_ Agenda ltem 6
For: Planning Sub-Committes South 9

Date: 10 December 2009

WD/2008/2180/MEA - HONEY FARM, EASTBOURNE ROAD,
POLEGATE

Summary of Proposal

Major Application with Environmental Assessment application for:-

UP TO 520 DWELLINGS TOGETHER WITH A ONE FORM ENTRY PRIMARY
SCHOOL INCORFPORATING COMMUNITY USES, A CONVENIENCE STORE AND
DOCTORS SURGERY

Received date: 15 October 2008 Parish: Polegate _
8/13 week date: 14 January 2009  Ward: Polegate North
Grid Ref: 557340 105263

- Recommendation
Planning permission BE REFU_SED for the following reasons:-

1. The proposal development of 520 dwellings on this - site represents an
unacceptable and unjustified form of development on the edge of Polegate,
outside of the development boundary identified in the adopted Wealden Local
Plan and extending beyond the limits of the defined development boundary for
Polegate as shown in the Non Statutory Wealden Local Plan contrary to the
provisions of Policies GD2, ENB and DC17 of the Adopted Wealden Local Plan
1998, Policies DC2, GD2, DC15, PW1 and NE7 of the Non Statutory Wealden
Local Plan; Policies CC1, CCB and SCT1 of the South East Plan 2009 and
PPS1, PPS3 and PPS7.

2. It is considered that the omission of the Honey Farm commercial site from the
application, which formed an integral part of the land allocation as set out in the
Non Statutory Plan, is unacceptable and would be prejudicial to the
comprehensive development of the site and appropriate distribution of land-uses
contrary to PPS1 and PPS3, Policies CC1 and CCB of the South East Plan 2009
; Policies BE1, HG8 and PW1 of the Non Statutory Wealden Local Plan. :

3.. The development by virtue of its visual prominence, urbanising and incongruous

' character within the established rural character of the area and associated light
polution would detract significantly from the character and appearance of the
registered historic parkland which forms the setting of the Grade II* listed
building, Wootton Manor, including views within, to and from the parkland and
listed building within its immediate environs and from higher grounds within the
Sussex Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and the designate South
Downs National Park, contrary to the reguirements of PPS1, PPG15; Policies
BES, C2 and C3 of the South East Plan; Policies EN8, EN9 and EN29 of the
Adopted Wealden Local Plan; Policies BE8, BE10, BE15, NE7, NE8, HG8 and
PW1 of the Non Statutory Wealden Local Plan.

4. - The proposal, by virtue of its scale, height and density represents an
overdevelopment of the site which if permitted would resuit in an undesirable
intensification of built form which would be visually intrusive and out of keeping
with the estabhshed rural character and visual amenity of the area. This spread
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of inappropriate development with its high leve! of urbanism, and light pollution,
would detract from the visual amenities of the immediate area, the rural scene
and the relationship of the sensitive low lying lands of the Low Weald with the
views to and from the Sussex Downs AONB and the designate Scuth Downs
National Park and Scheduled Ancient Monuments, thereby adversely affecting
the setting of this sensitive landscape contrary to the provisions of PPS1, PPG3
and PPS7, Policies C2 and C3, of the South East Plan; Policies GD2, EN8, EN27
and EN29 of the Adopted Wealden Local Pian; Policies NE7, BE1, BE15 and
HG8 of the Non Statutory Wealden Local Plan.

5. The proposed development, if permitted would not accord with national policy
objectives concerned with the promotion of thriving, inclusive and sustainable
communities having regard to the accessibility of jobs, shops and other services
from the application site by modes of transport other than the private car. The
site is physically separated from the existing built up areas by the A22 and A27
trunk roads. In the absence of the A22 being detrunked, combined with the
Highways Agency requirements for no new accesses to be formed on to this
section of the A22, the installation of non climbable barriers to prevent
-pedestrians crossing at grade with only vehicular access at Cophall roundabout
and only pedestrian and cycle access across a bridge would result in the creation .
of an isolated and segregated community. As a result of its physical severance,

. the development would be unlikely to deliver the provision of a ptimary school -
and community centre because of accessibility issues for residents from the
wider surroundings. In the absence of a primary, school, community centre and
health centre, the site would constitute an unacceptable satellite residential
development contrary to Policies CC1 and CC6 of the South East Plan, Policies
"EN2 and CS1 of the adopted Wealden Local Plan and Policies HG8, CS* and
PW1 of the Non Statutory Wealden Local Plan and PPS1, PPS3 and PPS12.

