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1. Introduction 

1.1 Role of the Document   

Brighton & Hove City Council is required under current planning regulations1
 to 

submit a Consultation Statement to accompany the City Plan (Development 
Plan Document - DPD). 

 
This statement sets out how the city council has involved the community and 
stakeholders in the preparation of the draft City Plan Part 1 in accordance with 
the council’s adopted Statement of Community Involvement (SCI).  This 
statement shows that the minimum requirements set out in the SCI’s have 
been met and exceeded. 

 
This document sets out: 
i) Who was consulted 
ii) How the public and other stakeholders were consulted 
iii) The main issues raised as a result of the consultation 
iv) How the representations have been taken into account 

1.2 Community Involvement 

The council adopted its Statement of Community Involvement in September 
2006 following examination by an independent planning inspector (please 
note SCI’s are no longer subject to examination).  It sets out how, when and 
where the council will consult with local and statutory stakeholders in the 
process of planning for the local authority area, both in producing 
development plan documents and in carrying out the development control 
function.  Consultation on the withdrawn Core Strategy and the emerging City 
Plan has been guided by the approach set out in the SCI, in particular to: 
 

• Enable communities to put forward ideas and suggestions and participate 
in developing visions, proposals and options for the city 

• Let communities know about emerging policies and proposals in good time 

• Consult on formal proposals 

• Ensure that consultation takes place in locations that are widely accessible 

• Provide and seek feedback 
 
The SCI advocates various approaches to consultation. The council’s approach is 
to make the maximum use of early community and other stakeholder involvement 
especially when input and responses from individual and organisations would 
make a real difference to planning policy. Continuous involvement is and will be 
sought to help minimise the need for a lengthy and controversial examination. 
 
In addition to the council’s SCI, which is required in order to meet planning 
legislation, regard has been given to the Community Engagement Framework 
2009 (CEF) developed by the Brighton and Hove Strategic Partnership, of which 
the council is a member. The CEF reinforces the principles of consulting and 

                                            
1
 Regulation 18 of The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 
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engaging with communities at an early stage to help ensure their input is 
meaningful and reflected in the development of a plan or policy.  

2. Consultation on the City Plan  

2.1 Background 

Work began on the City Plan Autumn 2011 following the formal withdrawal of the 
Core Strategy from the examination process (September 2011). The Core 
Strategy had to be withdrawn because the Planning Inspector was not satisfied 
that the housing delivery strategy was robust. The Localism Act and the (then 
forthcoming) National Planning Policy Framework also signalled the need to 
amend and update the plan. 
 
Consultation on four policy areas where significant change was required 
(housing, employment, transport and student housing) and took place October – 
November 2011. The responses from the Policy Options Consultation have 
helped to inform the drafting of the City Plan. 
 
The City Plan has also taken into account a number of new studies which provide 
background and supporting information and form part of the wider ‘evidence base’ 
for the Plan as well as providing updates to existing studies. These are listed as 
follows; 

• Employment Land Study Review 2012 

• Transport Assessment 2012  

• Brighton & Hove Energy Study 2012  

• Local Housing Requirements Update 2012  

• Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) Update 2012 

• Site Capacity Assessments 

• Housing Needs Assessments 2012 
 
Consultation on the Draft City Plan – Part One was undertaken between 28th 
May 2012 and 20th July 2012. 
 
The following documents were produced at this stage: 
 

• The Draft City Plan – Part 1 

• Annexe 1 - Implementation and Monitoring Plan  

• Annexe 2 - Infrastructure and Delivery Plan  

• Annexe 3 - Housing Implementation Strategy 

• The Sustainability Appraisal  

• The Sustainability Appraisal Maps 1-5 

• The Sustainability Appraisal Non Technical Summary  

• Statement of Consultation 

• Supporting Evidence Document 

• Schedule of Changes to the Proposals Map and accompanying Maps 1-14 
 
The documents / publications referred to above were made available on the 
dedicated City Plan section of the council’s website as well as the council’s 
consultation portal. Copies of the documents above and a list of consultation 



 4

questions were also made available in the council’s Customer Service Centres in 
central Brighton, Hove and Portslade and at the council’s libraries; 
 

Jubilee Library (Brighton), Hove Library, Coldean Library, Hangleton 
Library, Hollingbury Library, Mile Oak Library, Moulsecoomb Library, 
Patcham Library, Portslade Library, Rottingdean Library, Saltdean Library, 
Westdene Library, Whitehawk Library, Woodingdean Library. 

2.2 Who was consulted? 

Consultation on the Draft City Plan Part 1 in May 2012 took place under 
Regulation 18 of The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) 
Regulations 2012. There is a requirement to consult the public including specific 
and general organisations, as well as consulting those residents and/or 
businesses the local authority considers appropriate. The Draft City Plan Part 1 
was therefore subject to extensive public consultation and engagement over a 
period which ran for 8 weeks ending on 20 July 2012. The list of consultees for 
the Draft City Plan – Part 1 is attached as Appendix 2. 

 
The next stage of consultation on the City Plan Part 1 will take place under 
Regulation 19 of the 2012 Regulations which states that, prior to submission to 
the Secretary of State for independent examination, a DPD must be publicised for 
a period of at least 6 weeks and representations invited. Any representations 
received by the local planning authority within the timescale set out will be 
forwarded to the Secretary of State. 

2.3 How were the public and other stakeholders consulted? 

 
Emails or letters were sent to the organisations and individuals who were logged 
as relevant consultees on the council’s LDF database. The database includes 
statutory consultees and also the organisations and individuals who have 
responded to previous consultations on the Core Strategy (new consultees that 
engage during or between consultation periods are added to the database). 790 
LDF database consultees were notified by email or letter of the Draft City Plan – 
Part 1 consultation. The notification included a link to the council’s consultation 
portal where the documents could be read or downloaded (nb. Letters were sent 
if there was no recorded email address). 
 
In addition to consulting those on the LDF database, stakeholders were consulted 
through a series of presentation and workshop events which are detailed overleaf 
in section a). Wide-ranging media publicity was also undertaken which has been 
detailed in section b). 

a) Workshops and Attendance at Existing/Planned Meetings 

 
A comprehensive schedule of stakeholder events was undertaken during the 
consultation period on the Policy Options Papers. These are set out in the table 
overleaf. The table illustrates that there were a range of specific consultation 
events including a launch and a stakeholder event (with representatives of 
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community and amenity groups, businesses and transport providers), a bespoke 
event organised by Brighton & Hove Economic Partnership, a Question Time on 
the regeneration aspects of the City Plan and a meeting of the Sustainability 
Working Groups. Over 120 people attended these events. Aside from these larger 
meetings, smaller meetings took place with partnerships, Local Action Teams and 
residents groups and organisations. The City Plan was also discussed at a 
number of existing planned meetings for example the Conservation Advisory 
Board and the Brighton and Hove Federation of Disabled People.  
 
A leaflet drop was undertaken to alert residents in the Hangleton area to the City 
Plan proposals for Toads Hole Valley. The leaflet was distributed to around 3,500 
households and invited residents to two drop in sessions to come and discuss the 
proposals and make comments (details of the meetings are outline in table 
overleaf). A copy of the leaflet can be found in Appendix 4. 
 
A combined paper and e- petition opposing the proposed re-designation of Toad’s 
Hole Valley for housing and mixed use development was debated at the 25 
October 2012 Full Council meeting, having exceeded the threshold with a total of 
1,384 signatures.  
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Workshops and Attendance at Existing/Planned Meeting 

Meeting / Event Date Purpose/ Attendance  
City Engagement 
Partnership 

Tuesday 22 May, Room 126 
King’s House, 2 – 4pm 

Attended the City Engagement Partnership meeting to make 
members aware of upcoming consultation and to ask advice on 
consultation techniques and how to reach a broad cross-section of 
communities. Attended by 20 representatives from CVSF, BHCC, 
Clinical Commissional Group, Fire, Police, Public Health, Councillors, 
Third Sector, B&H Strategic Partnership and the Adult Learning 
Group. 

Transport Partnership Tuesday 22 May, Jubilee 
Library, 4-6pm 

Presentation followed by questions and answers 

Launch event for City 
Plan 

Tuesday 29 May 
Banqueting suite, Hove Town 
Hall, 5.45 – 7.00pm 

Presentation followed by short questions and answers. Attended by 
64 stakeholders. 

Destination 
Management Forum 

Thursday 31 May, Old Court 
House, 3-5 pm 

Question & answer session. Distributed City Plan Quick Reference 
Guides. As a follow up an email was sent to 700-800 email contacts 
of Visit Brighton tourism business community invited to meet senior 
managers and the administration. 57 invitees to the event with 
representatives from transport, waste, city infrastructure, licensing, 
local development & community safety. 

Question time – 
Regeneration and 
development aspects 
of the City Plan 

Thursday 31 May, Brighton 
College, 6 – 8pm 

Presentation on regeneration/ investment aspects of City Plan 
followed by debate/question time 

Public Service Board Tuesday 12 June, Conf room 
2, Jubilee Library, 10am – 12 
noon 

Presentation attended by 11 people 

Strategic Housing 
Partnership 

Tuesday 12 June, Room 228 
Mithras House Lewes Road, 

Presentation 16 attendees 
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Workshops and Attendance at Existing/Planned Meeting 

Meeting / Event Date Purpose/ Attendance  
2 – 4pm 

Hollingdean LAT  Wednesday 13 June 
Hollingdean Community 
Centre, Thompson Road, 
7pm 

Presentation and themed workshops 

Hangleton & Knoll 
Community 
Association 

Wednesday 13 June 
Hangleton & Knoll Project, 10 
am 

Presentation followed by question & answers session 

Special Conservation 
Advisory Group (CAG) 

Thursday 14 June, 
Committee Room 3 Hove 
Town Hall, 10.30am – 12 
noon 

Presentation/briefing and Q&A 17 attendees 
 

Sustainability 
Partnership Working 
Group 

Thursday 14 June, 
Banqueting Suite Hove Town 
Hall 5.30 – 7.30pm   

Presentation followed by question & answers session attended by 28 
people 

Eco Technology Fair Friday 15 June, American 
Express Community Stadium 

Combined stand with Economic Development. Handed out City Plan 
consultation leaflets to and had discussions with attendees and other 
stall holders. 119 exhibitors and 4093 attendees 

Duty to Co-operate 
meeting 

Monday 18 June, Committee 
room 3 Hove Town Hall, 2 – 
4pm 

Joint meeting with adjacent authorities 10 attendees from adjoining 
authorities. 

Central Hove LAT 18th June 2012 Briefing and discussion 
Coombe Road LAT Monday 18 June 

Coombe Road School, 
6.30pm 
 

Presentation followed by question & answers session Attended by 13 
residents, and 12 others 

Brighton & Hove 
Strategic Partnership 

Tuesday 19 June, Suite 1 
Jury’s Inn, Brighton, 4 – 6pm 

Presentation followed by question & answers session. 23 attendees 
from a cross section of the business. Public, arts and community 
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Workshops and Attendance at Existing/Planned Meeting 

Meeting / Event Date Purpose/ Attendance  
sectors 

National Landlords’ 
Association 

Tuesday 19 June, Brighton 
Hilton Metropole Hotel, 6.30 – 
9pm 

Presentation followed by question & answers session 

CESSG (City 
Employment Skills 
Steering Group) 
Working Group 

Wednesday 20 June, Room 
431 King’s House, 2 – 4pm 

Presentation and workshops 9 attendees 

Chamber of 
Commerce – Big 
Debate: State of the 
City 

Wednesday 20 June, 
Brighton University Sallis 
Benney Theatre, 6 – 9pm 

Short presentation put together by Chamber of Commerce. Questions 
put forward by attendees to the panellists and were structured around 
4 topics: The Brighton Brand, sustainability, help for local businesses, 
transport. Questions and discussion covered some topics in City Plan 
such as quantity and quality of office space in the city.  Attended by 
246 stakeholders 

Queens Park LAT Wednesday 20 June, The 
Hanover Pub, 7.30 – 9pm 

Presentation followed by debate 10 attendees 

CityCamp 
Meeting/Democracy 
Society 

21st June 2012 Presentation and discussion 

Arts & Creative 
Industries Commission 

Friday 22 June, Lighthouse, 4 
– 6pm 

Short presentation at existing meeting followed by question & answer 
session. Attended by 27 representatives 

Threshold Temporary 
Spaces 

Saturday 23 June, myhotel 
Jubilee Street, 2.30 – 5pm 

Attended a talk by architectural writer Tim Abrahams. Gave short 
presentation on the City Plan 

City Plan Stakeholder 
Workshop 

Tuesday 26 June, Banqueting 
Suite Hove Town Hall, 5.30- 
7.30pm 

Short presentation followed by themed workshops and feedback 
session. Attended by 30 stakeholders 

Goldstone Valley 
Residents’ Association 

27th June 2012  Briefing and discussion 
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Workshops and Attendance at Existing/Planned Meeting 

Meeting / Event Date Purpose/ Attendance  
Triangle Residents’ 
Group 

28th June 2012  Briefing and discussion 

Housing Summit Friday 29 June, Banqueting 
Suite Hove Town Hall, 
9.30am – 2.30pm 

Presentation at a conference to look at the challenges faced in 
delivering affordable housing in Brighton & Hove. Representatives 
invited from Housing Commissioning, Housing & Social Inclusion, 
Planning, Major Projects, ASC, Children’s Services, Public Health 
HCA, Strategic Housing Partnership, Registered Providers, Members, 
CVS, Developers, Architects, Other Stakeholders 

Bevendean LAT Monday 2 July 
Bevendean Church Hall, 
6.30pm 

Briefing and discussion 

Healthy Urban 
Environments Steering 
Group 

Tuesday 3 July, room 122 
King’s House, 10am – 12 
noon 

Briefing and discussion attended by 8 representatives 

Community 
stakeholder workshop 

Tuesday 3 July, Banqueting 
suite Hove Town Hall, 10am 
– 12 noon 

Short presentation followed by themed workshops and feedback 
session attended by 15 

Clinical 
Commissioning 
Group, Clinical 
Operations Group 

Tuesday 3 July, Lanchester 
House, 2 – 4.30pm 

Working group to include presentation and discussion on City Plan 

Economic Partnership Tuesday 3 July, Grand Hotel, 
5 – 7pm 

Regular BHEP meeting chaired by Tony Mernagh. City Plan 
presentation by officers followed by themed workshops approx 25 
attendees 

London Road LAT Tuesday 3 July, Calvery 
Church, 6.30pm 

Briefing and discussion. Attended by 24 representatives from the 
community 

Occupational Health 
and Counselling 

Wednesday 4 July, Jubilee 
Library, 10 – 11.30am 

Presentation 
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Workshops and Attendance at Existing/Planned Meeting 

Meeting / Event Date Purpose/ Attendance  
Services 
Councillor Briefing Thursday 5th July, King’s 

House Room 122, 6-7pm 
Presentation followed by question & answer session 

Special Transport 
Partnership meeting 

Monday 9 July, Jubilee 
Library, 3 – 4.30pm 

Dedicated meeting to City Plan. Presentation followed by discussion. 
19 attendees 

Tarner Community 
Safety Action Group 

Wednesday 11 July 
Thornesdale, 6.30pm 

Briefing and discussion 

Special 
Meeting/workshops on 
Toad’s Hole Valley  

Thursday 12 July, Windmill 
Barn Hangleton, 2 – 5pm & 6 
– 7.30pm  

Staffed exhibition with display boards and information. Individual 
discussion with members of the public. 250-350 attendees plus ward 
councillors 

B&H Affordable 
Housing Delivery 
Partnership 

Tuesday 17 July, Hyde 
Martlet Offices 113-119 
Davigdor Road,  
10 am. 

Existing meeting of partnership. Short presentation followed by 
question & answer session. Approx 10 representatives from 
Registered Social Landlords and internal officers  

Get involved group 
B&H Federation of 
Disabled People 

18th July 2012 Montague 
House, Brighton  

Meeting at the Fed – Centre for Independent Living 8-10 attendees. 
Presentation and discussion of City Plan. Discussion centred on 
network of accessible routes in the city.  

