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From: Simon Davis

Sent: 28 August 2018 11:12
To: 'Phil Hamblin'

Cc: Richard Brooks
Subject: RE: BR/191/18/PL

Dear Phil,

Thanks for vour ematl. Having read your D&A Statement, | ses thal vou are aware of the relevant policies. In
particutar, policy HER DR3Z which statss that:

“Within Conservation Areqs, permission for development involving demolition or substantiol demolition will only he
anted, subject to conditions, if it can be demonstrated thot:

k. The structure to be demolished makes no moteriol contribution to the speciol character or nppearance of the area;
Qr

L it can be demonstrated that the structure is wholly beyond repair or incapable of beneficial use; or

m. it can be demonstroted that the removal of the structure and its subisequent replucement would lead to the
enhancement of the aren; and

n. Permission has been granted for the redevelopment of the site”

in addition, HER DM2Z which states that: “Applications will only be granted for development which resuits in the loss
of existing Locally Listed Buildings or Structures of € haracm when it con he demaonstrated thot the building or
structure cannot be put to g beneficial use or re-use.”

My view is that your proposal is contrary to these hwo policies in that the building is considered to make a material
contribution to the Conservation Area, the removal of the structure would not enhance the ares and permission has
not been granted for a redevelopment {in this respect, we have so far declined a pre-application enguiry for
redevelnpment which was not considered to enhance the Conservation Areal.

it may be possible for you to satisty criteria | but there would still be a contlict due to criteria N {i.e. the policy is an
either or in respect of K, L& M but an and in respect of N inrespact of 1, | see that you say in your statement that:
7it would seem o waste of resources (work, material, time and money), not to mention the disruption to the seafront
fourist area in the short term to repoir one element of the structure, when there gre countiess others that may well
need ottention, given the general cordition of the building ond its key structural elements. We believe that the
structure has post s useful life and that any repair work to restore the building to o functiona! sustainable long
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term enhancement to the areq would be uneconomical” And: “In essence the building of this condition will require
extensive works to enable it’s refurbishment and provide o long term rohust structure in such an aggressive
gtmasphere which may well be uneconomic in terms of the spoce in vislds.” You also mentien having to deal with
asbestos and with pigeon fasces.

Howsver, | consider that you will need to do more o satisfy this criteria. For a start, you say it is uneconomical to fix
the issues. Howsver, by saying that yvou are also saying that the building is capable of repair. Our Engineer has also
commented that it may be possible to fix the building. Can you provide a full breakdown of the costs of making
good/repairing the building & dealing with the issues. Please also specify what is actually required for the

repair. This may help us with assessing the application.

Kind Regards

ncation: Planning, First Floor, &run Civig Centre, Maltravers Road, Littlehampton, BN17 5LF
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From: Phil Hamblin [ NG
Sent: 24 August 2018 16:13

To: Simon Davis

Cc: Richard Brooks

Subject: RE: BR/191/18/PL

Importance: High

Dear Shmon

The commaent about locking at alternatives uses for the building is a bit irslevant along with a numiber of
the other comments given the condition of the buildings. | am not sure people quite understand how
precarious these bulldings are given that the primary support beams are in such a poor and dangsrous
conditions and its location to the open seafront. Currently the buiiding has no altemative use and should
not be used or cccupied at all, As far as we are concerned the buliding is not safe and it iz in a very public
weation. | also believe ADC building Control have been 1o sile and have agreed thal the condition i not
good.

We are g litlle concerned that other departments and the Local councilinr’s havenr't grasped the gravily of
the situgtion and the state the buildings are in. | belisve the Boroughs Engineers have also agreed with our
condition statement on the primary struciure and | would be grateful i this could be brought 1o the other
consulless altertion. The weather and climate is quite calm, but this will now change a3 the cooler and wel
fwindy weather arrives. Buildings don'i gt inle this stale overnight and i will not take much more o fip
over the edge.

The area in front of the sife should not be g question Tor this application. The application is for the
demaolition only. A pre-enquiry has bean previously submitted Io ADOC and it was agreed that this was &
starting poirt for the redevelopment of the sile.

Regards
Phil Hamblin : &

& Building Desigrners
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