6. The proposal does not satisfactorily demonstrate that adequate and appropriate
provision can be made to facilitate walking and cycling to and from the site and
reduce dependence on the private car, without having a detrimental lmpact on
the landscape and character of existing residential areas and a reduction in the
amenity, privacy and safety of both existing residents and future residents of the

- proposed development. The requirement for non-climbable barriers along the
trunk road combined with the proposed pedestrian and cycle bridge, by virtue of
its location, scale and design which would result in the loss of existing trees,
would have a detrimental impact on the landscape character of the area. The
application is therefore contrary to Policy T2 of the South East Plan; Policies
EN12, TR3, TR13 and EN2 of the Adopted Wealden Local Plan and Policies
NE15, TR1, TR2, HG8 and PW1 of the Non Statutory Wealden Local Plan and
PPS1, PPS3 and FPG13.

7. The location of the proposed development which is not well served by public
transport and by virtue of its severance from local facilities by the existing trunk
roads, is not well connected to local facilities. The development proposal does
not adequately provide for travel modes other than by the private mator vehicle
and therefore it would conflict with the objectives of the Local Transport Plan 2,
Policy T2 of the South East Plan, Policies TR3, TR13 and EN2 of the adopted
Wealden Local Plan and ‘Policies TR1, TR2, TR3 HG8 and PW1 of the Non
Statutory Wealden Local Plan and PPS1, PPS3 and PPG13.
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8.  The applicant has failed to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the District Planning
Authority that they could secure the proper provision and delivery of the
necessary infrastructure improvements, as summarised in the non statutory
Wealden Local Plan, to meet the additional demands generated by the proposed
development, and to ensure there would be no adverse impacts on the local
infrastructure and surrounding highway network, and therefore the proposal is
considered contrary to Policy CC7 of the South East Plan, Policy CS1 of the
adopted Wealden Local Plan, Policies PW1 and CS1 of the Non Statutory
Wealden Local Plan and PPS1 and PPS3.

'Reason for Referral

This application is being referred to Planning Sub-Committee South as this is a major
application, on part of an allocation site in the Non-Statutory Plan, which is of significant
publlc interest.

Executive Summary

This is an outline application with all matters reserved except for access, for the
development of 520 houses together with a one form entry primary schoaol
incorporating community uses, a convenience store and doctor's surgery.

The application site forms part of the housing aliocation site PW1 as set out in
1 the Wealden Non Statutory Local Plan. However since the allocation of this site
there has been new material considerations, namely the issue of the Folkington
| Link which was strongly interlinked to the sustainable delivery of this proposed
housing allocation site which impacts on the acceptability of the principle of
development on this site. Also since the allocation of the site, the boundary of
the South Downs National Park has been confirmed and Wooton Manor has
been added to English Heritage's Register of Parks and Gardens of Historic
Interest.

It is recommended that the application is refused on the basis of the unjustified
development outside of the development boundary, impact of the development |
on the landscape and historic enviroriment, the quantum of development and
distribution of development, thé unacceptable severance of the site from
surrounding development, the overall sustainability of the development and the

unacceptable impact of the proposed foot and cycle bridge across the A22.
1.  Statutory Bodies and Residents - Responses
South East England Regional Assembly (SEERA)

_ “The District Councit should grant planning permission only if it is satisfied that:

+ release of this greenfield site is necessary, based on up-to-date and robust
evidence, and the most appropriate and sustainable location to' meet local

. housing needs and will not prejudice the emerging Core Strategy DPD,

' particularly in terms of growth aspirations and housing delivery, which should

give preference to previously developed land in accordance with Policies Q1 and
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H5 of RPGY and Palicy SP3 of the Secretary of State's Proposed Changes to the
draft South East Plan
the release of this site.and level of proposed development ahead of the

completion of the ‘West of Polegate Trunk Road Improvements’ is acceptable.