B&H Healthy City 
Partnership 

Thursday 19 July, Lanchester 
House room 2, 13.30 – 
15.30pm   

Existing meeting of partnership. Short presentation followed by 
question & answer session. Attended by 10 representatives 
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b) Media 

 
Press releases were issued on the 11th May 2012 to advertise the start of the 
consultation period for the City Plan. The Brighton & Hove Argus newspaper 
published a feature in its 31st May 2012 edition 
 
Several subsequent articles in response to the consultation were also published 
in the local media including The Brighton & Hove Argus, the Brighton Business 
Forum, and the Latest Homes Magazine (Free Magazine). 
 
Appendix 3 provides copies of the press releases and media articles.  
 
The Consultation Portal was also used for the consultation. This is directly linked 
to the consultation section on the council’s website and gave respondents an 
opportunity to respond to the questionnaire and gave the option to provide more 
detailed written responses. In addition to this consultation was promoted via the 
council’s website and Twitter social media (copies of press releases are set out in 
Appendix 3).  

2.4 Results of the City Plan Consultation 

 
A summary of the number of respondents to the Draft City Plan Part One are 
detailed in the table below 
 
Type of respondent Number of responses 
Civic and Amenity Group 20 
Developers, landowners and 
consultants 

48 

Environmental, Transport & 
Wildlife Groups 

4 

Government Agency 1 
Individual 157 
Public Sector / Local Authority 11 
LSP – Local Strategic Partnership 4 
Utilities 1 
Business 4 
C&VS 1 

CVSF 1 
LEP 1 
MP 1 
Total 254 

 
The overall response rate to the consultation was considered good with 254 
respondents. There were an additional nine late responses received after the 
deadline. In terms of how comments were received, 59% of comments were 
submitted via email; 27% were received via the post and just 14% via the 
council’s consultation portal. The amount of comments received via the portal 
was significantly lower than at the last period of consultation which was 
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disappointing therefore this approach will need review in future consultations.  
Overall 43% of consultees were new respondents and these new respondents 
tended to be classed as individuals. These tended to be respondents commenting 
on policy DA7 Toad’s Hole Valley. 

2.5 How the representations were taken into account 

 
All responses were considered when redrafting policies in the plan. Once 
responses had been collated and put into the LDF consultation database, officers 
could respond to each individual representation in detail and justification for 
changes to relevant policies explained. A summary of key issues raised in written 
representations to the policies are set out in the tables in Appendix 1. The 
responses informed the preparation of the City Plan Part 1. 
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Appendix 1 Summary of Representations Received on the City Plan 

 
Consultation on the draft City Plan Part 1 was held for eight weeks between 28 
May 2012 and 20 July 2012 
 
Information was available in various places including, press releases, the council 
website, documents in all libraries, consultation email or letter to all 750 
stakeholders/residents/consulted on the LDF consultation database; and 4,000 
leaflets were also circulated to residents adjacent to Toads Hole Valley. 
 
Work was undertaken with the Community and Voluntary Sector to raise the 
profile of the Plan which included a briefing email and arrangement of two City 
Plan Workshops for residents, amenity and neighbourhood groups – one daytime 
and one evening to cater for different needs. 
 
There were nine special events to discuss the City Plan including Partnership 
events (sustainability and economic partnership), City Plan Stakeholder 
workshops, and “drop in session” to discuss proposals at Toads Hole Valley. 
 
There were also twenty meetings attended to raise the profile of the plan – 
including the Brighton & Hove Strategic Partnership, City Camp, Chamber of 
Commerce Event, Destination Management Forum, Centurian Event and Housing 
Summit. There were also ten Local Action Team Meetings attended mainly in 
wards affected by Student Housing. 
 
Over 1,200 people attended these events; people were also able to comment 
online, on the consultation portal or by letter. Overall more than 917 
representations have been received on the City Plan from 254 respondents. 
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Analysis of Representations by policy 
 
The following section provides a summary of the formal responses to the City 
Plan and summarises results of the various events and workshops carried out 
during the eight week consultation period. The consultation responses assisted 
the council in the revision of City Plan policies.  
 
Part One: Introduction 
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

Part One - 24 respondents  

Support 8 
Partly Support 11 

Object 5 
Partly Object 3 
Part One Total Representations 27 

 
Support 

• As such, the delivery of affordable housing should be a key priority for the 
City Plan. 

• Future development plans for the city should take full account of the 
unique assets on the Royal Pavilion Estate, not just the Royal Pavilion, 
and the ambitions of the organisations 

• The plan is too long and could be shortened by avoiding the repetition that 
is found within the development and special area policies. 

• Biosphere management strategy would be best considered as one of the 
‘Sub-regional local strategy statements’ 

• Consideration should be given to the broader economic and tourism role of 
education and this should be reflected in the City Plan 
analysis/assessment. 

 
Object 

• Acknowledgement of the importance of maintaining access to sunlight for 
residential properties and gardens. Need an urban design framework that 
prevents the loss of sunlight to gardens and properties. 

• Lack of sufficient information and detail on various draft policies with which 
to make reasoned responses. 

• No evidence on working with neighbouring authorities under the "duty to 
cooperate" which is necessary before the City Plan can be finalised. 

• Delete specific employment allocations from the Part 1 plan and undertake 
a thorough re-assessment of employment evidence. 

• An oversupply of hotel rooms is of sufficient importance to be featured in 
the Challenges section 1.23. 
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Part Two: The Strategy 
 

Part Two – 31 respondents  

Support 26 
Partly Support 27 
Object 7 

Partly Object 10 
Part Two Total Representations 70 

 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 
Support 

• Welcome the overall vision set out in part 2 of the Plan, particularly 
pleased to support strategic objective SO12 

• A Strong and Prosperous City - will inevitably put pressure on the 
environment but must not be at the cost of the surrounding countryside 
including in particular the South Downs National Park 

• Support for the overall aim to introduce/encourage low carbon transport - 
achieving a flexible transport network. 

• Support for Strategic Objective (SO)9 

• welcome the Council’s commitment to taking a key role in promoting the 
city as a gateway to the South Downs National Park  

• City Plan Part One is the first Development Plan Document which provides 
a high level strategic and spatial vision plan for the future of Brighton & 
Hove. 

• A policy should be included in the plan requiring a systematic review of the 
council’s whole property portfolio with a view to releasing small sites for 
housing development. 

• the plan should carry a clear message that redevelopments would be 
welcome outside the conservations areas, subject to certain criteria 
broadly supportive of the overall vision and objectives for Brighton & Hove, 
it is extremely disappointed that there is no identification of the contribution 
it can make to 'A Strong and Prosperous City'. 

• Policies for the development areas and strategic allocations should not 
repeat citywide policy but instead should focus on outlining how and why a 
particular policy might be applied more or less vigorously in a particular 
area, or defining what the implementation of that policy would mean on the 
ground to aid clarity 

• To ensure that these objectives are realised the City Plan policies need to 
be appropriately drafted to reflect these goals and decisions on the 
allocation of specific sites should be left to the Part 2 document where an 
appropriate balancing exercise can be undertaken. 

 
Object 

• The assessed housing requirements ……. much higher than the city can 
realistically accommodate 

• Minor changes recommended based on the potential transition of Brighton 
and Hove to a low carbon City: 
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• Suggestion of a new policy Preferred areas for developments - linking land 
use with transportation  

• Continue Hangleton Link Road to Shoreham Harbour - new policy 

• As the city develops more housing we need to make sure that land for 
schools and playing fields are provided for. 

• The requirements for new homes should be met in full, if the City’s 
constraints prevent the delivery of the full amount, the City Council should 
ensure, in accordance with the NPPF, and that neighbouring authorities 
help to meet the identified needs. 

• The wording of the vision should ensure that these other employment 
generating uses are fully embraced and not unwittingly excluded 

• City Plan should explicitly identify the school places and sites required for 
families already living in the Brighton and Hove area, and for those moving 
into the area, especially in parts of the city where there is already an acute 
shortage of school places. 

• The City Plan does not appear to recognise the need to develop local food 
infrastructure that could enable the re-localisation of the food system 

• Greater consistency needs to be shown in the City Plan towards 
biodiversity 

 
DA1 – Brighton Centre and Churchill Square Area 
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

DA1 -  17 respondents  

Support 2 
Partly Support 11 
Object 0 
Partly Object 4 
DA1 Total Representations 17 

 
Support 

• General recognition of potential benefits of redevelopment 
 
Object 

• Proposed additional retail floorspace at Churchill Square is too low and not 
viable (Standard Life Investments) 

• Need for high design quality and to restore damaged streetscape around 
Cannon Place / Russell Square / Russell Road 

• Objection to tall buildings. 

• Variety of views expressed on transport about parking, West Street / Clock 
Tower improvements, pedestrian and cycle access 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
Special Conservation Advisory Group (CAG) 

• Is the delivery of development being driven by the market for a conference 
centre  
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• Is there scope to envisage a strategy for incremental development rather 
than major regeneration proposals as sites that are left for years can cause 
blight? 

 
Economic Partnership 

• Would like Council to provide progress on proposals for the Brighton 
Centre redevelopment. What is holding up the redevelopment? Scheme is 
important in safeguarding the future regional shopping role of Brighton. 
Cautious about any future announcement of the Centre closure and the 
need for contingency position. 

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
It is recommended that developers further improve and target the uptake of 
employment opportunities in socio-economically deprived areas. Such an 
approach could be linked through CP18. It is recommended that developers 
provide local work experience and apprenticeships during the construction phase. 
Such an approach could be linked through CP18, where developers will be 
required to demonstrate and enhance how they will support the vision set out in 
the City Plan supporting training and employment opportunities. Sensitive groups 
include elderly, infirm and young.  
 
Where HIA are required, it is recommended to specifically scope transport in as a 
key health pathway to address, including the indicated sensitive groups. It is 
recommended to engage with the Police and Primary Care Trust (from April 2013 
the B&H Clinical Commissioning Group) to further address perceived and actual 
antisocial behaviour and crime in the area, and to support the delivery and 
success of new and diversified evening economy, leisure and cultural facilities. 
Sensitive groups include elderly, infirm and young, but also local retail and 
visitors. Recommended to scope access and accessibility in, at HIA stage, 
including impacts on sensitive groups.  
 
Access and accessibility form two separate health pathways in the Brighton & 
Hove City Council Health Considerations Checklist; it is recommended that this 
checklist is used as a HIA scoping tool by BHCC. Given the anticipated increase 
in visitor throughput, it is recommended to engage with the NHS Brighton & Hove 
to discuss any additional health care service requirement/benefit in the 
redeveloped Churchill Square. Sensitive groups include residents in vicinity of 
site. Recommended to scope environmental construction issues to be into HIA. 
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly for the employment and economic 
development objectives. Where the potential for adverse outcomes were 
identified, the SA suggested a range of mitigation that would be required at 
implementation stage, which the SA considered to be met through 
implementation of other citywide policies, in particular CP8 and CP9.  
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The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were either found to have no further impact on the SA 
findings, to strengthen the policy further, or impacted more positively on the SA 
findings.   
 
The SA made no recommendations for change. The SA noted that the 
recommendations for policy changes put forward at draft plan stage (May 2012) 
had been included as suggested.   
 
DA2 – Brighton Marina, Gas Works and Black Rock Area 
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

DA2 - 28 respondents  

Support 8 
Partly Support 21 
Object 8 

Partly Object 5 
DA2 Total Representations 42 

 
Support 

• Cliff height: Welcome cliff height restriction on development  

• Residential targets: Support for the amount of housing identified in the 
Inner Harbour 

• Boating & leisure: Encouraged by reference to marine related activity 
although this should have a greater emphasis in the policy 

• District Centre status: Welcome proposals to maximise opportunities for 
encouraging independent businesses to support District Centre status.   

 
Object 

• Lack of consistency/compatibility between ‘do not breach cliff height’ and 
minimum target of 1000 residential units in the Inner Harbour. Cliff height 
restriction not consistent with identification of Marina as suitable for tall 
buildings (X Leisure, EP, CAG, Brighton Marina Company LTD, Marine 
Gate Action Group, Brighton Marina Residents Association). 

• Potentially undeliverable and therefore unsound (X-Leisure, EP, CAG, 
Brighton Marina Company)  

• Target residential quantity too high. Marina does not have capacity for this 
quantity therefore should be lowered.  

• District Centre status should be removed. Retail more suited to city centre   

• Concern that infrastructure is insufficient, e.g. ramp and sewer capacity.  

• Cumulative impact with RSCH redevelopment lead to traffic congestion 
and local parking problems e.g. Kemp Town 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
Special Conservation Advisory Group (CAG) 

• Is enforcement of development below cliff height a reality 
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Economic Partnership 

• Development Areas need to provide facilities for adjacent areas and /or 
expand the development areas (e.g. merge Marina with Eastern Road and 
Edward Street Area and Whitehawk).  This links in with the need to deliver 
schools. 

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
It is recommended that careful consideration is given to the mix, type and 
flexibility of housing to ensure a varied population demographic and to encourage 
the development of long term communities (i.e. housing flexible enough to 
accommodate family growth).   
 
Sensitive groups include neighbouring communities suffering from socio-
economic deprivation.  Development must seek to strengthen community 
cohesion between adjacent communities. Sensitive groups include individuals in 
neighbouring communities suffering socio-economic deprivation. It is 
recommended that the City Council further target training and employment 
strategies to build the local skills base and improve the uptake of socio-economic 
health benefits in neighbouring communities. It is recommended that such 
planning contributions are made locally to benefit the neighbouring communities 
that will incur the additional population and to address potential future social 
barriers. 
 
Sensitive groups include those subject to socio-economic inequality, with 
potential for widening of local inequality. Consideration of an appropriate housing 
mix including an appropriate number of affordable homes distributed to avoid the 
development of a future pocket of health inequality. Through CP18 it is 
recommended that developers are required to produce a HIA to demonstrate how 
health opportunities would be maximised (i.e. through encouraging a modal shift 
amongst all groups and demography’s through addressing potential barriers such 
as lighting and safety, whilst offering comprehensive cycle and pedestrian 
routes).   
 
Sensitive groups include those who readily experience higher rates of 
discrimination including the elderly and LGBT community. It is recommended that 
through the project level public consultation process local communities are 
engaged to establish any existing or potential safety concerns and perceived 
barriers stemming from criminal or anti-social behaviour.  (Could be through HIA) 
It is recommended, that through CP18, developers clearly establish in their 
access and accessibility plans, how the proposed development will improve 
access to and between neighbouring communities to improve community 
cohesion and reduce community severance. Location and accessibility of such 
amenities and facilities should be designed to address existing social barriers and 
foster community integration. It is recommended that neighbouring communities 
are made aware of the facilities available to them to maximise uptake and 
address existing health inequality.  
 
CP17 recommends the promotion of sporting facilities including the sports 
provision at Black Rock. Primary Care Trusts are due to be abolished in April 
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2013 it is recommended that communication with NHS B&H is ongoing with 
regards to future provision of health care. Poor quality environment can present a 
physical barrier. Sensitive groups include the elderly.  No additional 
recommendations. 
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly for the housing, employment, 
economic development and accessibility objectives. The most significant adverse 
impacts identified was the potential for journeys by car and other vehicles to 
increase, the risk of flooding , impacting on our ability to adapt to climate change.  
Where the potential for adverse outcomes were identified, the SA suggested a 
range of mitigation that would be required at implementation stage, which the SA 
considered to be met through implementation of other citywide policies, in 
particular CP8, CP9 and CP11.   
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were either found to have no further impact on the SA 
findings, to strengthen the policy further, or impacted more positively on the SA 
findings.  The SA noted that any anticipated reduction in employment floorspace 
to be delivered in this area would need to be met through an increase elsewhere 
across the plan area, or through the Duty to Cooperate. 
 
The SA made no recommendations for change. The SA noted that the 
recommendations for policy changes put forward at draft plan stage (May 2012) 
had been included as suggested.   
 
DA3 – Lewes Road Area 
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

DA3 -  20 respondents  

Support 9 
Partly Support 9 
Object 1 
Partly Object 7 
DA3 Total Representations 26 

 
Support 

• General support for the policy and strategy to develop an academic 
corridor along the Lewes Road 

 
Object 

• Concerns about some allocated sites in terms of allocated uses and 
floorspace, generally seeking increased range of uses and / or floor area 
(e.g. University of Sussex). 

• Proposal for Ambulance Make Ready Centre on Woollards Field South 
(SE Coast Ambulance Service, NHS Foundation Trust) 
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b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
No specific comments relating to the area were made at consultation events.  
 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
There is a balance to strike between the demand for student accommodation and 
supporting mixed, inclusive communities. Health benefits can be achieved 
through the creation of an inclusive community, with mixed tenures supporting the 
future growth of the area. 
 
