate level, set out a clear design vision and
expectations, so that applicants have as much certainty as possible about what is likely
to be acceptable.

Breach 5 There has been no clear design visionsgutalard hosing units have just
been placed on a plan with no real thought as to design or their impact on the
surrounding areas.

Design policies should be developed with locaimmunities,so they reflect local
aspirations, and are grounded in an understandingeawch | uat i on of e a
defining characteristics.

Breach 2 see above.

Neighbourhood plans can play an important role in identifying the special qualities of
each area and explaining how this should be reflected in development.

126. To provide maximuralarity about design expectations at an early stage, plans
or supplementary planning documents should use visual tools such as design guides
and codes.

Breach 6 The poor quality of the designs shows that design guides and codes could
not have been usedqperly.

These provide a framework for creating distinctive places, with a consistent and high
quality standard of design.
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Breach 1 see above

However, their level of detail and degree of prescription should be tailored to the
circumstances in eagilace ad should allow a suitable degree of variety where this
would be justified.

Breach 7 There has been no proper tailorintpécircumstances of Watercress Field.
127. Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments:

a) will function well and add to the overall quality of the area, not just for the short
term but over the lifetime of the development;

Breach 8 These unsightly designs will not adtheoverall quality of the area and
are just cheap and poor housing units to maximise profit.

b) are visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and appropriate and
effective landscaping;

Breaches 9 and 10 There is no good architeetndeno effective landscaping.

c) are 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);

Breat 11 The housing units are not sympathetic to the local character and history.

d) establish or maintain a strong sense of place, using the arrangement of streets,
spaces, building types and materials to create attractive, welcoming and distinctive
placesto live, work and visit;

Breach 12 The design failtterly to create a welcoming and distinctive place to
live, work or visit.If the housing vere built, mostlocal people who entered this
estate wouldbe utterly disappointethy the design of the units.

e) optimise the potential of the site to accommodate and sustain an appropriate
amount and mix of development (including green and other public space) and
support local facilities and transport networks; and

Breach 13 With the ithdrawal of the affordable housing allocation there is no
appropriate mix of developmerit.does not provide the housing for local people
that is required.

f) create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which promote health
andwell-being, with a high standard of amenity for existing and future piserd

where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine the quality of
life or community cohesion and resilience.

Breach 14 There has been no attempt to createnastagdard of amenity.

Breach 15 The units will undermine the quality of life of the nearby residents in
Strand Meadow and Rother View.

128. Design quality should be considered throughout the evolution and assessment of
individual proposals.

!Planningpo!l i ci es for housing should make use of the Gove
and adaptable housing, where this would address an identified need for such properties. Policies may also make
use of the nationally described space steshdahere the need for an internal space standard can be justified.
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Breach 16 Design quality does not appear to have been considered at any stage.

Early discussion between applicants, the local planning authority and local community
about the design and style of emerging schemes is important for clarifying
expectations ahreconciling local and commercial interests. Applicants should work
closely with those affected by their proposals to evolve designs that take account of
the views of the community. Applications that can demonstrate early, proactive and
effective engagenme with the community should be looked on more favourably than
those that cannot.

Breaches 2, 3 and 4 This part of the framework emphasises the importance of the
principles that are stated earlier in this extract.

129. Local planning authorities shouldsere that they have access to, and make
appropriate use of, tools and processes for assessing and improving the design of
development. These include workshops to engage the local community, design advice
and review arrangements, and assessment frameswecksas Building for Lifé

It is clear that the Burwash community would welcome such arrangements.

These are of most benefit if used as early as possible in the evolusicmeofies and

are particularly important for significant projects suchlagescale housing and
mixed-usedevelopments. In assessing applications, local planning authorities should
have regard to the outcome from these processes, including any recommendations
made by design review panels.

130. Permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take
the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area and the
way it functions, taking into account any local design standards or style guidiassn p

or supplementary planning documeipdready listed at the beginning this section]

Conversely, where the design of a development accords with clear expectations in
plan policies, design should not be used by the deemmker as a valid reason to
object to development. Local planning authorities should also seek to ensure that the
quality of approved development is not materially diminished between permission and
completion, as a result of changes being made to the permitted scheme (for example
through changes to approved details such as the materials used).

131. In determining applications, great weight should be given to outstanding or
innovative designs which promote high levels sofstainability orhelp raise the
standard of design more gerlgran an area, so long as they fit in with the overall
form and layout of their surroundings.

Breach 17 Far from providing a higdvel of sustainability, these designs are not
sustainable at alPark Lane Homes rely on a footpath liiok which it appearghey
have made no real effort to obtadive necessary consejgee par&6.

132. [Not listed as it deals with advertising.]
The Core Strategy

45 The housing designs remain urban in sitel are exceptionallypoor and so fail to
comply withtheCounci | 6s Cor e gmoteahibiked)Yhe appligatianr e me n t
mustcomply withPolicy RAL(i) of the Core Stratgg which states that:

2 Birkbeck D and Kruczkowski S (201,33 uilding for Life 12: The sign of a good place to live.
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Paral24® The needs of the rural villages wil

Protection of the locally distinctive character of the villages, historic buildings and
settings, with the design of any new development being expected to include
appropriate higlguality responsetb ocal cont ext and | andscarg

46 This proposed development is of clumsily designed blocks which are the standard
housing that can be found throughout the UK. There is nothing local about the design. It
is wholly unfit for an historic village like Burwash. i also in breach of the Core
Strategy, whi ch says there should be 06si
devel opment so.