If the District Council is mlhded to grant permission, it should address the following,
through appropriately worded conditions and/or legal agreements to secure:

The phasing and dellvery of new or improved infrastructure to meet the needs of
the development .in accordance with Policies CC7 and CC8 of the Proposed
Changes to the draft South East Plan,

An appropriate package of transport infrastructure and other measures including
an agreed travet plan to promote altematives to the car in accordance with
Policies T1, T10 and T13 (RPGS as altered) and T1, T2 and T5 of the Proposed

- Changes to the draft South East Plan;

An appropriate level of car and cycle parking to comply with Pollcy T12 of RPG9
(as altered) and Policy T4 of the Proposed Changes to the draft South East Plan;

A design relevant to context that promotes a high quality of environment
consistent with Policy Q2 of RPG9 and Policies CC6 and BE1 of the Proposed.
Changes to the draft South East Plan; The incorporation of water and energy
efficiency measures and the promotion of renewable energy and sustainable
construction in accordance with Policies INF2 and INF4 of RPGS and Policies
CC2, CC3, CC4, NRM11, NRM12, W2 and M1 of the Proposed Changes to the .
draft South East Plan;

- Mitigation measures in relation to flood risk, air and noise quality and impacts on

groundwater, and measures to enhance biodiversity of the site in accordance
with Policies NRM1, NRM2, NRM4, NRM9 and NRM10 of the Proposed Changes
to the draft South East Plan;

Ensure an appropriate package of measures to secure the conservation and
enhancement of the historic environment in line with Policy BES of the Proposed

. Changes to the draft South East Plan.

ESCC Highway Authority
First Consultation

Pretiminary comments as foliows:

Would not support any development here without the Folkington Link Road (FLR) -
first being in place. Based on the current advice from the HA, it is therefore

- recommended that the developer is encouraged to withdraw the application at

this time. Failing this we would object on highway grounds.

The possibility of a phased development in advance of the FLR would attract a
similar response at this time. The traffic generation could not easily be
accommodated on the existing local highway network and the need for
sustainable transport links and a viable movement framework would be very
difficuli to achieve with the existing road infrastructure.

The HA have indicated an earliest completion of the FLR in 2018. If a fund holder
for the scheme could be found in the meantime and the cost reclaimed from
development over time this would shed new light on the subject. This financing

- mechanism has been achieved successfully in other parts of the Country
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Second Consultation OBUJECT

The applicants submitted a Transport Assessment (TA) in 2008 in relation to a proposal
to construct up to 600 housing units. Following on-going discussions about issues
raised by the County Council and the Highways Agency (HA), a draft Interim Travel
Plan (ITP) has now been submitted. The HA’s interest stems from the principal points
of highway access from the development being on to the trunk road network.

The application originally inciuded for the future provision of the A27 Folkington Link,
connecting the A27/A22 at Cophall roundabout with the A27 west of Polegate. Since
then, the HA's formal position on the Link has become less certain. The application is
now framed such that permission for a first phase of up to 520 housing units is being
sought with all general highway access to that site via a new connection to Copbhall
roundabout. Other bus and pedestﬁanfcycle accesses to the site are also proposed.

The County Council has a number of contlnumg concerns which are discussed below in

' tum

Trip Rales and Distribution
The County Council's initial concerns regarding trip rates and dlstnbutlons used in the

TA have been partially allayed in subsequent discussions with the applicant. The
unadjusted (pre-Travel-Plan) trip rates proposed in the draft ITP are acceptable for this
site. The use of Polegate census data to determine likely trip distributions is also
accepted, although a more focused analysis of similar peripheral sites is required.
Partly the result of that, the extent to which the ITP's target changes in trip rates and
modal choices are achievable given the measures proposed is not accepted ~ thns is
discussed in more detall later.