The policy sets forward a mechanism to help address this as developers are 
required to enter training place agreements. It is recommended that this includes 
provision for school leavers. 
 
It is recommended to account for the cumulative transport impacts associated 
with the stadium, universities and A270/A27. 
 
Sensitive communities include students who may be at greater risk of crime. It is 
recommended that academic institutes provide students with information to help 
reduce the likelihood of becoming a victim to crime (i.e. home security, content 
insurance, and precautions to take to avoid opportunistic crime and fraud). It is 
further recommended that the police are consulted on the academic corridor, to 
discuss potential issues and measures to further reduce and prevent crime and 
address anti-social behaviour. 
 
It is recommended to engage with NHS Brighton & Hove to address the varying 
health care need in the area, and inform the planning of future health care 
provision. Environmental issues will be addressed at the project level through the 
planning process (EIA). 
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly for the housing, employment, 
economic development and accessibility objectives. The most significant adverse 
impact identified was the potential for journeys by car and other vehicles to 
increase.  Where the potential for adverse outcomes were identified, the SA 
suggested a range of mitigation that would be required at implementation stage, 
which the SA considered to be met through implementation of other citywide 
policies, in particular CP8, CP9 and CP16.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were either found to have no further impact on the SA 
findings, to strengthen the policy further, or impacted more positively on the SA 
findings.  The SA noted that any reduction in the anticipated amount of housing to 
be delivered in this area would need to be met through an increase elsewhere 
across the plan area, or through the Duty to Cooperate. 
  



 22

The SA made no recommendations for change. The SA noted that the 
recommendations for policy changes put forward at draft plan stage (May 2012) 
had been included as suggested.   
 
DA4 – New England Quarter and London Road Area 
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

DA4 – 29 respondents  

Support 12 
Partly Support 14 
Object 3 

Partly Object 5 
DA4 Total Representations 34 

 
Support 

• London Road area regeneration supported. 

• New England House supported (EP and LEP) 
 
Object 

• Student housing – proposals either: i) do not sufficiently reflect the capacity 
within the area for student accommodation – in particular at the Co-op Site 
and at Pelham Street site (policy does not reflect pre-application 
discussions) and Buxton’s site but also the role of student housing to help 
with the viability to regenerate sites such as Vantage Point and Blackman 
Street site (City College, Watkin Jones and other landowners). 

• Or Student Housing ii) would create potential impacts of late night noise 
nuisance and anti-social behaviour in London Road and North Laine area; 
and would constrain the long term expansion plans of City College (ward 
councillors, North Laine Community Society, residents). 

• Viability of employment sites/ delivering new business quarter – whilst 
general support for employment opportunities within area, there are 
concerns around the viability of new/ replacement office floorspace within 
area – Vantage Point, Preston Road sites and at Blackman Street site. 
Justification for approach to a minimum floorspace, inflexible and based on 
out-dated evidence and contrary to NPPF. Policy should be more flexible 
and allow for other uses – student accommodation/ study tourism 
(Periworld, Stonebridge Brighton LTD, Motoring and Leisure, landowners). 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
Special Conservation Advisory Group (CAG) 

• NEQ & London Road – quantum’s of development (20,000 sq m of 
employment floor space and 300 student rooms) seems a bit much 

 
City Plan Stakeholder Workshop  

• Impacts of further discussions and proposals for additional student housing 
in London Road and North Laine area. 
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c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
It is recommended to provide a training place agreement to secure training for 
local people. This is in conjunction with priority four of the policy which seeks to 
work with education providers to support improvements in vocational training. 
 
Engagement is recommended with Brighton & Hove NHS and both universities to 
discuss future health care needs in the area and the allocation of any future 
funding or service provision. Defining healthcare planning contributions through 
Community Infrastructure Levies or S106 agreements. 
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly for the housing, employment, 
economic development, sustainable energy and accessibility objectives. The 
most significant adverse impact identified was the potential for journeys by car 
and other vehicles to increase.  Where the potential for adverse outcomes were 
identified, the SA suggested a range of mitigation that would be required at 
implementation stage, which the SA considered to be met through 
implementation of other citywide policies, in particular CP8, CP9 and CP16.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were either found to have no further impact on the SA 
findings, to strengthen the policy further, or impacted more positively on the SA 
findings.   
 
The SA made no recommendations for change. The SA noted that the 
recommendations for policy changes put forward at draft plan stage (May 2012) 
had been included as suggested.   
 
DA5 – Eastern Road and Edward Street Area 
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

DA5 – 17 (1 late) respondents  

Support 9 
Partly Support 6 
Object 0 
Partly Object 8 (1 late) 
DA5 Total Representations 23 (1 late) 

 
Support 

• Support for policy and strategic allocations from the Brighton & Hove 
Economic Partnership, the Coast to Capital LEP and Cathedral Group. 

 
Object 

• No overall objections but a number of comments partly supporting and 
partly objecting are seeking more flexibility in the range of uses allowed on 
strategic allocations minor changes to the policy. 
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• Reduction in the amount of office space provided at Edward Street Quarter 
following a capacity and viability study from 30,000sqm to 20,000sqm 
(American Express). 

• Allow D1 education and school boarding accommodation within the range 
of uses allowed on Freshfield Road Business Park (Brighton College) 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
City Plan Stakeholder Workshop  

• Circus Street site needs linking and integrating with the surrounding area 

• Support for innovative approaches to improve Eastern Road/Edward Street 
townscape, including potential reduction in road-carriageway.  

• Support for redevelopment on Freshfield Road Strategic site.  
 
Economic Partnership 

• Development Areas need to provide facilities for adjacent areas and /or 
expand the development areas (e.g. merge Marina with Eastern Road and 
Edward Street Area and Whitehawk).  This links in with the need to deliver 
schools. 

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
Providing a wider choice of housing will help sustain a wider demographic and the 
development of long term communities (i.e. housing flexible enough to 
accommodate family growth). Engagement is recommended with Brighton & 
Hove NHS and both universities to discuss future health care needs in the area 
and the allocation of any future funding or service provision. Defining healthcare 
planning contributions through Community Infrastructure Levies or S106 
agreements. 
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly for the housing, employment, 
economic development, sustainable energy and accessibility objectives.  
However the SA considered the positive impacts for employment and economic 
development to have some degree of uncertainty, due to the reduction in 
floorspace to be delivered.  The SA noted that any reduction in the anticipated 
amount of employment floorspace or housing to be delivered in this area would 
need to be met through an increase elsewhere across the plan area, or through 
the Duty to Cooperate. Where the potential for other adverse outcomes were 
identified, the SA suggested a range of mitigation that would be required at 
implementation stage, which the SA considered to be met through 
implementation of other citywide policies, in particular CP8, CP9 and CP16.  
 
The majority of the changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, 
or updated study requirements, were either found to have no further impact on 
the SA findings, to strengthen the policy further, or impacted more positively on 
the SA findings.  However, as outlined above, changes to employment 
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floorspace, made the positive impact on employment and economic development 
objectives less certain.  
 
The SA made no recommendations for change. The SA noted that the 
recommendations for policy changes put forward at draft plan stage (May 2012) 
had been included as suggested.   
 
DA6 – Hove Station Area 
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

DA6 -  34 respondents (+4 late) 

Support 3 
Partly Support 12 (+2 late) 
Object 9 (+1 late) 

Partly Object 10 (+1 late) 
DA6 Total Representations 34 (+4 late) 

 
Support 

• General support for the designation of area for regeneration 
 
Object 

• Concern over scale of development and impact on quality of life, traffic, 
capacity of railway/station, parking, infrastructure (schools, medical 
facilities), wind, overlooking. Loss of light, views  and increase in noise 
especially at night - a view that local roads and infrastructure cannot cope 
with proposed level of development – allocate a site for a school/relocate 
King Alfred to DA6 (11 individuals, Goldsmid LAT + 2 late respdts) 

• Policy too restrictive/Greater flexibility in the uses should be sought (eg 
include retail/leisure) (6 + 4 and 2 late respdts suggest other uses such as 
leisure, school, medical) 

• Employment (B-Class uses) requirements too high /Employment led 
redevelopment approach is not appropriate/not viable/not 
deliverable/conflicts with NPPF.  Uncertainty over the promotion of creative 
industries and respective ‘affordable’ rents – Alternative approaches 
include job creation; retail-led;mix of employment/housing/retail/leisure; 
mix of employment/housing/leisure; or, potentially housing-led approach. 
(6 respondents including LaSalle Investment Management, LEP, Matsim 
Properties, Newtown Investments) 

• Housing numbers and type – reps seeking an increase (3) and reps 
seeking a decrease (4) in the housing numbers, reps seeking family 
houses (3), reps seeking a specified  amount of 3 bed units (1), reps 
seeking housing for the elderly (1) 

• Designate area as a District Centre  

• Delete Waste Allocation – blights the area and future investment impact 
upon the delivery of regeneration in the area. (LaSalle Investment 
Management, Save Hove) 
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b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
City Plan Stakeholder Workshop  

• Hove Station area – agreed space was being wasted and there was scope 
for redevelopment with improvements to the public realm and public safety. 

 
Community stakeholder workshop 

• A site at the railway station was suggested as a possible site for energy 
from waste facility.  

• There is a need to encourage movement of freight by train, utilising 
existing resources.  

• Joint work with other council departments should be better reflected in the 
Plan (particularly in relation to school provision).  

• Future housing development should incorporate space to allow for possible 
home-working.  

 
Economic Partnership  

• Concern about loss of affordable Arts Space at Hove Station 

• Hove Station ideal for housing but more difficult for viability 
 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
Engagement is recommended with Brighton & Hove NHS to discuss future health 
care needs in the area and the allocation of any future funding or service 
provision. Defining healthcare planning contributions through Community 
Infrastructure Levies or S106 agreements. 
 

d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly for the housing, employment, 
economic development, and accessibility objectives.  However the SA considered 
the positive impacts for employment and economic development to have some 
degree of uncertainty, due to the lower amount of floorspace to be delivered than 
current provision.  The SA noted that any reduction in the anticipated amount of 
employment floorspace to be delivered in this area would need to be met through 
an increase elsewhere across the plan area, or through the Duty to Cooperate. 
Where the potential for other adverse outcomes were identified, the SA 
suggested a range of mitigation that would be required at implementation stage, 
which the SA considered to be met through implementation of other citywide 
policies, in particular CP8 and CP9.  
 
The majority of the changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, 
or updated study requirements, were either found to have no further impact on 
the SA findings, to strengthen the policy further, or impacted more positively on 
the SA findings.  However, as outlined above, changes to employment 
floorspace, made the positive impact on employment and economic development 
objectives less certain.  
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The SA made no recommendations for change. The SA noted that the 
recommendations for policy changes put forward at draft plan stage (May 2012) 
had been included as suggested.   
 
DA7 – Toad’s Hole Valley 
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

DA7 - 115  respondents (+ 4 late) 

Support 13 (1 late) 
Partly Support 14 (1 late) 
Object 78 (2 late) 

Partly Object 10 
DA7 Total Representations 115 (+ 4 late) 

 
Support 

• Support from citywide stakeholder like B&H Economic Partnership, B&H 
Affordable Housing Partnership and B&H Friends of the Earth, Brighton 
Society 

• Support for housing, affordable housing, mixed use development, offices 
and improvements to the SNCI. 

 
Object 

• Objections largely from local residents, local residents’ groups and local 
elected representatives. 

• Principle of development is unacceptable on this open space and 
brownfield sites should be developed first. 

• The proposal is unacceptable in terms of transport – the roads are too 
busy, King George VI Avenue is dangerous and it will lead to parking 
problems and pollution. 

• There is no evidence that the scheme is viable and what is shown in the 
policy is deliverable. 

• The proposal represents over development of the site – to much housing 
and office development 

• There is no need for another secondary school in the area – there are 
already two nearby 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
City Plan Stakeholder Workshop  

• Toads Hole Valley should provide a mixed use education and community 
facility including open space ie in the same location so that it acts as a key 
community focus (Raised by one attendee – agreement from others not 
voted on) 

 
Community stakeholder workshop 

• Loss of Open Space – proposal needs more explanation 
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• Are there scheduled monuments or field boundaries on the site?  There 
needs to be more open space/green space provided on the site as part of 
the development. 

• THV Visibility of development – what will be the impact on the South 
Downs National Park?   Residential development should be on slope to 
reduce visual impact. 

• THV Access and Car Parking for Office – should not be allowed to be large 
to serve as a potential Park and Ride site.  Combine parking for housing 
with office development.  Linkages to the adjoining residential areas need 
to be good. 

• THV Public Transport access is important. 

• THV Density – Chris Todd asked why there is an upper limit on density 
and that the best use should be made of land being developed. 

• THV SNCI – as part of development the council needs to ensure that there 
is maintenance of the SNCI.  What is going to happen? 

• THV Design – suggestions that there should be a competition to find the 
architect for the site.  Development of the adjoining residential areas 
should not constrain design – the scheme should set a very high standard. 

• There is a need for existing problems to be addressed such as traffic, 
access, lack of green-space, schools and other community infrastructure, 
as well as ensure that the needs of any increased population resulting from 
development can be met.  

• Existing communities should benefit from new development.  
 
Economic Partnership 

• Toads Hole Valley the most deliverable site because it is Greenfield and 
has low land values at present. 

• THV One Planet Living principles very sustainable but might require longer 
term interest in site to recover costs particularly longer rental terms 

• Mixed developments with nearby jobs and sustainable communities (with 
access to facilities) are essential. Need to create mixed and sustainable 
Community at THV 

• Greenfield sites like Toads Hole Valley more likely to be able to deliver the 
full 40% of affordable housing. Quota of 40% should come out of the 
increased land value from farmland to development land. Probable that 
Housing Associations will get no HCA funding. 

• Welcome 2-3 bedroom houses. If some of these were shared ownership it 
might facilitate opportunities to ‘grow up’ from flats this might facilitate 
mobility within the shared ownership market.  

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
The allocation of affordable housing and its location requires careful consideration 
to avoid the creation of potential social barriers and the creation of future pockets 
of inequality. 
 
It is recommended that a HIA be commissioned by the developer under policy 
CP18 to further support the implementation of healthy urban design and the 
delivery of a successful, sustainable and vibrant community.  
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The road layout and design will prove crucial to fostering an inclusive cohesive 
community, particularly to address the severance from King George IV Avenue. 
 
It is recommended to maximise local employment opportunities through provision 
of training initiatives and targeting employment toward the local community 
 
There is the potential for a lag between the first homes becoming occupied and 
the availability/viability of community facilities. Interim solutions are required that 
include informing the incoming community of available amenities. Thereby 
helping to reduce issues associated with ‘new town syndrome’. 
 
Sensitive communities include children and young people accessing school 
provision. Road layout and design will be crucial to opening and linking the new 
community to neighbouring areas.  Particularly crucial if children are accessing 
the site for school purposes from adjacent communities.  
Bus services in the area may require subsidising until patronage is sufficient to 
support local services.  
 
As defined in SA1 parking provided alongside the areas for future office 
development could provide informal weekend park and ride services as part of 
the gateway to the city. This would require suitable transport links to the city 
centre. 
 
It is recommended to build a sense of civic pride through engaging with local 
schools and young adults to involve them in the development of public amenities 
with a view to reducing anti-social behaviour. 
 
It is recommended that such facilities and amenities are pushed forward 
alongside the residential developments helping to prevent ‘new town syndrome’ 
or impact on wider service capacity. 
Equally the location of such facilities should facilitate integration with existing 
communities to avoid the creation of social barriers. 
 

Maximise opportunities for physical activity as a key mode of transport and 
recreation in particular encourage green transport to schools.   It is recommended 
that an appropriate planning contribution is sought to ensure provision of suitable 
healthcare facilities tailored to meet the needs of the new community locally until 
NHS provision accounts for the population increase. 
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the housing, employment, 
economic development and sustainable buildings standards objectives. Where 
the potential for adverse outcomes were identified, the SA suggested a range of 
mitigation that would be required at implementation stage, which the SA 
considered to be met through implementation of other citywide policies, in 
particular CP8, CP9, CP10, CP11 and SA4.  
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The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were mostly found to either have no further impact on the SA 
findings, to strengthen the policy further, or impacted more positively on the SA 
findings, with the exception with the reference for development to consider 
decentralised energy networks, which although positive was not considered to be 
significantly positive.  
 
