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Cllr. Samer Bagaeen 
BH2020/01319 – 23 Shirley Drive 
 
31st August 2020: 
 
I am bewildered by this officer recommendation so please do not feel you have to 
go with it. In fact, please do not. 
 
A bit of context: A recent planning application BH2020/01039 for the erection of a 
two-storey detached dwelling house in garden at 7 Woodland Drive was rejected 
by the officer without coming to committee. 
That application had 13 objections to it. This one today has in excess of 44. 
 
More context: The Hove Park Neighbourhood Forum recently completed a Housing 
Needs Assessment for the area and a new Design Code with both noting a 
presumption against development on back gardens. 
 
In this case today, 23 Shirley Drive - BH2020/01319, your own officer, Keith Fowler 
(Highways) notes that the proposed level of car parking (ten spaces) is not in line 
with the maximum standards and the Highway Authority was seeking amendments 
to this application to avoid refusal (policy SPD14 Parking Standards). These 
amendments have not been completed. 
  
The proposed level of car parking (ten spaces) is not in line with the maximum 
standards. 
SPD14 Parking Standards states that the maximum car parking standard for 3 plus 
bedroom dwellings within the Outer Area is 1 space per dwelling plus 1 space per 
2 dwellings for visitors.  The submitted application form (that is significantly different 
in this regard to the previous application) states there are 9 vehicles on-site and is 
proposing an additional space making 10 car parking spaces for all the properties 
involved in this development within the Outer Area.  For this development of 3 
residential units (1 existing, 1 altered, 1 new) the maximum car parking standard is 
4 spaces (1 per unit and 1 visitor space).   
 
The Planning Committee should feel very confident to REFUSE planning 
permission for 23 Shirley Drive - BH2020/01319 for the following reasons: 
 
The proposed dwelling, by reason of its height, bulk, flat roof form, materiality and 
detailing would be in stark contrast with and relate poorly to the adjacent properties 
and local context. The proposed plot size would be uncharacteristically small and 
narrow for the surrounding area. The proposal would therefore be of a cramped 
and incongruous appearance that would harm the character and appearance of 
the street scene and wider area, failing to raise the standard of architecture within 
the city and contrary to Policy CP12 of the Brighton and Hove City Plan Part One. 
 
RELEVANT HISTORY   
 
The officer has not visited the site and does not look like he has read on the relevant 
history, including this Council successfully defending an appeal decision at No. 19 
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Shirley Drive in 2011 where the Inspector noted that: ‘the existence of backland 
housing at Nos 25 & 27 does not constitute any justification for permitting what I 
consider to be a harmful form of development at No. 19’. 
 
REPRESENTATIONS   
Between 23 May and 9 June 40 objections were received and 4 in support. 
After the significant changes to the plans, additional representations were received: 
Between 27 July and 21 August 24 objections and 3 in Support. 
 
Principle of Development:   
The site is located within an established residential area, in which new residential 
uses are generally acceptable in principle subject to the urban grain of the area 
being respected.  
 
Although the proposal would result in the provision of 1 no additional housing unit 
which would make a contribution to the housing supply of the city at a time when 
the LPA is unable to demonstrate a five-year housing supply (this could be given 
duly increased weight in accordance with the "tilted balance" in favour of housing 
delivery), the recently completed Hove Park NF Housing Needs Assessment 
completed by Aecom and approved by Locality in July 2020 noted that dwelling 
mix in Hove Park must continue to be determined by life-stage modelling. In this 
modelling, Hove Park plays an important role in the wider market in the city - since 
the city centre is dominated by smaller homes, the Hove Park Neighbourhood Area 
provides an option for those looking for larger homes in a market dominated by 
smaller dwellings.  
This was overlooked by the planning officer. 
 
The current application follows previously refused applications for similar 
proposals.   
  
The Officer for nearby application in Hove Park - BH2014/03358 - found the 
subdivision of the plot to be unacceptable in principle, due in part to the small size 
of the created plot appearing out of character for area and counter to the 
established urban grain. The Inspector for the appeal similarly raised concerns 
regarding the narrowness of the plot frontage.  
This new plot at 23 Shirley Drive would fall into the same category given the access 
constraints highlighted by the officer. 
 
Additionally, for BH2014/03358, the Inspector considered the "stark contrast" 
between the proposal and neighbouring bungalows in this case to cause harm to 
the character and appearance of the area in Hove Park, highlighting the roof form 
and bulk, overall scale, flank wall height and frontage width as of particular concern.   
 
The proposed dwelling at 23 Shirley Drive would be viewed as part of the Shirley 
Drive street scene, which on the eastern side is comprised of a row houses of 
uniform appearance with near-identical roof forms.  
 
The proposed dwelling would be two-storey and flat roofed, in the shape of a 
cuboid. It will be out of place. 

38



 
 

PLANNING COMMITTEE LIST 
 

COUNCILLOR REPRESENTATION 

 
 
In this case at 23 Shirley Drive, it is considered that the proposed subdivision is 
unacceptable in principle, as both the proposed and retained plots would be 
uncharacteristically small for the surrounding area. The proposal would therefore 
fail to respect the character and established urban grain of the area, contrary to 
Policy CP12 of the Brighton and Hove City Plan Part One. This is consistent with 
the determination of previous applications by this Council.  
 
The proposal is therefore considered to be unacceptable in principle and I urge 
fellow councillors to reject it. 
 
Cllr. Prof. Samer Bagaeen FRSA FRICS MRTPI FRGS 
Hove Park Ward 
31 August 2020 
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