| Htgnmaz Access: ,
It is proposed that all generai vehicular access to this first phase of this site will be via a

new connection to Cophall roundabout. It is understood that the HA and the applicant
have reached agreement on the type of junction and the maximum level of acceptable
use of the new link to the development. This has effectively set a limit of 520 housing
units as the maximum acceptable development size. It is also understood that the HA is
content that the agreed maximum use of the new link to Cophall roundabout is
compatible with the additional need to manage highway impacts at those trunk road
“junctions identified in Policy TR3 of the Wealden Local Plan as being in need of
improvement to cater for development in the area, and that the applicant has reached
informal agreement with the HA over funding of those improvements. It is unclear at
present what those improvements may be in detail and how their implementation,
. together with the applicant’s estimates of trips generated by this site, may impact on
other roads for which the County Council is the Highway Authority.

Bus Access: _

-Sustainable accessibility to the site demands (inter alia) appropriate bus services. The
applicant proposes that existing Service 54 be diverted to run through the site and that a
new shuttle service to/from Polegate town centre be funded by the development. To
achieve effective routeing, in addition to access via Cophall roundabout both would
require access to &/or from the section of A22 between Cophall roundabout and the
AZ22/A27 signals. The applicant proposes a bus-only access/exit junction on that part of
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the A22. Such a ‘bus gate’ would require signals for southbound exiting buses, and
wouid ‘open up’ the potential for direct access from the A22 to the development for
pedestrians and cyclists. It is understood that the HA’s position is that, on capacity and
road safety grounds, they would not approve of bus fraffic signais on this heavily
trafficked road, and that any potential for direct pedestrian / cyclist access wouid not be
acceptable. The HA's preferred position is for continuous site boundary fencing to deter
this. It is also not clear that the proposed diversion of Service 54 from its present route
would be acceptable.

Pedestrian/Cycle Access : _
The application includes a new foot!cycle bridge over the A22 connectmg the
development with Brookside Avenue and thence, by using existing roads and footways,
with Polegate town centre and rail station. This proposed foot / cycle bridge would be
the only transport connection between the site and the town for those modes. Draft
drawings of the bridge have been prepared by the applicant. The HA has recently
indicated that it would expect responsibility for maintenance of the bndge to pass to the
County Council on completion. The County Council has its own standards and it is
currently unclear how well the draft proposals comply. The County Councit also
considers that some improvements would be required to the existing network of
footways to the east of the A22 before they could adequately serve as the main
connector between the site and Polegate town centre. The HA’s position that direct
pedestrian/cycle access to the site from the A22 should be deterred is supported.

Intenm Travel Plan (ITP)
Key to the transport acceptability of this site is the extent to which sustainable: transport

choices can be developed and fostered in this location. Otherwise this would just be a
site on the fringes of an urban area with an inbuilt and inflexible predisposition to car
use. This is an issue that relates both to the overall acceptability of development of this
site for housing, and to the amount of housing that can be accommodated. The draft
ITP proposes measures that it concludes will achieve patterns of modal choices by
residents of the development that will enable up to 520 housing units fo be occupied:
pefore highways based trigger limits are exceeded (see ‘Highway Access’ section
above).

The ITP sets out baseline (pre-Travel- Pian) and target (post-Travel-Plan) modal choice
proportions. The targets are consistent with the aim of limiting the total vehicular output
from 520 housing units to what has been agreed with the HA as the maximum
acceptable The extent of targeted change from baseline in trip rates and modal choices
is substantial. | am not convinced that the measures proposed in the ITP are sufficient
to achieve those changes.