The SA made a recommendation for change or amendment to the policy, which 
was included as suggested.  The SA noted that the recommendations for policy 
changes put forward at draft plan stage (May 2012) had been included as 
suggested.   
 
DA8 – Shoreham Harbour  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

DA8 -  26 respondents  

Support 5 
Partly Support 5 
Object 7 
Partly Object 9 
DA8 Total Representations 26 

 
Support 

• Support overall proposals and reference to Port Masterplan 
 
Object 

• Concern over lack of a transport strategy (Cllr Tony Janio (4/6), Doreen 
and Derek Sparrow (84/1), Conservative Group Members (116/15)) 

• Development should be sympathetic to existing residential development in 
the area 

• Need to accommodate future capacity of wastewater treatment works 
(Southern Water) 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
City Plan Stakeholder Workshop 

• Use of existing output of Shoreham Power Station and Renewable 

• Creating a sustainable community and using resources in the Harbour, 
local industry and fishing is important 

• Shoreham Harbour developments (PortZED?) could be really positive 
 
Community Stakeholder Workshop 

• Investigate potential for waste heat from Shoreham Harbour and energy 
from the Rampion Wind Farm to provide district heating for coastal 
communities.  

• Improvements to public transport to Shoreham Harbour area will be 
needed to meet the needs of future population. 

 



 31

c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
The relocation of existing port operators and restriction of use along the South 
Quayside may displace industry and compound existing economic pressure 
reducing business viability. It is recommended that this is considered further 
under the JAAP. 
 
Sensitive groups include the neighbouring community. There is existing pressure 
on school places in West Brighton & Hove and coupled with future population 
growth could create potential disparity in access to education across the city. It is 
recommended that this is considered further under the JAAP. 
 
It is recommended that NHS Brighton & Hove are consulted to discuss future 
healthcare provision in particular the change in age and gender specific 
healthcare services from a more diverse age demographic and the allocation of 
any future funding or service provision. Defining healthcare planning contributions 
through Community Infrastructure Levies or S106 agreements. 
 
Poor quality environment can present a physical barrier. Sensitive groups include 
the elderly.  No additional recommendations. 
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against housing, employment, 
economic development and previously developed land objectives. The most 
significant adverse impacts identified was the risk of flooding and ability to adapt 
to climate change. Where the potential for adverse outcomes were identified, the 
SA suggested a range of mitigation that would be required at implementation 
stage, which the SA considered to be met through implementation of other 
citywide policies, in particular CP8, CP9, CP10, CP11 and CP16.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were either found to have no further impact on the SA 
findings, to strengthen the policy further, or impacted more positively on the SA 
findings.   
 
The SA made no recommendations for change, however made a number of 
considerations for the Joint Area Action Plan. The SA noted that the 
recommendations for policy changes put forward at draft plan stage (May 2012) 
had been included as suggested.   
 
SA1 – The Seafront  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

SA1 - 41 respondents  

Support 6 
Partly Support 8 
Object 19 
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Partly Object 11 
SA1 Total Representations 44 

 
Object 

• The most objections to SA1were concerned with the wording for the 
Western Seafront that sought a greater consistency of scale, height and 
roofline along the north side of Kingsway. There was a concern that this 
suggested an acceptance of tall buildings at the north side of Kingsway 
(between Welbeck Road and Boundary Road) which would be 
inappropriate given context and character of the residential area to the 
north. 

• Whilst some respondents objected to the amount of residential 
development identified at the King Alfred/RNR strategic allocations others 
supported the proposals but wanted to see greater clarity that leisure could 
be provided off-site and the amount of affordable housing to be provided. 
Sewerage capacity was raised as an issue to be addressed in the 
Strategic Allocation.  

• Greater clarity requested in the policy that apart from identified sites there 
should be a presumption against development south of the coastal road. 
One representation suggested that small scale low rise development may 
be permitted to enhance the use of the beach for recreation. 

• Several amenity groups did not agree that there had to be further plans or 
a ‘solution’ found for the West Pier. 

• Issues of tranquillity, appropriate low-scale family orientated leisure 
facilities, improved maintenance ornamental landscape, high quality 
landscaping/ public art and lighting raised East of Palace and Pier to 
Marina.  

• Issues of tranquillity appropriate low-scale landscaping around the i360 
and appropriate maintenance of Hove Lawn also raised with regards the 
Central Seafront. 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
No specific comments relating to the area were made at consultation events.  
 
City Plan Stakeholder Workshop 

• Don't want another Gehry. King Alfred site needs delicate handling. 
Current site not very pleasing to the eye. Needs a mixed-use development. 
Need to keep people informed. Need variety of methods to communicate 
with people. 

• Accept something needs to be done with the King Alfred and RNR site 
however essential that infrastructure is addressed before it is built – in 
particular provision of primary school, GP surgeries transport/bus routes 
and links along the seafront.  Its redevelopment will need sensitive 
consultation and communication with local residents. 

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
It is recommended to further highlight that walking is the best way of exploring 
what Brighton & Hove has to offer, supported by clear signage (to the seafront, 
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cultural, tourist and retail areas), public transport and parking areas that reduce 
congestion and improve visitor experiences (i.e. a form of park and walk scheme). 
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the local distinctiveness, 
housing and health objectives.  Where the potential for adverse outcomes were 
identified, the SA suggested a range of mitigation that would be required at 
implementation stage, which the SA considered to be met through 
implementation of other citywide policies, in particular CP8, CP9 and CP11.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were either found to have no further impact on the SA 
findings, to strengthen the policy further, or impacted more positively on the SA 
findings.   
 
The SA made no recommendations for change. The SA noted that the 
recommendations for policy changes put forward at draft plan stage (May 2012) 
had been included as suggested.   
 
SA2 – Central Brighton  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

SA2 - 19 respondents  

Support 4 
Partly Support 7 
Object 3 
Partly Object 5 
SA2 Total Representations 19 

 
Support 

• General support for the overall policy and basic aims 
 
Object 

• Concern about the tests for protecting office uses being too onerous 

• Concerns about binge drinking and how to manage night time economy 

• Need for clear definition of Cultural Quarter 

• Housing / affordable housing provision should be recognised in policy 

• Recognition of role of small retailers but doubt over need for new retail 
units. 

• Objection to City College allocation 
 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
No specific comments relating to the area were made at consultation events.  
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c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
It is recommended to engage with the NHS Brighton & Hove and the Police to 
discuss the potential emergency service need to address the change in the night 
time economy through central Brighton. 
 
It is recommended to further highlight that walking is the best way of  exploring 
what Brighton & Hove has to offer, supported by clear signage (to the seafront, 
cultural, tourist and retail areas), public transport and parking areas that reduce 
congestion and improve visitor experiences (i.e. a form of park and walk scheme). 

 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the local distinctiveness, 
employment, economic development and sustainable energy objectives.  Where 
the potential for adverse outcomes were identified, the SA suggested a range of 
mitigation that would be required at implementation stage, which the SA 
considered to be met through implementation of other citywide policies, in 
particular CP8 and CP9.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were either found to have no further impact on the SA 
findings, to strengthen the policy further, or impacted more positively on the SA 
findings.   
 
The SA made no recommendations for change.   
 
SA3 – Valley Gardens  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

SA3 -  11 respondents  

Support 0 
Partly Support 7 
Object 1 
Partly Object 3 
SA3 Total Representations 11 

 
Support 

• General support for the principle of improving the physical environment 
and enhancing the green spaces to create a public park. 

 
Object 

• No outright objections but concerns regarding the impact on traffic 
management and potential changes to the road layout. 

• The Cultural Quarter, including the Royal Pavilion estate, should be 
included in SA3 not SA2. 
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b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
Special Conservation Advisory Group (CAG) 

• Valley Gardens – reference in the policy to facilities being provided which 
may undermine special nature of Victoria Gardens. What protection is in 
place to safeguard this space? 

• Areas around the city’s parks, particularly in the central area of Brighton 
need to be revived in terms of encouraging a greater residential 
population. E.g. Victoria Gardens is deserted on weekends. ‘Present and 
promote historic city’ seems to be missing. 

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
No issues identified. 
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy particular for the environmental and social 
objectives.   
Where the potential for adverse outcomes were identified, the SA suggested a 
range of mitigation that would be required at implementation stage, which the SA 
considered to be met through implementation of other citywide policies, in 
particular CP8. 
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were either found to have no further impact on the SA 
findings, to strengthen the policy further, or impacted more positively on the SA 
findings.   
 
The SA made no recommendations for change.  
 
SA4 – Urban Fringe  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

SA4- 20 respondents  

Support 3 
Partly Support 4 

Object 8 
Partly Object 5 
SA4 Total Representations 20 

 
Support 

• Support for policy aims and objectives  

• Requirement for particular care over development proposed on the urban 
fringe of the city because of proximity to South Downs National Park.  

 
Object 
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• In view of city’s outstanding housing shortfall and particular need for 
affordable housing should re-assess the urban fringe for housing 
opportunities.  In view of proximity of SDNP, Plan may fail to convince 
Inspectorate that greenfield sites are worth saving to form part of city’s 
green network. Not all parts of the urban fringe warrant same degree of 
protection; not all are areas of high landscape value and some land needs 
reassessment.   

• Object – policy should contain a clearer statement to protect the local 
countryside from development  

• Policy should contain a clearer statement to protect the local countryside 
from development. 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
No specific comments relating to the area were made at consultation events.  
 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
To manage potential transport risk from visitation, it is recommended that a 
transport study be performed at the project level to inform the development of 
appropriate parking facilities (to prevent inappropriate parking practice and 
associated health risks to both pedestrians and road users), to plan and support 
viable / sustainable public transport options and support the use of green 
transport networks. 
 
It is recommended to further engage with the NHS Brighton & Hove and 
Emergency Services to discuss any necessary infrastructure or additional service 
to support the delivery of the special area policy (i.e. health stations, rescue 
services etc.). 
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly for the objectives relating to 
protecting the South Downs and minimising water pollution.  No adverse 
outcomes were identified.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were found to strengthen the policy further but had no further 
impact on the SA findings. 
 
The SA made no recommendations for change.  
 
SA5 – The South Downs  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

SA5 -  13 respondents  

Support 1 
Partly Support 3 
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Object 8 
Partly Object 1 
SA5 Total Representations 13 

 
Support 

• In general support from those who commented on policy. 
 
Object 

• Removal of the policy sought by the South Downs National Park Authority 
with policy discursive text inserted elsewhere in plan. 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
City Plan Stakeholder Workshop 

• The impact of the development on the South Downs needs to be 
considered carefully, particularly the height and design of the office 
buildings. 

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 

Engage with NHS Brighton & Hove and the Emergency Services to discuss any 
additional infrastructure and services to support the delivery of the special area 
policy (first aid stations, rescue services etc.). 
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the objectives relating to 
biodiversity, local distinctiveness, protecting the South Downs and minimising 
water pollution. No adverse impacts were identified.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were found to strengthen the policy further but had no further 
impact on the SA findings.  
 
The SA made no recommendations for changes.  
 
SA6 – Sustainable Neighbourhoods 
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

SA6 - 13 respondents (+ 3 late) 

Support 4 

Partly Support 4 (+1 late) 
Object 1 
Partly Object 1 (+ 2 late) 
SA6 Total Representations 10 (+3 late) 

 
Support 
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• Support for active aims of the policy to reduce inequalities in health and 
employment 

• Support for the approach that includes effective partnership and effective 
collaborative working between sections. 

• Welcomes support for defining neighbourhood forums. 
 
Object 

• No key concerns 
 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
No specific comments relating to the area were made at consultation events.  
 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
The policy indicates increased empowerment of local residents to define local 
improvements. It is recommended that HIA be used as a tool to investigate local 
community needs and any barriers to the uptake of potential benefits. 
 
It is recommended that developers are required to demonstrate how their projects 
will support the delivery of the priorities listed under SA6. Such information will 
enable the planning authority to approve projects that best support local 
communities and address inequality. 
 
As above, it is recommended that developers are required to demonstrate how 
their developments will support the delivery of the priorities listed under SA6. 
 
It is recommended to encourage developers through CP18, to demonstrate the 
inherent healthy urban design features of a project and engage with local 
communities to establish and enhance the uptake of potential health benefits. 
Neighbourhood forums are agreed by the local planning authority. The forum 
needs to be representative of the local community and it is recommended that 
active participation is encouraged across local neighbourhoods.     
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the health and access to 
services objectives.  Where the potential for adverse outcomes were identified, 
the SA suggested a range of mitigation that would be required at implementation 
stage, which the SA considered to be met through implementation of other 
citywide policies, in particular CP8 and CP11.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were found to strengthen the policy further but had no further 
impact on the SA findings.  
 
The SA made no recommendations for changes.  
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CP1 Housing Delivery  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP1 - 25 respondents  

Support 8 
Partly Support 4 
Object 10 

Partly Object 3 
CP1 Total Representations 25 

 
Support  

• Support for City Plan housing delivery target of 11,300 (8 including BHEP, 
LEP, Lewes DC, Hove Civic Society, THV and Pecla Investments)  

• Support for an approach based on capacity and availability of land for 
housing set against high demand/requirements for housing and a context 
of significant physical and environmental constraints.  

• Support for balanced strategy regarding future growth of the city (ie. the 
need to plan for jobs and other land use requirements as well as housing).  

• Support for housing within DA7 Toads Hole Valley Development Area 

• Some concerns expressed re. housing shortfall and meeting the Duty to 
Cooperate NPPF requirement. 

 
Object 
Housing target is too low  

(6 including HBF, Mid Sussex DC, B&H Affordable Housing Ptp, registered 
providers,  Benfield Investments and Newtown Investments) 

• Housing target falls significantly short of forecast housing requirements for 
the city. Does not meet government policy set out in NPPF. Plan has not 
adequately addressed Duty to Cooperate.  

• In view of city’s housing requirements and particular need for affordable 
housing the Plan should look for more housing from the following 
suggested sources: urban fringe sites, re-assessment required; 
employment sites, more flexibility required; reassessment of existing and 
additional areas for taller buildings. Housing Providers 

• NPPF requirement for 5 year supply +5% buffer is not demonstrated. Does 
not meet NPPF requirements.  

• Duty to co-operate is not demonstrated to show how unmet requirements 
will be met.   

• Plan will be found unsound. 
 

Housing target is too high  
(4 reps including Conservative Group, South Downs Society and 2 individuals) 

• Housing target should be lower; city is tightly constrained; city cannot 
accommodate an ever-growing population; development should all be 
within built up area and all development should be on brownfield sites; no 
development at Toads Hole Valley.  

• A target of 10, 200 suggested by The Conservative Group   

• A target of 8,000 suggested - Individual. 
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b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
Special Conservation Advisory Group (CAG) 

• Local authority housing targets – does the existing legislative framework 
support target densities?  

 
City Plan Stakeholder Workshop 

• Why do we need more homes when there some many standing empty?  

• Explained that empty homes and student accommodation don't count 
towards housing targets 

 
Community Stakeholder Workshop 

• Empty properties – important to recognise the amount of conversion 
activity that occurs and to make use of what we’ve got and the 
opportunities from this.  

• Type of housing: will it respond to local needs; how affordable will it be; is 
there a need to set minimum room standards. 

• More overt consideration of how to manage conflicts in the light of 
increasing housing and population density 

 
Economic Partnership 

• Making best use of city’s sites really important and trying to get choice in 
housing available also very important. 

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 

The assessment found the impact to be positive across the various determinants 
of health and the policy was not expected to adversely impact against any of the 
sensitive community groups.  
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the housing and health 
objectives. The most significant adverse impacts identified were on objectives 
relating to biodiversity, air quality, the South Downs, the potential for journeys by 
car and other vehicles to increase, and the potential for pollution to water. Where 
the potential for adverse outcomes were identified, the SA suggested a range of 
mitigation that would be required at implementation stage, which the SA 
considered to be met through implementation of other citywide policies, in 
particular CP8, CP9, CP10, CP11 and SA4.  The SA noted that the additional 
amount of housing required to meet the locally assessed need would need to be 
met through the Duty to Cooperate, however this is not considered to bring about 
negative or uncertain impacts as the amount of housing outlined in the policy was 
found to be the most sustainable amount compared to other alternative options.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were found to have no further impact on the SA findings.  
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The SA made no recommendations for changes.  
 