47 There are the following breachesPolicy RAL(i)
a) The locally distinctive character of the villagesiot proteced,
b) The histoit buildings and settings are not protected,
c) There is ndhigh-quality response to local conteand
d) There is nappropriate higtguality response tthelandscape.
48 Reliance is placed on the Core Strategy EN3, which follows.
Para 17.3%olicy EN3: Design Quality
New development will be required to be of high design quality by:

(i) Contributing positively to the character of the site and surroundings, including
taking opportunities to improve areas of poor visual character or with poor townscape
qualities, and

(i) Demonstrating robust design solutions tested against the following Key Design
Principles as appropriate (expanded in Appendix 4), tailored to a thorowugh an
empathetic understanding of the particular site and context:

(a) Character, Identity, Pladdaking & Legibility

(b) Continuity and Enclosure

(c) Quality of Public Real m, Ease of Mov
(d) Diversity

(e) Landscape Setting Bluildings and Settlements

(f) Design in Context (Understanding & appraisal of site and wider setting, and
incorporation of existing site features into proposals)

(9) Building Appearance & Architectural Quality
(h) Sustainable Design and Construction
49 Thereare multiple breaches of these requirements.
50 It is understood fronthe meeting with Russell Beswick and our group that he used the
Strand Meadow designs as a template for the designs for Watercress Field.

51 It has always been understottatt h e p o Protection of the larally distinctive
character of the villages, historic buildings and settings, with the design of any new
developmat being expected to include appropriate Fagiality response to local context
and | améastiremesigner needsdentify andchoose promient local design
features. SadlyPark Lane Homes have chosenusebelowstandardnodern design
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52

53

54

55

56

features which are commonly found in urban anburban developments nationwide
where cost is the only consideratidrne core strategy requires the local designke
incorporated. The housing below is typical of Burwash except the lastmuere
substantial detached houses are depidtedse are unusual in Burwash.
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lllustration 1Housing designs in Burwastfilage

It is understoodrom Russell Beswickone ofthe developersthatthe desigrstarted

with him. He has no architectural qualificationdis designs wergassed to his
consultant designemwho produced the finished designs. As already statieak

consultandid not engage argrchitectto help with thadesignslit can be inferredhat

the reason ishie more corners that are ctite cheaper the planning stageaisd that
generates more profit for tlikevelopers

Theconsultandb s desi gns wer e 06byRotherDistnictsCouhal,rseed s u i
Rot her ds pl anninotgxhibited)Tohrety pwaerrae 6t.h4o.u3ght t o
a simplified replica of the town houses
They were asked to reduce the height of the buildings and amend the material.

What RothemDistrict Council failed toaddress was that using the template of Strand
Meadow was wholly unsuitable. They were houses similar to houses built throughout
the UKwherecoss werethe major consideration.

In the planning repofnot exhibited) RotheDistrictCounci | attempts to
| ack of reference to the historicthaore of
there is O6no direct | ink or relationship

suggested that the reference parthe modern housing estates to the north and east

This approach fails to apply the rules listed earlier in this submission, particularly
Policy EN3 para 17.33, see pa®@of this submission, where designs have to be seen

in their 6whnydkeeent the site ts exoegtidnally tlose ta the historic core

as it abuts the recreational ground which runs at the back of the High Street.
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57

58

The use of Strand Meadow as a temptates contrary to all the rules for new housing
It simply replicates the housing designs of the 1970s and the 1980s. The modern rules
expect the best of the local designs to be incorporated into a modern balanced design.

The unsuitability of using &nd Meadow as a template can be seen below.

[llustration3 The next block of buses in Strand MeadoWos 57 and 59
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59 [llustration4 The next block of buses in $and MeadowNos 53and55

60 lllustration5 The three blocks of housing in Strand Meadow ne&vésatercress Field
Nos 53, 55, 57, 5and61
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61 lllustration6 Houses in Strand Meadow in the same row as the others in the four previous
photographsNos 33, 35, 37, 39, 41, 43, 45 and 47.

62 The discredited designs in tfige photographs above that belong to a previous age of
cheap housing without the controls tha¢ @urrently in placean provide no design
template for a new development.

The designs in detall

63 The applicantés Pl anni n dgo,RotieeBistrigttCouacisd Ac c e
revealing. The title page interesting. There is a compui@eneratedlepiction of what
units11-18 will look like, seebelow.

lllustration7. Old drawing forunits 1%18, Drawing No 702/18/100

64 As Rothemistrict Council rightly said, e housing is too talllts urban nature
design is cleafThis was replaced bynewdesign The new designs are beloWhere is
an irony here. Rothddistrict Councilcomplained about the first set of drawsnghere
one can see a link with the designs in Strand Meadow. The planners then promoted the
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