Bus accessibility and effective penetration are crucial to maximizing public transport
use. The praoposals do not provide a sufficiently attractive public transport option, even
less so in light of the HA objection to direct bus access to the A22 adjacent to the site,
which would limit all bus access into and out of the site to being via Cophall roundabout.
Patronage forecasts in the ITP are considered to be very optimistic, and very reliant on
forecasts of use by travellers connecting with the rail service at Polegate station. The
latter forecast is considered to be over-reliant on analysis of census data for the whole
of Polegate rather than a more focused selection of similar peripheral areas of the town.
The applicant has been requested to provide supporting. ‘reallife’ evidence of the
targeted level of change being achieved elsewhere in similar areas by this level of
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public transport mput To date there has not been a response. The County Council has
estimated that the proposed service changes and additions would require developer
funding of at least £330000 (less passenger income) per annum, and that this would be
required for a substantial time period to establish and maintain the service levels
required to deliver a truly sustainable choice. :

The ITP also relies on a significant proportion of journeys being by walk or cycle. The
proposed foot/cycle bridge would be the dnly transport connection between the site and
the town for those modes. Whilst this would provide a relatively direct route, the time
and distance involved is. at the margins (up to 15 minutes) for being a truly attractive
and therefore effective modal option.

East Sussex County Council Childrens Services have expressed their concerns about
accessibility of the new school by any means other than car. In view of the relative
remoteness of this site from much of Polegate, | share those concems.

Pedestrian / cycle access _
It is noted that the bridge is indicated as part of the ‘Additional information date stamped

26 August 2009'. ESCC preference is for at-grade crossings of the A22 as these
provide easy direct access to and from the development and Polegate town centre.
However, ESCC accept the Highways Agency’s position if, as indicated the Folkington
Link is not built. As previously indicated, whilst the bridge would offer one route across
the A22, there are concems that it is only one route and the time and distance involved
in making use of the bridge is on the limits of the time people would be prepared to walk
(15 minutes or more). it is noted that the Non-Statutory Local Plan shows two
connections which would help to ensure accessibility for a wider part of the
development. Thus, one bridge is unlikely to provide effective modal shift.

County have not been able to fully assess the detail of the bridge as the submitted
drawings prepared by the applicant are somewhat sketchy. A significant amount of
additional information would be required to enable a full assessment of the bridge,

Road narrowing on deve!ogf_nent access roag

The proposed narrowmg is some distance from Cophall Rnundabout From a highway
capacity point of view, the evening peak hour flow into the development is one which
could potentially lead to problems on Cophall Roundabout. This particular issue is for
the Highways Agency to consider but considering the information submitted as part of
the TA, ESCC do not believe this proposal would lead to any capacity issues during

- peak periods or any other part of the day. '

From a bus accessibility point of view, ESCC consider that the signals would need to
include bus priority in order to allow quick bus access into and out of the site. Whilst
ideally, for this level of development, the access would be free-flowing, ESCC do not
consider this narrowing to present major highway issues.

Conclusions:

There are a number of significant outstanding issues that need further work and
agreement before ESCC can consider whether this development is dcceptable in
highways and transport terms.” As it stands, ESCC recommend refusal on the basis that
the proposal is not well connected to local facilities and does not adequately provide for
travel modes other than by the private motor vehicle and it would conflict with the
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objectives of the Local Transport Plan 2 and Policies within the Wealden Non-Statutory
Locai Plan. _

'Highways Agency
First Consultation

. Drrects that planning permission not be granted for a period of 1 year
commencmg from 12 November.

« The reason for directing that the application is not granted is to permit further
consideration of the deliverability and timing of the proposed West of Polegate
trunk road improvement scheme taking into account the Regional Funding
Allocation refresh currently being carried out by the Regional Transport Board.

Second Consultation

Folkin ton Link

Applicant will need in due course to either amend the current application or resubmit.
Folkington Link is not now prioritised by the Regional Transport Board, therefore expect
a revised application not to be reliant on the construction of the Link and to assume that
the A22 between Cophall roundabout and Lewes Road will continue to be part of the
SRN. All vehicular traffic to be via Cophall roundabout with no new junctions onto the
A22 and for strong measures to prevent pedestrians attempting to cross the A22 at
grade between the site and the urban area of Polegate eg unclimable barrier along the
site frontage with the A22.