CP2 Sustainable Economic Development  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP2 - 13 respondents  

Support 5 
Partly Support 5 
Object 2 

Partly Object 1 
CP2 Total Representations 13 

 
Support 

• Greater emphasis should be given to role for green industries/ renewable 
industries for job creation. 

 

Object 

• Definition of sustainable development/ sustainable economic development 
required. (City Sustainability Partnership (165/9) 

• In order to implement CP2, the Council must increase its housing provision 
so that it meets forecast requirements aligned to its economic growth 
aspirations (Home Builders Federation Ltd (67/3). 

• There should be more detail in the role of skills in developing the economy 
and explain how it will facilitate closer links with the city’s two universities 
and business to foster the knowledge based economy. Universities role as 
employment generators.   

• Policy should look beyond just the modernisation and expansion of existing 
educational uses and embrace and support wider opportunities through the 
growth of educational tourism which have the potential to represent a 
significant positive contribution to the local economy.  

• Given requirement of CP2 Part 6 to provide training schemes during the 
construction phase, there is no justifiable reason to require financial 
contributions as well (this would duplicate the requirement). 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
Economic Partnership  

• Procurement policy (for public sector – and other?) which seeks to employ 
local residents especially currently unemployed.  It should be an integrated 
policy on improving local skills and integrating people from deprived areas 
in the employment market. 

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
As identified in the community profile a higher than average number of people 
aged 16-18 in Brighton & Hove are classified as Not in Education, Employment or 
Training (NEET). There is also a high number of under graduates in the area 
increasing employment competition and pressure. 
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It is recommended that the policy includes a mechanism to help address this 
through provision for school leavers. 
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the employment and 
economic development objectives. Where the potential for adverse outcomes 
were identified, the SA suggested a range of mitigation that would be required at 
implementation stage, which the SA considered to be met through 
implementation of other citywide policies, in particular CP9.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were found to strengthen the policy but had no further impact 
on the SA findings.  
 
The SA made no recommendations for changes. 
 
CP3 Employment Land  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP3 -  17 respondents  

Support 3 
Partly Support 4 
Object 7 
Partly Object 3 
CP3 Total Representations 17 

 
Support 

• Particularly support the upgrade and refurbishment of the listed industrial 
estates and business parks – should be a similar reference for the 
refurbishment of existing office stock where appropriate. 

 
Object 

• The Council needs to be sure that it is protecting sites that genuinely meet 
the needs of industry (Royal Mail Group Ltd). 

• The policy is inflexible and will constrain redevelopment, investment and 
new job creation. (Stonebridge Brighton Ltd, La Salle Investment 
Management ) 

• Up to date evidence base is required to justify policy. 

• Part 5 of policy should be more flexible/ encouraging of alternative uses/ 
mixed use development. Test of redundancy too stringent and if 
redundant, sites should contribute further to supply of housing/ affordable 
housing. 

• Identified sites (land north of Newtown Road and Franklin Road Industrial 
Estate) for employment-led mixed use development should be released for 
other uses as demonstrably no longer required for that use. 
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• Question the employment allocations for Toads Hole Valley and Gas Work 
Site and need to ensure that City Plan Employment Policies do not 
contradict/ more restrictive than emerging policies for Shoreham Harbour. 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
City Plan Stakeholder Workshop 

• Should be strong on not losing employment 
 
Economic Partnership 

• Whilst large new businesses within the city would be beneficial this may 
not be achievable.  Need to encourage start up and small businesses and 
ensure there are suitable premises with appropriate facilities within which 
they can expand to form medium sized businesses. 

• Office accommodation – need to ensure new office floorspace is brought 
forward. Recognise the chicken and egg situation – lack of quality sites of 
right size to attract inward investment and developers reluctant to build 
speculatively without prelet. 

• Welcome creation of sustainable jobs within city boundaries 
 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
Although the driver of this policy is to safeguard employment space, it is 
recommended that where mixed use development has been identified that links 
are made with the objectives of SA6 to ensure a suitable housing mix that helps 
to create and maintain sustainable neighbourhoods. 
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the employment and 
economic development objectives.  However there was also a degree of 
uncertainty with these objectives due to the proposed amount of employment 
floorspace to be delivered being less than that assessed as required. The SA 
noted that any outstanding employment floorspace needed to be delivered would 
need to be met through site allocations in Part 2, or through the Duty to 
Cooperate. 
 
Where the potential for adverse outcomes were identified, the SA suggested a 
range of mitigation that would be required at implementation stage, which the SA 
considered to be met through implementation of other citywide policies, in 
particular CP8 and CP9.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were either found to impact more positively on the SA 
findings, or make some of the findings more uncertain.   
   
The SA made no recommendations for changes. The SA noted that the 
recommendations for policy changes put forward at draft plan stage (May 2012) 
had been included as suggested.   
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CP4 Retail Provision  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP4-   6 respondents  

Support 3 
Partly Support 1 
Object 2 

Partly Object 1 
CP4 Total Representations 7 

 
Support 

• General support for the overall retail aims of the City Plan and the focus on 
existing retail centres for new developments.   

• Recognition of the role of small retailers within the city. 
 
Object 

• Proposed changes to boundaries/proposed uses affecting the regional 
shopping centre, Hove Station area and the Marina.   

• Objection to proposed local threshold of 1000 sq m to trigger impact 
assessment of proposals outside shopping centres. 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
City Plan Stakeholder Workshop 

• Recognition of need to support/protect small businesses/independent 
retailers. 

• Plan for contraction in retail, how we shop now will be very different in 
2030.  

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
The assessment found the impact to be positive across the various determinants 
of health and the policy was not expected to adversely impact against any of the 
sensitive community groups.  

 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the employment, economic 
development and accessibility objectives. Where the potential for adverse 
outcomes were identified, the SA suggested a range of mitigation that would be 
required at implementation stage, which the SA considered to be met through 
implementation of other citywide policies, in particular CP8, CP9 and CP10.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were found to have no further impact on the SA findings.   
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The SA made no recommendations for changes.  
 
CP5 Culture and Tourism  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP5- 11   respondents  

Support 4 
Partly Support 6 
Object 0 

Partly Object 1 
CP5 Total Representations 11 

 
Support 

• Arts and culture support the tourism industry and contribute to the 
economy. Recommend policy seek through development direct net 
benefits to local economy.  

• Creates a sense of place 

• Welcome the opportunity to deliver creative industries work space.  

• Need to clarify ‘affordable’ in relation to artists and creative industries 
workspace 
 

Object 

• Integrate the city’s tourism offer with the SDNP and link Brighton to it’s 
natural environment as a tourism draw 

• Policy should be more robust and require developer contributions that 
match those that are required to support sports infrastructure. 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
No specific comments relating to this policy were made at consultation events.  

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
The assessment found the impact to be positive across the various determinants 
of health and the policy was not expected to adversely impact against any of the 
sensitive community groups.  
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the employment and 
economic development objectives.  Where the potential for adverse outcomes 
were identified, the SA suggested a range of mitigation that would be required at 
implementation stage, which the SA considered to be met through 
implementation of other citywide policies, in particular CP8 and CP9.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were found to strengthen the policy but had no further impact 
on the SA findings.    
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The SA made no recommendations for change.  
 
CP6 Visitor Accommodation  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP6- 5   respondents  

Support 2 
Partly Support 0 
Object 3 

Partly Object 0 
CP5 Total Representations 5 

 
Support 

• Align CP6 with CP3 and seek affordable housing as an alternative use 

• Support general approach but policy should be flexible to encourage other 
forms of tourist accommodation e.g. study hotel 

 
Object 

• Over supply already exists. Not matched by tourist developments and 
therefore supply outstrips demand (Brighton & Hove Hoteliers 
Association/Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership/B&H Economic 
Partnership)  

• No need to protect hotel uses. Change of use to other uses should be 
made easier especially if unviable.  

• ‘Hotel Core Zone’ approach is not welcome. Considered too inflexible.  

• Encouragement of Impact Assessment insufficient – it should be 
mandatory so as to assess existing supply 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
No specific comments relating to this policy were made at consultation events.  

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
The assessment found the impact to be positive across the various determinants 
of health and the policy was not expected to adversely impact against any of the 
sensitive community groups.  
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the employment and 
economic development objectives.  Where the potential for adverse outcomes 
were identified, the SA suggested a range of mitigation that would be required at 
implementation stage, which the SA considered to be met through 
implementation of other citywide policies, in particular CP8 and CP10.  
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The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were either found to have no further impact on the SA 
findings, to strengthen the policy further, or impacted more positively on the SA 
findings.   
 
The SA made no recommendations for changes. 
 
CP7 Infrastructure CIL and Developer Contributions  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP7- 13 respondents  

Support 3 
Partly Support 5 
Object 2 

Partly Object 3 
CP7 Total Representations 13 

 
Support 
 

• Part Support for developer contributions but should be weighed up against 
wider public benefits – and early consultation is need to ensure CIL is not a 
prohibitive addition to City Plan. 

• Affordable Housing should be priority as community benefit but will suffer if 
CIL unrealistic – and should be reduced or zero-tariff on appropriate sites 
with high AH. 

• CIL is clearly untried and untested and could lead to disputes - perhaps not 
appropriate for City Plan at this stage. 

• CIL should be used to fund community development work. 

• Particular support of policy referencing Flood Risk, Water Efficiency and 
Groundwater quality. 

• General comments on sustainability re food production. 
 
Object 

• Plan seriously underplays changes needed to de-carbonise the city (to 
meet national CO2 reduction targets).  IDP should be underpinned by 
policies in plan. 

• Balance for setting a CIL is considered and recognised there will need to 
be exemptions due to viability.  CIL should be simple and not affect 
viability.  Large development should not be permitted in favour of multi-
million CIL returns. CIL should not be charged to ‘not for profit’ 
organisation such as Universities – this may undermine other planning 
policies. 

• Policy does not adequately support provision of water and wastewater 
infrastructure. Impacts on wastewater treatment works at Shoreham not 
fully considered and should be addressed in Shoreham Joint Area Action 
Plan (JAAP).  May also impact on proposed development at Toads Hole 
Valley. 
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b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
No specific comments relating to this policy were made at consultation events.  

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
It is recommended that planning contributions consider the contribution of 
affordable housing and inherent planning features designed to improve 
community health, in order to ensure sufficient commercial viability for 
developments. 
 
It is recommended that when investigating potential health care planning 
contributions, such provision considers design features geared at preventing the 
onset of poor health e.g. promotion of healthy lifestyles. 
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the health and deprivation 
objectives.  No adverse impacts were identified.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were found to strengthen the policy but had no further impact 
on the SA findings. 
 
The SA made no recommendations for change.  
 
CP8 Sustainable Buildings  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP8-  24 respondents  

Support 8 
Partly Support 6 
Object 3 
Partly Object 8 
CP8 Total Representations 25 

 
Support 

• Support for ambitious standards and acknowledgement of indirect 
advantages arising from policy approach such as the potential for 
development of environmental industries in the city. Recognition of the 
challenge of meeting the standards set in the policy and the need to 
consider circumstances which might influence the ability to meet the 
standards, particularly in terms of technical feasibility and financial viability, 
in particular when it comes to provision of affordable housing. 

• Suggestions to incorporate into policy the potential for ‘allowable solutions’ 
(off-site compensation measures) in respect to water; protection of 
occupant and neighbour health, future proofing buildings for heat network 
connections (development areas) and minimum dwelling size. 
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• Request for clearer vision for energy, water and waste neutral, high-
standard, cost effective, resource efficient future for the city. 

 

Object 

• Concern over costs of meeting higher levels of the Code (levels 5 and 6) 
and BREEAM standards and balancing out priorities. Request that council 
adopt a flexible approach to enable  balance between priorities, and to 
enable consideration of factors such as financial viability that may affect 
the ability to meet standards. 

• Concern that policy does not go far enough in terms of waste, in particular 
food waste, sustainable materials, heat island mitigation, water and air 
quality.  

• Request that robust justification is required in circumstances when meeting 
standards might be affected by financial viability and incorporation of One 
Planet Living principles, in particular those for Development Areas policies. 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
Chamber of Commerce – Big Debate: State of the City 

• Climate change strategy – do panellists agree that climate change is the 
single biggest issue facing the city?  What will a sustainable city look like?  

• Question about philanthropy (which was mistakenly interpreted as what 
benefits to the local environment) – What can we expect from businesses 
in terms of their contribution to the social infrastructure of our society and 
benefits to local people?  

 
City Plan Stakeholder Workshop 

• Lights need to stay on/electricity is essential.   There should be citywide 
Combined Heat and Power (CHP) sourced from the Shoreham Power 
Station.  (Raised by one attendee – agreement from others not voted on) 

• Standards for new buildings are fine, but what about housing already 
there?   

• Need to "take people with you". Need for education in sustainability. 
Presented in plain language 

 
Community Stakeholder Workshop 

• General agreement to drive forward and achieve high building standards in 
relation to sustainability 

 
Brighton & Hove Strategic Partnership 

• Asked how the plan included provision for climate change adaptation 
issues regarding the expansion in retail. 

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
The assessment found the impact to be positive across the various determinants 
of health and the policy was not expected to adversely impact against any of the 
sensitive community groups.  
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d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against various environmental and 
health objectives. Where the potential for adverse outcomes were identified, the 
SA suggested mitigation that would be required at implementation stage, which 
the SA considered to be met through implementation of other citywide policies, in 
particular CP1 and CP20.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were either found to have no further impact on the SA 
findings, or strengthen the policy further, with the exception of the amendment to 
the required standards, which changed the short-term score against some 
objectives from significantly positive to positive.  
 
The SA made no recommendations for changes. 
 
CP9 Sustainable Transport  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP9 - 33 respondents  

Support 6 
Partly Support 15 
Object 9 
Partly Object 2 
CP9 Total Representations 32 

 
Support 

• More detail in policy welcomed 

• Majority of respondents accepted that formal Park + Ride is no longer 
deliverable due to the lack of site available and the designation of the 
South Downs National Park including the Economic Partnership, Local 
Enterprise Partnership, Conservative Group. 

• General support for proposals to better use train services at weekends and 
improve the service. 

 
Object 

• Transport Strategy is weak and not ambitious enough to achieve the modal 
shift required.  There are a number of comments relating to the strategy 
including the need for more emphasis on improving bus service reliability 
and increase patronage, need for more radical solutions to reduce car use, 
need to retain park and ride to reduce the amount of traffic in the city 
(including Brighton & Hove Buses).  

• Partial supporters and objector raised concerns about the lack of detail set 
out on the proposal for Informal Park + Ride.  

• Comments ranged from a request more detail on where the sites are and 
how the scheme would work through to concerns that it is neither practical 
nor deliverable (objectors include B&H Buses and Conservative Group). 
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• Need for an updated Transport Assessment of the City Plan following 
major changes to the Plan. 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
Strategic Housing Partnership 

• Concern about the overuse of cars by students in the City 

• Concern regarding the transport links to the university for those students 
living in private rented accommodation outside of the city centre  

• Suggested a solution for dispersing the student population throughout the 
City is to improve the public transport system 

• Collaboration with neighbouring authorities encouraged to meet specific 
requirements around housing, transport and employment 

• Potential for developments of student accommodation on outskirts of the 
city but developers only wish to invest in the centre of the city 

 
Chamber of Commerce – Big Debate: State of the City 

• Where are we on the P&R issue? Why can’t we accommodate a decent 
P&R in the city?   

• With an increase in parking changes and no formal P&R, is this a 
deliberate strategy for pricing cars out of the city. If so there is an 
opportunity for private sites outside of the city to benefit by offering valet 
parking which may be cheaper than rail fares and city centre parking 
charges. 

 
City Plan Stakeholder Workshop 

• Acknowledgement of transport/traffic issues in the city and the need for 
access and infrastructure improvements to address issues.  

• Support for mixed use developments, particularly in relation to potentially 
reducing the need to travel.  

• Transport accessibility is a problem, particularly the loss of buses. If the 
site is developed this needs to be addressed. 

• Seafront transport/buses should be improved – could extend Volks 
Railway. (Raised by one attendee – agreement from others not voted on) 

• Transport/bus provision along the seafront needs improving especially if 
the King Alfred is redeveloped. 

• There was general agreement that we should have a go with the park and 
ride replacement.  

• The council should work more closely with transport providers – 
specifically train operators – to get better integration between different 
modes of transport. 

• There should be better management of conflicts between motorised and 
other transport (cycles and pedestrians) – particularly around the London 
Road area. 

 
Community Stakeholder Workshop 

• Bus shelters need to be designed and provided in appropriate locations to 
provide shelter from the elements and to make bus travel more attractive 
as an alternative to private vehicles. 



 52

• The informal Park & Ride approach was queried for two main reasons.  
The first was a query over the effectiveness of Park & Ride due to 
research which indicates it promotes car use and made buses less viable 
especially in out lying areas.  The second was a query over the 
effectiveness of using ‘unreliable’ car parks. 

 
Economic Partnership 

• The alternatives to park and ride need to be robust and deliverable. 

• Need for better integration of sustainable modes of transport, for example 
buses and trains at Brighton Station. 

• Don’t forget the importance of providing sufficient space for buses as part 
of the Valley Gardens scheme. 

• There should be funding to the right modes of sustainable transport to 
secure a modal shift. 

 
Special Transport Partnership meeting 

• The City Sustainability Partnership had concluded the options were right 
but a more positive approach to the alternatives was needed. 

• More explanation is needed as to why the city council is recommending the 
removal of Park + Ride from the policy. 

• Suggested alternatives to Park + Ride are vague and more radical 
alternatives are required. 

• Public transport fares have to be set within a commercial market.  The term 
‘affordable’ is not appropriate. 

• Links need to be improved between bus and train, but the Brighton Station 
Gateway proposals may not achieve this. 

• Redevelopment of Toad’s Hole Valley could be a possible Park + Ride site. 

• The National Park will have to produce its own transport strategy and may 
need more additional transport infrastructure 

• Intercepting travellers at the start of their journey is important e.g. there is a 
London transport campaign poster on the A12 in Southend. 

• Mitigation measures are needed to offset travel generated by big 
developments  

• Reference was made to the city’s Air Quality Management Area and Low 
Emission Strategy, in terms of mitigation measures such as addressing 
lorry deliveries and further investment in electric vehicles, and how they 
feature in the City Plan and LTP.  

• Encouraging more cars into the city does not necessarily mean more 
money/business coming into the City 

• Public transport should be incentivised/made more appealing for 
businesses 

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
The assessment found the impact to be positive across the various determinants 
of health and the policy was not expected to adversely impact against any of the 
sensitive community groups.  
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
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The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, although some uncertainty over potential 
impacts remained due to the potential for informal park and ride.   No adverse 
impacts were identified.   
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were found to strengthen the policy but had no further impact 
on the SA findings.   
 
The SA made no recommendations for changes. The SA noted that the 
recommendations for policy changes put forward at draft plan stage (May 2012) 
had been included as suggested.   
 
CP10 Biodiversity  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP10 -  13 respondents  

Support 5 
Partly Support 5 
Object 1 
Partly Object 2 
CP10 Total Representations 13 

 
Support 
 

• Include street trees 

• Include reference to the importance of culture / community for achieving 
biodiversity  

• Include reference to all negative direct and indirect effects of development 
on biodiversity 

• Detailed textual changes to support the Biosphere initiative 
 
Object 

• Detailed boundary changes to NIA boundary to facilitate development. 
 

b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
No specific comments relating to this policy were made at consultation events.  

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
The assessment found the impact to be positive across the various determinants 
of health and the policy was not expected to adversely impact against any of the 
sensitive community groups.  
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly for the objectives relating to 
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biodiversity, protecting the South Downs, minimising water pollution and adapting 
to climate change.  No adverse impacts were identified.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were either found to strengthen the policy but had no further 
impact on the SA findings. 
 
The SA made no recommendations for changes.  
 
CP11 Flood Risk  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP11- 1 respondent 

Support 1 
Partly Support 0 
Object 0 

Partly Object 0 
CP11 Total Representations 1 

 
Support 

• Support the inclusion of policy CP11 which clearly sets out flood risk 
management requirements for new development in the city. 

• Support the inclusion of following aspects in policy:  
- Flood risk 
- Water Efficiency in new development 
- Groundwater quality 
- Infrastructure, CIL and Planning Obligations 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
No specific comments relating to this policy were made at consultation events.  

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
The assessment found the impact to be positive across the various determinants 
of health and the policy was not expected to adversely impact against any of the 
sensitive community groups.  
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the objectives relating to 
minimising water pollution, flood risk and adapting to climate change.  No adverse 
impacts were identified.  
 
There were no changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or 
updated study requirements. 
 
The SA made no recommendations for changes  
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CP12 Urban Design  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP12- 41 respondents 

Support 4 
Partly Support 10 (+1 late) 
Object 19 

Partly Object 8 
CP12 Total Representations 41(+ 1 late rep) 

 
Support 

• The proposal for an Urban Design Framework is supported.  

• There is some support for tall buildings. 
• There is some support for the proposed design criteria and in particular 

support for good contemporary design. 

 

Object 

• There are a large number of objections to the inclusion of Western 
Seafront / Kingsway as Tall Building Area, though some of these clarify 
that they are only referring to that part of Kingsway east of Welbeck Road. 

• There are some objections to tall buildings elsewhere. 

• There are objections that the policy does not clearly map each tall building 
area and does not specify building heights. 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 

 
Special Conservation Advisory Group (CAG) 
 

• Taller buildings inevitably have an effect on Conservation Areas.  

• Urban Design Framework – concern that as it is coming later, will there be 
missed opportunities to address some of the detail that should appear in 
policy. Is there any way that important issues can be bought forward? 

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
Further assessment will be required to ascertain the level, rate, mix and 
significance of population growth as the policy is implemented.  
This would be addressed during the planning application stage and subject to 
CP18 is likely to be further addressed through the requirement for a HIA to 
demonstrate how projects work toward meeting local health and wellbeing 
objectives.  
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Engage with the NHS Brighton & Hove to discuss future health care requirements 
and appropriate planning contributions.   
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the objectives relating to 
local distinctiveness, protecting the South Downs, community safety, previously 
developed land and accessibility.  No adverse impacts were identified.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were either found to have no further impact on the SA 
findings, to strengthen the policy further, or impacted more positively on the SA 
findings.   
 
The SA made no recommendations for changes. 
 
CP13 Public Streets and Spaces  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP13- 9 respondents 

Support 3 
Partly Support 4 
Object 0 
Partly Object 2 
CP13 Total Representations 19 (+ 2 late reps) 

 
Support 

• General support for the policy and for more shared space schemes, such 
as New Road, in particular. 

 
Object 

• Concerns regarding the commissioning of public art. Respondents 
concerned about best practice, siting of art works, quality of art works and 
lack of public consultation. 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 

 
The Get Involved Group of the B&H Federation of Disabled People 

• Main issue is that whilst encouraging active travel not to forget that people 
with limited mobility or wheelchair users may be reliant on car access and 
may not be able to get far from car parking space (so design these into 
pedestrian/schemes). 

• Plan car access (into say Old Town East Street south) is essential even if it 
is nominally pedestrianised. Any street improvements in Eastern road 
should take opportunity to improve disabled access. 

 
Special Conservation Advisory Group (CAG) 
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• Streets and urban environments should be planned for fitness including the 
design for bikes – Holland is a good exemplar 

• Jogging paths and fitness routes including distances should be identified 
across the city  

 
Economic Partnership 

• Need for an integrated approach to further public realm improvements in 
the city centre. In particular with proposals for pedestrianisation in the 
Lanes and changes to the Station Gateway. The council needs to 
understand the potential impacts such as making units more attractive for 
restaurant uses rather than shops. Quality of materials used is also critical. 
Urgent need for a delivering routing plan for the city centre. 

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
The assessment found the impact to be positive across the various determinants 
of health and the policy was not expected to adversely impact against any of the 
sensitive community groups.  
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the objectives relating to 
biodiversity, air quality, local distinctiveness, reducing car journeys, health and 
accessibility.  No adverse impacts were identified.   
 
The policy remains largely unchanged with the changes having no further impact 
on the SA findings. 
 
The SA made no recommendations for changes.  
 
CP14 Housing Density  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP14-  15 respondents 

Support 3 
Partly Support 4 
Object 6 

Partly Object 2 
CP14 Total Representations 15 

 
Support 

• Significant support for building at higher density and for the proposed 
density levels, with the proviso that 50dph should be seen as a minimum 
not a target. 

 
Object 
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• Some strong concerns that higher density would fail to provide sufficient 
family accommodation and would lead to the loss of public open space and 
that setting minimum density levels is too inflexible. 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
City Plan Stakeholder Workshop  

• Maximise densities in peripheral/fringe locations to ensure best use of land 
and make public transport links more appealing/viable 

• Also need to set maximum densities as some areas have a lot of housing 
and it is having an impact, e.g. number of cars on roads. 

• What is meant by higher density? Should be looking at how we improve 
housing. Some areas are already way over the minimum, e.g. people have 
to travel along way to schools, 

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
The assessment found the impact to be positive across the various determinants 
of health and the policy was not expected to adversely impact against any of the 
sensitive community groups.  
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the objectives relating to 
local distinctiveness, housing, health and previously developed land. Where the 
potential for adverse outcomes were identified, the SA suggested a range of 
mitigation that would be required at implementation stage, which the SA 
considered to be met through implementation of other citywide policies, in 
particular CP8 and CP9.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments had no further 
impact on the SA findings. 
 
The SA made no recommendations for changes.  
 
CP15 Heritage  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP15 - 8  respondents 

Support 3 
Partly Support 4 
Object 1 
Partly Object 0 
CP15 Total Representations 8 

 
Support 
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• General support for the policy but this is subject to concerns that the policy 
should be more strongly worded and should provide greater detail about 
development in conservation areas. 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 

 
Special Conservation Advisory Group (CAG) 

• How does the City Plan relate to the Conservation Strategy? 

• Disappointed to note that further capacity work is being done to maximise 
the site through capacity study. This will be detrimental to the townscape 
for the area. 

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 

 
The assessment found the impact to be positive across the various determinants 
of health and the policy was not expected to adversely impact against any of the 
sensitive community groups.  

 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the objectives relating to 
local distinctiveness, employment and economic development.  No adverse 
impacts were identified.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were either found to have no further impact on the SA 
findings, to strengthen the policy further, or impacted more positively on the SA 
findings.   
 
The SA made no recommendation for changes.  
 
CP16 Open Space  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP16 - 15 + 2 late respondents 

Support 2 
Partly Support 6+2 late 
Object 3 
Partly Object 4 
CP16 Total Representations 15 + 2 late 

 
Object 

• Redundant open space should only be developed as 100% affordable housing 
(2) 

• Open Space standard is excessive in view of proximity to coastline and 
National Park and shortfall in meeting housing requirements.  Re-assess to 
help meet housing and open space requirements. (1 + 2 raising concern) 
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• Conflicts with DA3 and CP21 
 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 

 
Special Conservation Advisory Group (CAG) 

• Open spaces – many not welcoming as they are under pressure and too 
busy for people to relax in, e.g. Hove Park 

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
The assessment found the impact to be positive across the various determinants 
of health and the policy was not expected to adversely impact against any of the 
sensitive community groups.  

 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the objectives relating to 
biodiversity, local distinctiveness, South Downs, minimising water pollution, 
health, adapting to climate change and accessibility. Where the potential for 
adverse outcomes were identified, the SA suggested a range of mitigation that 
would be required at implementation stage, which the SA considered to be met 
through implementation of other citywide policies, in particular CP1.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were found to strengthen the policy but had no further impact 
on the SA findings.   
 
The SA made no recommendations for changes.   
 
CP17 Sports Provision  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP17-  10 respondents 

Support 3 
Partly Support 6 

Object 0 
Partly Object 1 
CP17 Total Representations 10 

 
Support 

• No recognition in the policy or supporting text of the University's 
contribution to the provision of sports facilities in the City through its indoor 
sports centre and outdoor playing fields. 

• Redundant sports buildings also present an optimum opportunity for 
affordable housing and where such buildings or sites are no longer suitable 
for sports provision the stated alternative should be 100% affordable 
housing. 
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• Contributions for new sports provision should be limited to major 
development only to ensure does not cause restrictive impact. More 
emphasis on sports provision, both indoor and outdoor. 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
Brighton & Hove Strategic Partnership 

• Questioned whether sport provision had been appropriately included within 
the plan.  

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
The assessment found the impact to be positive across the various determinants 
of health and the policy was not expected to adversely impact against any of the 
sensitive community groups.  

 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the objectives relating to 
health and deprivation. Where the potential for adverse outcomes were identified, 
the SA suggested a range of mitigation that would be required at implementation 
stage, which the SA considered to be met through implementation of other 
citywide policies, in particular CP8 and CP10.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were found to strengthen the policy but had no further impact 
on the SA findings.   
 
The SA made no recommendations for changes.  
 
CP18 Healthy City  
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP18- 9 respondents 

Support 4 
Partly Support 2 

Object 1 
Partly Object 2 
CP18 Total Representations 9 

 
Support 

• Support measures to meet needs of older people but consider a specific 
policy required to address concerns of older people. 

• Need to design urban spaces to facilitate outdoor activities of teenagers 

• Culture of noise, disorder etc around St James’s St adversely affecting 
health and need to be addressed  
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• Like to see importance of local environmental quality in supporting health 
acknowledged in policy  

• Seek commitment to safeguard and increase allotments in policy 
 
Object 

• Cost of implementing HIA for developers / red tape (HBF) 

• Health facilities should be more widely defined – seeks wider in principle 
support of health facilities on all sites (Turley) 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
City Plan Stakeholder Workshop 

• Healthy well developed people and families are the key priority.   
 

c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
It is recommended to provide HIA Best Practice Guidance or Supplementary 
Planning Guidance to aid delivery of this policy. 
 
Furthermore, it is recommended to highlight the benefit of demonstrating the 
inherent health features of a project to existing communities and tailoring projects 
to address local concerns and needs. 
 
Where possible, examples of how to support the uptake of income and 
employment benefits would be of value to aid developers in informing their Health 
Action Plans. 
 
Access to education facilities can address local inequality and remove socio-
economic barriers. 
  
Where possible, examples of how to support educational programmes and 
initiatives would be of value to aid developers in informing their Health Action 
Plans. 
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the health, deprivation and 
accessibility objectives.  No adverse impacts were anticipated.   
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were found to strengthen the policy but had no further impact 
on the SA findings.   
 
The SA made no recommendations for changes.  
 
CP19 Housing Mix  

 
a) Formal Responses Received 
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CP19- 14 respondents 

Support 4 
Partly Support 4 
Object 4 

Partly Object 2 
CP19 Total Representations 14 

 
Support 

• General support; housing delivery incorporating a mix including provision 
of affordable housing helps retention and recruitment of staff for local 
employers.  

• General support; tackles equalities issues e.g. accommodation for disabled 
people and space for travellers is acknowledged. 

• Needs of older people highlighted; accommodation for older people should 
not be looked at only in terms of conventional housing but should also 
embrace care and extra care. Plan should ensure an adequate supply of 
accommodation to meet the diverse needs of older people.  

 
Object 

• Policy should state clearly the preferred unit size mix as a citywide 
aspiration for the City Plan period. Too vague at the moment. If affordable 
housing mix can be specified why cant mix for all housing?  

• If council wishes to improve choice/mix then it should seek to meet its 
forecast housing requirements.  

• Housing mix policy should not be prescriptive or imposed by the Local 
Authority (LA). The LA should provide for a choice of sites in a choice of 
locations to provide for different types of dwellings to be provided. Mix will 
be influenced by viability; densities and site allocation.  

• There should be a clearer statement referring to the shortage of family 
accommodation and need for more decent sized family housing; would like 
to see this addressed.  

• Policy should set out minimum dwelling size standards.  

• There should be a new separate policy that addresses housing for the 
elderly.  

• Role of Private Rented Sector is ignored in the Plan; yet this is the only 
sector expanding.  Need for shared accommodation (provided through 
private rented sector) not acknowledged in the Plan. Numerically greatest 
need is for single person accommodation and plan ignores this.  