Footbridge
The footbridge option put forward by the applicant appears to provrde the basis for a

safe way of crossing the A22 on foot and cycle. It is essential that in addition to the
unclimable barrier etc referred to above, the layout of the site and signing of pedestrian
routes to encourage the use of the bridge and strongly discourage any temptauon to
cross the SRN at grade, including at Cophall roundabout. -

TR2 Junction improvements
At present the TR3 junction improvements and access arrangements required to deliver

development at this site have not been drafted to design standards. This should be
‘addressed at the earliest opportunity to aliow for any departures to be agreed with the
HA. There will be a need for revised Road Safety Audit. Sensitivity tests need to be
carried out on remaining TR3 junctions to ensure operation is not adversely affected by
. the change in trip rates. _ :

Interim Travel Plan/Draft Travel Plan Condition

Important for Travel Plan condition and associated Travel Plan objectivesftargets to
ensure that the SRN and in particular the Cophall roundabout, continue to operate
effectively after the proposed development is occupied.
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3rd Consultation Response

‘The direction of 12 November 2008 was issued on the basis that the proposed
development relied in the view of the Highways Agency on the implementation of the
Folkington Link. The Folkington Link is shown on the application drawings but does not
form part of the application. The application is based on the premise that the Trunk

Road will be diverted on to the Folkington Link and that the new junctions will be
- introduced on to the A22 in order to access the proposed development including surface
level pedestrian crossings. The Highways Agency considers that if the Trunk Road
continues to be routed along the A22, then the new junctions and surface: crossing
facilities proposed in the application will have an unacceptable impact on road safety
and journey time reliability

Following the direction of 12 November 2008 the applicant engaged in discussion to
address objections centring on the removal of the proposed junctions and surface level
pedestrian crossings. The applicant appears to be suggesting a bus only access
between the proposed development and the A22. The applicant has not discussed this
with us and it is difficult to envisage how this access could be consistent with the strong
measures required to prevent pedestrians from crossing the A22 at grade. There is a
possibility that proposals that are needed for other purposes will preclude us from
withdrawing our objection. The HA have become aware of a foot crossing of the railway
line to the south of the site leading to the A27. Strong measures would be required to
prevent pedestrians from the site crossing at grade.

Southern Water Services NC OBJECTION

There is adequate wastewater treatment capacity at the Hailsham South wastewater
treatment works to serve the development up to 520 houses. Additional off-site sewers
or improvements to existing sewers will be required to provide sufficient capacity to
service the development. Conditions relating to foul and surface water drainage
recommended.

English Heritage
F:rsr Consu!tanon

English Heritage believes that the proposed holising development is dependent on the
West Polegate Trunk Road Junc;tlon improvements and should not be considered
independently of this scheme. The highways improvements are likely to be damaging
to the setting of Wooton Manor, its park and the AONB. At a landscape scale, there will
be a notable impact on the setting of the AONB. The development should not be
considered infill of urban land between the awms of the A27 and A22 but as an
extension of the urban area of Polegate into open countrysude that forms part of the
setting of the AONB. Furthermore, now that there is additional information from the
Historic Landscape Characterisation not available during the preparation of the ES, we
can say that the area affected is landscape of considerable time depth and of some
evidential and historic value. EH disagree with the assertion in the archaeological Desk
Based Assessment that yet to be discovered remains will necessarly be of local
importance if discovered - it is quite possible that unforeseen remains may be of
regionai or national importance and the adverse effects of the scheme upon them would
require mitigation.
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There is insufficient information in the application to properly assess the environmental
impact of the housing on the setting of Wooton Manor. What information there is
suggests a mix of housing types in the form of semi-detached groups, terraces and
possibly flatted blocks. These are generally of 2-3 storeys but may in some instances
be higher, whereas the surrounding established residential areas are predominantly two
storey sub-urban type housing. The indicative layout plan and supporting planning
statements indicate a range of densities across the deveiopment site but in some critical
instances this is at a relafively high level. The limited information on forrn and density,
alongside the indicative information gives cause for concern that the development may
not sit well within its immediate suburban and rural context and the development would
appear as an incongruous addition to the area rather than being integrated with it. EH
recommend that WDC seek further information about the design of the housing to
inform your decisioh with regard to scale, massing and detail. -

English Heritage believes that the proposal to breach the Roman Road in two places for
the initial access road and the trunk road is highly undesirabie and that the applicant
should consider how the proposal could minimise the impact on these important
archaeologlcal remains. The proposal should be further mmgated by an archaeologicai
programme of works.