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
Strategic Housing Partnership 

• Concern around the lack of social housing for single people and the impact 
on accommodation due to the rise of homelessness 

 
Special Conservation Advisory Group (CAG) 

• Need minimum space standards for 1, 2 & 3 bed properties so families can 
stay in the city, making it attractive and affordable for families with children. 
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City Plan Stakeholder Workshop 

• Concern that for new housing there are no minimum size standards. Some 
rooms are very small. Affordable housing does have minimum standards 
so why not for private housing? There had been policies for conversions in 
the past. 

• Minimum sizes could have an impact on sustainability. 
 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
The assessment found the impact to be positive across the various determinants 
of health and the policy was not expected to adversely impact against any of the 
sensitive community groups.  

 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the housing and health 
objectives.  No adverse impacts were identified.  
 
The policy remained largely unchanged and the changes had no further impact 
on the SA findings. 
 
The SA made no recommendations for changes.  
 
CP20 Affordable Housing  

 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP20- 16 respondents 

Support 3 

Partly Support 6 
Object 3 
Partly Object 4 
CP19 Total Representations 16 

 
Support 

• General support for the affordable housing (AH) targets and the new 
sliding scale approach. (Registered providers, BHEP and LEP) 

• Concern that the policy criteria in CP20 allow for too much flexibility 
(around achieving the AH targets) and whether this much flexibility may 
lead to reduced AH delivery. Request to tighten up criteria. (Registered 
providers) 

• Some concerns regarding requirement to provide financial contribution for 
developments of 5-9 units and whether this could affect viability or the rate 
of schemes coming forward. (Registered providers) 

• Recognition that provision of affordable housing assists with retention/ 
recruitment of staff for local employers. (University of Sussex) 
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• Request for more information/clarity around how the financial contributions 
secured through policy will be used in the interests of transparent local 
government. 

 
Object 

• Not enough flexibility in the policy; affordable housing targets need to be 
applied more flexibly particularly based on financial viability assessment. 
40% requirement has made many sites not viable for development. 
(Conservative Group, James Breckel Architects and Cathedral Group)  

• Requiring affordable housing provision on sites of 5-9 units could be 
counter-productive and negate the financial viability of these 
developments. Result could be less housing gets built. (B&HEP, LEP, 
Conservative Group, Newtown Ventures) 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 

 
Special Conservation Advisory Group (CAG) 

• With Affordable Housing of 40%, how is this going to be secured?  

• Is the city being too idealistic in seeking up to 40%  in affordable housing 
provision. The current economic climate is not attractive for developers to 
build out. Concern that there will be a trade off between affordable housing 
and space standards.  

• Should other mechanisms for delivering affordable housing be looked at? 
 
City Plan Stakeholder Workshop 

• Affordable Housing – delivery in uncertain economic times, policy support 
initiatives for innovative delivery that does not rely on RSL.  

 
Economic Partnership 

• Affordable housing recognised as an issue but queries regarding to what 
extent it might help a younger workforce. Key workers tend to generally be 
public sector.  

• Housing associations might want share in commercial interest in sites to 
subsidise affordable housing 

• Housing Association funding now dependent upon selling property and 
increasing rents, not grant subsidy 

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
The assessment found the impact to be positive across the various determinants 
of health and the policy was not expected to adversely impact against any of the 
sensitive community groups.  
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the housing and health 
objectives. Where the potential for adverse outcomes were identified, the SA 
suggested a range of mitigation that would be required at implementation stage, 
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which the SA considered to be met through implementation of other citywide 
policies, in particular CP8 and CP9.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were either found to have no further impact on the SA finding 
or strengthen the policy further.   
 
The SA made no recommendations for changes.   
 
CP21 Student Housing and Housing in Multiple Occupation  

 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

 

 
Support 

• Support the approach of purpose built student accommodation.   

• Concern expressed over anti-social behaviour related to HMOs and 
support for proposed management of location of new HMOs. 

• Need for transport and other infrastructure related to student 
accommodation 

 
Object 

• Objection to City College allocation and suggested allocations of other 
sites – Co-op site, Buxtons site, Blackman Street site and Richmond 
House. (Jonathan Bromberg (3), Councillors Ian Davey, Pete West and 
Lizzie Dean (249), Peter Crowhurst (158), Anne Johnson and Louis Blache 
(170) and North Laine Community Association (220) 

• Concern about criteria for assessing purpose built accommodation, 
particularly restriction to student use and avoiding housing / SHLAA sites.  
Concern over cost of purpose built accommodation and need to recognise 
importance of rented accommodation. (Southern Landlords Association 
(117) Stonebridge Brighton Ltd) 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
 
Strategic Housing Partnership 

• Concern about the overuse of cars by students in the City 

• Concern regarding the transport links to the university for those students 
living in private rented accommodation outside of the city centre  

• Suggested a solution for dispersing the student population throughout the 
City is to improve the public transport system 

• Collaboration with neighbouring authorities encouraged to meet specific 
requirements around housing, transport and employment 

CP21-  33 respondents 

Support 16 
Partly Support 7 
Object 7 
Partly Object 3 
CP21 Total Representations 33 
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• Potential for developments of student accommodation on outskirts of the 
city but developers only wish to invest in the centre of the city 

 
City Plan Stakeholder Workshop  

• Impacts of further discussions and proposals for additional student housing 
in London Road and North Laine area. 

• Needs for management plan with Universities more closely involved and 
responsible. 

• Support for the need for student accommodation.  

• Student Housing – policy should consider residential amenity where 
student housing proposed. Would like to see in other policies in City Plan 
other economic functions supported other than night time economy of 
which student form a significant part 

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
Sensitive communities which may be adversely impacted by the policy include 
students. It is recommended to liaise with both the University of Sussex and the 
University of Brighton to continue to review the housing requirements of the 
student population.    
 
Also see Health Action Plan re: framework for student landlords. 
It is recommended that academic institutes provide students with information to 
help reduce the likelihood of becoming a victim to crime (i.e. home security, 
content insurance, and precautions to take to avoid opportunistic crime and 
fraud). The NUS provide an information resource to this affect.  
 
Design principles that include security features, lighting and ‘eyes on streets’ can 
also help to further reduce crime. 
 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the objectives relating to 
local distinctiveness and housing.  Where the potential for adverse outcomes 
were identified, the SA suggested a range of mitigation that would be required at 
implementation stage, which the SA considered to be met through 
implementation of other citywide policies, in particular CP8 and CP9.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were found to strengthen the policy but had no further impact 
on the SA findings. 
 
The SA made no recommendations for changes. The SA noted that the 
recommendations for policy changes put forward at draft plan stage (May 2012) 
had been included as suggested.   
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CP22 Traveller Accommodation  
 

a) Formal Responses Received 
 

CP22- 3 respondents 

Support 0 
Partly Support 2 
Object 1 

Partly Object 0 
CP22 Total Representations 3 

 
Support 

• Positive criteria for assessing suitability of future sites. (SDNPA) 

• Careful consideration must be given to any proposals on urban fringe land 
– due to potential impacts on National Park.(SDNPA) 

 
Object 

• New Traveller sites should not be located in the South Downs National 
Park (Conservative Group) 

• No mention in policy of private traveller accommodation. (Conservative 
Group) 

 
b) Comments from Consultation Events and Workshops 
No specific comments relating to this policy were made at consultation events.  

 
c) Summary of Health/Equalities Impact Assessment 
 
It is recommended that further consideration is given, at the project level, to the 
availability and provision of services including education facilities to ensure that 
any increase in demand can be supported. 
 
Given the anticipated increase in healthcare needs, it is recommended to engage 
with NHS Brighton & Hove to discuss any additional health care service 
requirement at the project level. 

 
d) The Sustainability Appraisal 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal identified a range of beneficial outcomes resulting 
from implementation of the policy, particularly against the health and accessibility 
objectives.  No adverse impacts were identified.  
 
The changes to the policy resulting from consultation comments, or updated 
study requirements, were found to have no further impact on the SA findings.   
 
The SA made no recommendations for changes. 
 
Annexe (1) Implementation & Monitoring 
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
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Annexe 1 5 respondents 

Support 2 
Partly Support 1 
Object 1 

Partly Object 1 
Annexe 1 Total Representations 5 

 
Support 

• Policy DA2 Health providers should be identified in the list of delivery 
partners. 

 
Object 

• Policy CP21, there is no reference to the East Slope strategic allocation 
despite its inclusion in the main Plan. 

• There are considerable gaps on the monitoring arising from the Plan and 
the performance framework must be set so that it evolves and is in line 
with One Planet Living objectives 

 
Annexe (2) Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

Annexe 2 12 respondents 

Support 0 
Partly Support 6 

Object 3 
Partly Object 3 
Annexe 2 Total Representations 12 

 
Support 

• The statement that proposals should explore opportunities for district 
heating / combined heat and power technologies across all DA1-DA8 
Development Areas should be elevated to policy  

• The infrastructure delivery plan notes that mitigation may be required at 
several junctions on the A27 dependent upon the impacts. Clarification is 
requested as to how the work is progressing to understand what mitigation 
is required. 

• Provision of affordable housing should be included within the IDP. 

• Should be specific to health requirements in the area and be more explicit 
that the Black Rock site could be an appropriate location to deliver them It 
believes that a separate infrastructure provision entry is needed for this 
(Kemp Town area). 

• Include 1) Plans for open public WiFi in city centre and tourist areas 2) 
Consideration of reducing light pollution at late night on the sea front 

 
Object 

• The University of Sussex entry does not reflect information on its future 
development plans for the campus previously submitted to the City Council 
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and which will be reflected in the updated master-plan currently being 
prepared. 

• City Plans should explicitly identify the school places and sites required for 
families already living in the Brighton and Hove area, and for those moving 
into the area, especially in parts of the city where there is already an acute 
shortage of school places. 

• IDP has not included the water and wastewater infrastructure that 
Southern Water identified in previous consultation. 

• Capacity of the current waste water treatments works at Shoreham 
Harbour is limited and any enhancement/expansion needs will need to be 
addressed in the joint Area Action Plan for this site. 

• The IDP must be underpinned by policy – especially re renewables 
infrastructure. 

 
Annexe (3) Housing Implementation Strategy 
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

Annexe 3 2 respondents 

Support 0 
Partly Support 0 
Object 0 
Partly Object 2 
Annexe 3 2 Total Representations 2 

 
Object 
 
Housing Implementation Strategy does not indicate a target or trajectory of 
affordable housing delivery either in percentage or actual terms. 
 
Proposals Map 
 

a) Formal Responses Received 
 

Proposals Map 1 respondent 

Support 0 

Partly Support 0 
Object 0 
Partly Object 3 
Proposals Map Total 
Representations 

3 

 
Object 

• The development area boundary as shown on the map must be seen as 
indicative at this stage and will be determined through the joint Area Action 
Plan. 

• Strong objection to a private piece of land being designated as an area of 
open space. 

• Amendment required of the built up area boundary 
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Supporting Evidence Document 
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

Supporting Evidence Document 
1 respondent 

Support 0 
Partly Support 1 
Object 0 

Partly Object 0 
Supporting Evidence Document 
Total Representations 

1 

 
Support 

• SFRA tends to overstate the risk of flooding from a breach of the existing 
defences suggesting that this would produce catastrophic flooding with 
little, or no, warning. 

 
Sustainability Appraisal 
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

Sustainability Appraisal 1 respondent 

Support 1 
Partly Support 0 
Object 0 
Partly Object 0 

Sustainability Appraisal 
Total Representations 

1 

 
Support 

• Support of SA objective 7 amendments 
 
Key Diagram 
 
a) Formal Responses Received 
 

Key Diagram 1 respondent 

Support 0 
Partly Support 1 
Object 0 
Partly Object 0 

Key Diagram 
Total Representations 

1 

 
Object 
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• The development area boundary as shown on the map must be seen as 
indicative at this stage and will be determined through the joint Area Action 
Plan 
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Appendix 2 List of Consultees 
 

Organisation / Individual Organisation / Individual 

Active Student, University of Brighton B&H Jewish Community Foundation 

Adams Integra Housing Consultancy B&H Jewish Housing Association 

Adenstar Developments B&H Jewish Representative Council 

Adur District Council B&H Muslim Forum 

Affinity Sutton B&H Muslim Womens Group 

Age Concern Brighton Hove Portslade Bahai Faith 

AKWAABA Bangladeshi Community 

Al Medina Mosque 
Bangladeshi Women and Children Support 
Group 

Alder King Planning Consultants Baron Homes Corporation Ltd 

Alliance Environment & Planning Ltd Barratt Southern Counties 

AmicusHorizon Group Barton Willmore 

Anchor Housing Trust Beetham Organisation Ltd 

Ancient Monuments Society Benfield Investments Ltd 

Another London Road Benfield Wildlife and Conservation Group 

Apple Pie Bevendean Tenants Action Group 

Arts & Business Ltd BHCC, City Sustainability Partnership 

Arts & Creative Industries Commission 
Biffa Waste Services Ltd, C/o Severn Trent 
Water Ltd 

Arundel St/Arundel Road Residents Assoc Bike for Life 

AS Planning Black & Minority Ethnic Resource Centre 

ASB Law 
Black & Minority Ethnic Young Peoples 
Project 

Asian Society 
Black and Minority Ethnic Community 
Partnership 

ASP Black History Project 

Association of Harbour Communities Blatchington Court Trust 

Austin Gray Commercial & Property Auctions BME Champion 

B&H Albion Supporters Club BNP Paribas Real Estate (EDF) 

B&H and District Leaseholders Assoc Bonett's Estate Agents 

B&H and Mid-Sussex Friends of the Earth - 
South Downs Campaign 

Borough St Community Group 

B&H Athletic Club Bowden Property Consulting 

B&H Black Womens Group Bricycles 

B&H Business and Community Partnership Bridge Community Education Centre 

B&H Chinese Society Brighthelm Church & Community Centre 

B&H City Mission Brighton & Hove Albion Football Club Ltd 

B&H Community Buildings Network Brighton & Hove Allotments Federation 

B&H Council Leaseholders Independent 
Forum 

Brighton & Hove Archaeological Society 

B&H CVSF Brighton & Hove Arts Council 

B&H Environmental Action Group 
Brighton & Hove Bus & Coach Company 
Ltd 

B&H Estate Agents Association Brighton & Hove Chamber of Commerce 
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Organisation / Individual Organisation / Individual 

B&H Federation of Disabled People B&H Inner City Wildlife Concern 

B&H Food Partnership B&H Inter Faith Contact Group 

B&H Hotels Association 
Brighton & Hove Community & Voluntary 
Sector Forum 

B&H Impetus Bus Users UK 

Brighton & Hove Economic Partnership Business Link South East 

Brighton & Hove Hotels Association Building Design Partnership 

Brighton & Hove Housing Partnership c/o 
Hyde Housing Ltd 

CABE 

Brighton & Hove Local Access Forum CAMRA 

Brighton & Hove Major Hotels Group Carden Park Community Centre 

Brighton & Hove Pensioners Association Carr & Priddle 

Brighton & Hove Progressive Synagogue Cathedral Group PLC 

Brighton & Hove Reform Synagogue CB Richard Ellis Ltd (Legal & General) 

Brighton & Hove YAP CBI - SE Region 

Brighton & Sussex University Hospitals NHS 
Trust 

CBRE (American Express) 

Brighton and Hove Hoteliers Association 
Central Whitehawk Tenants & Residents 
Assoc 

Brighton Asian Circle Centre for Ecology and Hydrology 

Brighton BID Manager Cherrywood Investment Ltd 

Brighton College 
CHIBAH: Co-operative Housing in Brighton 
and Hove 

Brighton Conservation Volunteers Childrens Music Play House 

Brighton Festival & Dome Chinese Educational Development Project 

Brighton Housing Trust Chinese Information Pilot 

Brighton Little Theatre Chris Thomas Ltd 

Brighton Marina Co Ltd Church Commissioners 

Brighton Marina Residents Assoc Churches Together in B&H 

Brighton Media Centre Churchill Square Shopping Centre 

Brighton Peace & Environment Centre City College Brighton & Hove 

Brighton Rock Housing Coop City Employment and Skills Steering Group 

Brighton Urban Wildlife Group City-Gate Centre 

Brighton West Pier Trust CJ Planning Ltd 

Brighton YMCA Clarendon & Ellen Residents Assoc 

Bristol Estate Community Association Cliff Walsingham & Co 

British Geological Survey Clifford Dann LLP 

British Red Cross 
Clifton, Montpelier & Powis Community 
Alliance 

British Telecommunications plc Cluttons 

British Toilet Association Coaching, Training & Consultancy 

Broadfields Tenants Assoc Colliers CRE 
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Organisation / Individual Organisation / Individual 