Second Consultation; Following the submussmm of photomontages of views from
Wooton Mancr, EH has made the following observations:

+ Questions the point of criticism about the lack of definitive statements in the EH
Setting Assessment, since the whole point of asking for montages was the lack
of information about the visibility of development within this view

s Disagree that EH's assessment of the overall setting as almost completely rural
is inaccurate. The built features that EH mentioned have a tiny presence in the
view, which seems to make the overall setting overwhelmingly rural.

« More information required regarding the methodology for producing the
montages, in particular whether the building and roof heights shown are
accurately modelied and show the full extent of the development

- o Is it possible to check tree and hedge heights since the extent to which buildings
are screened by vegetation is important?

+ Trees are shown in full leaf and iighting would be wsuble at night

» Existing development represents the road - this is visible as a dark band of trees
and only very occasional glimpses of traffic are visible.

« Buildings appear to be lower-than expectied and don't appear to be visible except

~ from Viewpoint 1. Need to establish the extent to which this is the screening
effect of vegetation and the accuracy of the modelling and vegetation.

Environment Agenc NO OBJECTION
Satisfied that the submitted Flood Risk Assessment and Surface Water Drainage
Strategy is a reasonable representation of the risks at this location and have no

abjections to the proposed development, subject to plannmg conditions.

The Environment Agency have however expressed concern that the development
appears to be dependent on the construction of a link road to the west of the site, and
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413

4131

5.1

5.2

5.3

6.

Other Issues

Consideration has been given to the remaining issues including, land
contamination, hydrology, noise and air quality and the consultation responses
received from statutory consultees and local residents. Whilst concerns {with
particular regard to issues of flooding and impact on residents of Gosford Wayy),
it is considered that any remaining impacts could be adequately mitigated or
controlled through the imposition of conditions

Conclusion

Careful consideration has been given to the application. It is recognised that
the developer could address some of the concerns raised in the report, such as
the unjustified development by pulling the school back into the development
boundary. The concerns regarding over-development and visual impact could
similarly be resolved by a significant reduction in the quantum of deveiopment
to enable a reduction in the height of buildings and facilitate a much more
landscape-dominated development, than is currently proposed to reduce the
impact on the setting of Wooton Manor and the Sussex Downs AONB and the
confirmed South Downs National Park. Whilst the site itself is located relatively -
close to Polegate town centre, the problems arising from the inability to de-trunk
the A22 and the consequential unsatisfactory solution of a single pedestrian
footbridge to deliver pedestrians and cyclists into Polegate, combined with the
concerns raised by County regarding the acceptability of a bus service
accessing the development off Cophall roundabout, compared to the
sustainable transport solutions originally proposed as part of the allocation, has
not been resolved. The development would be physically and visually severed
from the existing town of Polegate and cannot be read as an urban extension
but ‘as an unsatisfactory separate satellite form of residential environment,
segregated from its surroundings and from the existing local communities.

When the Council originally considered the development of this area and
included it as an allocation in the Non-Statutory Wealden Local Plan, it was on
the basis of a comprehensive transport solution that would enable its proper
integration into the town.

The applicant's Environmental Statement Non-Technical Summary concludes
that “Whilst negative environmental impacts have been identified with respect to
the development of the site at North-West Polegate, particularly with respect to
listed buildings and landscape, these are considered to be of lower magnitude
than the benefits which accrue from locating residentiai development in close
proximity to existing services and a welf developed fransport system"
However, in the absence of suitable linkages to the existing town, it is clear that
this sort of conclusion cannot now be reached. For the reasons set out and
explained in this report, officers recommend that the application is REFUSED

Contact points and references

Team Leader Ms C Mclintyre, Team Leader (Majors) - Tel: 01892 602541

Ward Members; Clir Mrs O L Shing & CHr R Martin,
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