Broadway Malyan (City College) Collins Planning Services 

Brunswick & Regency Residents Group Community Association of Portslade South 

Brunswick Community Development Project Community Base 

Brunswick Developments Group plc Community Development Consultant 

Brunswick St West & Dudley Mews Residents 
Assoc 

Cornerstone Community Centre 

Countrywide Commercial ESCC (The Keep Project) 

CPRE Essex Place Tenants Assoc 

CPRE (Brighton & Hove) Ethnic Minorities Representative Council 

CPRE Sussex Branch Ethnic Minorities Visibility Initiative 

Craven Vale Community Assoc Evelyn Court Residents Assoc 

Crickmay Chartered Surveyors Evolution Architects 

Cross Stone Urban Regeneration Fabrica 

CVSF Falmer Parish Council 

Cycling Support Services Federation of Small Businesses 

Dearle & Henderson Federation of Sussex Amenity Societies 

Deloitte LLP (Drivers Jonas) Felce & Guy 

Development Focus Fiery Foods 

Ditchling Parish Council Firstplan 

DMH Stallard Firstplan (Waitrose) 

DMH Stallard (Motoring & Leisure Services 
Ltd) 

Fishersgate Community Assoc 

Dorothy Stringer High School Fiveways Directory 

Downland Court Residents Assoc Flude Commercial 

Downland Housing Association Foredown Estate Residents Assoc 

DPDS Consulting Group Friends of Bevendean Down 

Drivers Jonas Friends of Blakers Park 

Drivers Jonas (Crest Nicholson & Hyde 
Housing) 

Friends of Brunswick Sq & Terrace 

Drivers Jonas Deloitte Friends of Brunswick Sq & Terrace 

Drivers Jonas Deloitte (National Grid) Friends of Coldean Woods 

DRP Architects Ltd Friends of Devil's Dyke 

DTZ (Roedean School) Friends of Easthill Park 

DW Planning Friends of Hollingbury & Burstead Woods 

Dyke Road Park Action Group Friends of Hollingdean 

Earthwise Friends of Queens Park 

East Brighton NDC Friends of Sheepcote Valley 

East Sussex Association for the Blind Friends of Tarner Park 

East Sussex County Council Friends of Waterhall 

East Sussex Strategic Partnership Friends of Whitehawk Hill 

Eco-logically Friends of William Clarke Park 

Ecosys Friends of Withdean Park 

EDF Energy Friends of Woodingdean 
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Organisation / Individual Organisation / Individual 

Elephant Group Friends, Families & Travellers 

Enchanted Fulking Parish Council 

Engage G Scene 

English Heritage - SE Region 
Genesis Town Planning (Braybon 
Holdings) 

Enplan George IV Guesthouse 

Enplan (JW Cook & Pecla) Gleeson Strategic Land 

Environment Agency Goldstone Valley Residents Assoc 

Environmental Consultancy Graves Jenkins 

Graves Son & Pilcher Ingram Crescent Residents Assoc 

Gregory Gray Associates Insite Planning Ltd 

Guinness Partnership Islamic Centre and Mosque 

Guinness Trust Japanese Womens Group 

Gujerati Cultural Society Jasmine Court Residents Assoc 

Gujerati Culture Centre Jobcentreplus 

Hailsham Trust Jones Day 

Hampshire Court Residents Assoc Jones Lang LaSalle Ltd 

Hangleton & Knoll Project Jones Lang LaSalle Ltd (Millbrook Ltd) 

Hangleton Community Association JW Cook & Pecla 

Hangleton Harbinger Karis Holdings/Karis Developments 

Hanover Community Association Keep our Downs Public 

Hanover Community Centre Keep Sussex Skating 

Hargreaves (c/o Rob Huntley @ RHPC) Keep the Ridge Green 

Hazel McKay Consultancy Kemp Town Conservation Society 

Hemsley Orrell Partnership Kemp Town Society 

Hepher Dixon Kings Gardens Resident Association 

Hereford Court & Wiltshire House Residents 
Assoc 

Kings Sturge (University of Brighton) 

Highways Agency Kingscliffe Society 

Highways Agency - Network Strategy Kingston Parish Council 

Hindu Eldely Group Kingstone Close Residents Assoc 

Hindu Women's Group 
Kingsway and West Hove Residents 
Association 

Hollingbury Circle Residents Assoc Kirkwells 

Hollingdean Development Trust Knoll Community Association 

Hollingdean News Knoll Residents Assoc 

Hollingdean Programme Komedia 

Hollingdean Tenants Assoc Laburnum Grove Residents Assoc 

Holmes Antill (Parkridge Ltd) Landlord Association 

Home Builders Federation Ltd Lansdowne Area Residents Association 

Homes and Communities Agency Lavender House Tenants Assoc 

Horsham District Council Leach Court Tenants Assoc 

Hove Business Association Legal & General 
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Organisation / Individual Organisation / Individual 

Hove Civic Society (Chair) Levvel 

Hove Hebrew Congregation Lewes District Council 

Hove Pakistani Urdu Speaking Group Lewis and Co Planning 

Hove YMCA Lindfield Court Tenants Assoc 

Humberts Leisure MacConvilles 

Hyde & Westmount & Crown Hill Residents 
Assoc 

Magpie Environmental Trust 

Hyde Martlet Manor Farm Residents Assoc 

Hyde Plus - Sussex & Surrey Manor Farm/South Whitehawk Assoc 

Infinity Foods Marine Gate Action Group 

  

Marine Gate Holdings NCP Ltd 

Marmion Road Residents Assoc Neighbourhoods Network c/o BHCVSF 

Martineau 
Nettleton Court & Dudeney Lodge Tenants 
Assoc 

Mayflower Square Tenants Assoc Network Rail 

Metamorphosis Art Group New Era Associates 

Mid Sussex District Council New Marine Ltd 

Migrant Helpline Newtimber Parish Council 

Miles Broe Architects Ltd NHS Brighton & Hove 

Mill House Nivea Sun Yellowave 

Miller Bourne Partnership NLCA 

Milner & Kingswood Tenants Assoc NLP Planning (Tesco) 

Moat Housing Assoc 
North East Hove Park Residents' 
Association 

Mobile Phone Operators Association (O2, 3, 
Orange, Vodafone, T-Mobile) 

North Laine Arts 

Montagu Evans LLP (Standard Life) North Laine Community Association 

Montpelier & Clifton Hill Association North Lane Traders Association 

Montpelier & Clifton Hill Association / CAG 
Chair 

North Moulsecoomb Tenants & Residents 
Assoc 

Morgan Carn Partnership 
North Whitehawk Tenants & Residents 
Assoc 

Mosaic Novas Scarman Group 

Mosman Developments Ltd Oakley Commercial 

Mott MacDonald Old Boat Corner Residents Assoc 

Moulsecoomb Community Shops Group Older Peoples Council 

Moulsecoomb East Social Activities & Tenants 
Assoc 

Open Spaces Society 

Moulsecoomb Forest Garden & Wildlife 
Project 

Openreach BT 

Moulsecoomb Neighbourhood Trust Osborn Securities 
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Organisation / Individual Organisation / Individual 

Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (Amex) Ovingdean Residents & Preservation Soc 

Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (Cathedral 
Ltd) 

Palace Pier (Noble Organisation) 

Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (Co-operative 
Group) 

Papworth Research & Consultancy 

Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (explo're 
living) 

Park Royal Residents Assoc 

Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (The Co-op) Parker Dann (University of Sussex) 

National Association of Gypsy & Traveller 
Officers 

Parsons Son & Basley Commercial 

National Federation of Gypsy Liaison Groups Parsons Sons & Basley 

Natural England Patcham & Hollingbury Help Group 

Patcham High School Residents Association of Moulsecoomb 

Patcham Residents Association RHPC (Costco) 

Peacock & Smith (Wm Morrison Plc) Richard Nickson Design Co 

Persimmon Homes South East Robert Lodge Residents Assoc 

Philip Court Residents Assoc Rodmell Parish Council 

Phoenix Arts Association Roedale Allotments & Garden Society 

Phoenix Athletic Club Roedean Residents Association 

Phoenix Community Association Rottingdean Business Assoc 

Phoenix Community Centre Rottingdean Parish Council 

Planning Aid South East Rottingdean Preservation Society 

Planning Perspectives (National Grid and 
Southern Gas Networks) 

Rottingdean Trade,Business & 
Professional Assoc 

Planning Potential (Asda Stores Ltd) Royal National Institute for Deaf People 

Planning Potential RPS - Costco 

Poets Corner Community Society RPS Planning & Consultancy 

Poets Corner Multicultural Group RPS Planning & Consultancy (Fairview) 

Polish Group RSPB 

Poplar Close Residents Assoc 
Rwandan Youth Information Community 
Organisation 

Portslade Community Forum Saltdean Residents Association 

Post Office Property Holdings c/o Atisreal Salvation Army 

Powis Square Community Association Saunders Park Community Association 

Poynings Parish Council Saunders Park Partnership 

Preston & Old Patcham Society Save Brighton 

Preston St Traders Association Save our Seafront 

Prestonville Community Association saveHOVE 

Protodale Ltd Savills (Investec Private Bank) 

PRP Architects Savills (Spenhill ltd) 
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Organisation / Individual Organisation / Individual 

Pyecombe Parish Council Savills Ltd 

QED (Quoin Estates and Developments Ltd) Scottish Power Corporate Communications 

Queens Park / Craven Road Action Group SEAL 

Queens Park Community Assoc SEEDA 

R H Partnership Seniors Community Project 

RAISE Shoreham Airport 

Rapleys LLF Shoreham Port Authority 

Rapleys LLP ( WM Morrison) SHW 

Refugee Advice Project Sierra Leone Brighton Association 

Regency Society Sikh Community 

Regency Square Area Society Sloane Court Tenants Assoc 

Regen-Nation Smiths Gore 

Relate Brighton & Hove 
Social Enterprise Complementary Therapy 
Committee 

Renewable UK Society of Nigerians in Sussex 

Residents Association East Brunswick Somerset Day Centre 

Sompriti Sussex Enterprise 

South Downs Advisory Forum Sussex Industrial Archaeological Society 

South Downs Health NHS Trust Sussex Intepreting Services 

South Downs National Park Authority Sussex Partnership NHS Trust 

South Downs Society Sussex Police Authority 

South East Coast Ambulance Service Sussex Police, Brighton & Hove 

South Portslade Community Group Sussex Probation Service 

Southeast Interpreting Services Sussex Refugee Association 

Southeast Region Design Panel Sussex Society of Licensed Victuallers 

Southern Housing Group Sussex University 

Southern Landlords Association Sussex Wildlife Trust 

Southern Water plc Sussex Youth Ltd 

Speak Out SUSTRANS 

Sport England Sustrans 

Sport England Sylvan Hall Tenants Association 

St Bartholomews C E School Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land 

St James Action Group Telegen UK 

St James House & Ardingley Court Tenants 
Assoc 

Telscombe Town Council 

St James Investments Ltd Terrance Higgins Health Impact Project 

St James's Business Assoc Tetlow King Planning 

St James's House Residents Assoc The Aldridge Foundation 

St Peter's Church Traders The Brighton Society 

Stagecoach South The Carers Centre, Brighton & Hove 

Stanmer Heights Community Assoc The Coal Authority 
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Organisation / Individual Organisation / Individual 

Stanmer Preservation Society The Crown Estate 

Stewart Ross Associates 
The Friends of Brunswick Square & 
Terrace 

Stiles Harold Williams The Friends of Palmeira & Adelaide 

Stoneham Park Community Association The Hub 100 

Strategy and Action The Kemp Town Society 

Strutt & Parker The Kemp Town Society/CAG 

Sudanese Community in Sussex The Kingscliffe Society 

Sudanese Coptic Association The Lanes Traders Assoc 

Sudanese Women and Children Group 
The League of Hospital & Community 
Friends 

Sussex African Communities Project The Race Project 

Sussex Archaeological Society The Regency Society 

Sussex Bangladeshi Association The Round Hill Society 

Sussex County Cricket Club 
The Round Hill Society Secretary (and 
newsletter editor) 

Sussex Diocesan Association for the Deaf The Secretary of State for Transport 

The Theatres Trust Volunteer Centre, Brighton & Hove 

The Women's Centre Voices in Exile 

The Woodland Trust Warwick Mount Residents Assoc 

Theobald House Residents Assoc Watkin Jones 

Tillstone St Residents Assoc 
Wellington Road Tenants & Residents 
Assoc 

Toads Hole Valley Wildlife Group West Hill Community Association 

Topland Group West Hove Cycling 

Tourism South East West Sussex County Council 

Town and Country Planning Whistler 

Town Centre Manager 
White Young Green Planning (Sainsbury's 
Supermarkets Ltd) 

Transition Brighton & Hove 
Whitehawk Community Development and 
Safety Project 

Transition Energy Group Whitehawk Community Voice 

Triangle Community Group Whitehawk Youth and Community Centre 

Trust for Developing Communities Wilbury Area Residents Assoc 

Tudor Close Residents Assoc 
Wilks Head & Eve (E Sussex Fire & 
Rescue Service) 

Turley Associates (BUPA) Wilks, Head & Eve 

Turner Associates Wilson Bowden Developments 

TWEACK (The Westdene, Withdean & Eldred 
Avenue Copse Keepers ) 

Wired Sussex 

Two Piers Housing Co-op Woodingdean Community Association 
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Organisation / Individual Organisation / Individual 

Two Piers Housing Co-operative Ltd Woodingdean Residents Association 

UK China Student Union Woodingdean Tenants & Residents Assoc 

UK Power Networks (Infrastructure Planning 
South) 

Woodland Drive Residents Assoc 

Under the Bridge Studios Woodwych Housing Co-op 

Unite Group Plc Working Together Project 

University of Brighton X Leisure Ltd (c/o NLP) 

University of Sussex Your Student Room Ltd 

University of Sussex Youth Parliament Reps 

Upper Beeding Parish Council Zise Ltd 

Urban Splash Mark Aldridge 

Vale Road Residents Assoc Prof Sydney Anglo 

Vallance Residents Association Vanessa Barkley 

Valley Road & Carden Court Residents Assoc Claudio Barone 

Varndean School Carole Beane 

Virgin Mobile Karen Belton 

Colin B Bennett Ewelina Masternay 

David Bennett J Matthews 

Colin Brace Anthony McCully 

James Bradley Ian McHaffie 

P Burgess Maire McQueeney 

Pamela Carsaniga Rachael Mellors 

Maria Cea Guy Montague Smith 

Andrew Coleman Kevin Murphy 

Ronald Cooper Phil Nong 

Sophie Costin Atillo Pallo 

Steven Crockett B Parrish 

MR & Mrs Cubbage A.N.Peasgood 

Richard Davies Karen Phillips 

Denise Ewens Julia Pilgrim 

Peter Field Steve Pine 

Madeleine Fitzgibbon Teresa Pither 

Edward Furey Fiona Price 

John Garlinge Dave Ridley 

Ross Gilbert Gavin Ritchie 

Rui Gomes Roger Rolfe 
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Organisation / Individual Organisation / Individual 

James Greed Alex Ross 

J Gregory Mark Rotten 

Pru Gridley Gary Rustell 

Joan Griffiths Nicholas Sabine 

Richard Hallam Trevor Scoble 

Gemma Harding Richard Scott 

Mr Hassan Tim Selrett 

Clifford Hawkins Tony Silsby 

Carole Heasman John Small 

Tracey Hill DR Farrogh Smarifzad 

Daisy Hofgartner Bruce A Smith 

Jamie Hooper Valerie Smith 

Oufemi Hughes Dean Spears 

Anna Hunter Ray Stewart 

Alastair Irons Pamela Stiles 

Bryan Izzard Mark Taylor 

Ian James A Thorpe 

Michael Johnson Pip Tindall 

Nicole Jones Sonya Trott 

Anthony Kelly Claire Tyers 

Agriesuga Kraue Mike Weatherley MP 

Ruth Larkin S Wenham 

  

Joyce West  

Edward White  

Frank Williams  

Christopher Wilson  

William Woodville-Brown 
 

Kate Worsfold  

Umberto Zaffmo  

Frances Tobin  
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Appendix 3 – Copies of media articles  
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Appendix 4 Copy of Response Form 
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