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1. Introduction 
 
1.1 Role of this 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 
 
Whilst the City Plan Policy Options Papers appear to represent the ‘first stage’ 
in consulting and engaging people on the City Plan it is important to note that 
the draft City Plan reflects much of the content of the withdrawn Core Strategy 
which was subject to extensive consultation.  In addition to this, on a 
proportionate basis and when appropriate, stakeholders have been consulted 
on a continuous basis in order to help ensure the policy approach is sound. 
The Policy Options Papers addressed the key elements of change and were 
subject to wide-ranging formal public consultation.  A Policy Options Summary 
Paper is set out in Appendix 3.   
 
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  Consultation on the withdrawn Core Strategy and the emerging City 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 

                                            
1 Regulation 25 (pre-submission consultation) of the Town and Country Planning (Local 
Development) (England) Regulations 2004 (as amended) 
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• 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 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 - Policy Option Papers Stage 
 
2.1 Background 
 
In July 2011, Council agreed to withdraw the Core Strategy to allow it to be 
updated and amended. This was agreed by the Secretary of State in 
September 2011 and the Core Strategy was withdrawn. The need to amend 
the document arose from soundness issues raised at an Exploratory Meeting 
with the appointed Planning Inspector in May 2010. This concerned the 
housing delivery strategy in the submitted document and the government’s 
expectation that council’s will set their own housing targets prior to the 
proposed removal of regional housing targets.  

 
The need to update the document also arises from the number of significant 
changes that have happened since the document was submitted to the 
Secretary of State two years ago.  These include proposed changes to 
national legislation and guidance (Localism Act 2011 and the National 
Planning Policy Framework), reduced availability of government funding for 
capital projects and the completion of updated housing capacity studies 
(Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment and Housing Requirements 
Trajectory Study). Reflecting these changes will help to secure an effective, 
up to date and sound document.  
 
As part of preparing the draft City Plan (which replaces the Core Strategy) it 
was considered necessary to undertake a period of consultation on four 
specific policy areas where important changes were proposed.  These four 
policy areas were: housing targets and housing delivery, park and ride 
transport policy, employment policy and student housing policy.  A Policy 
Options Summary Paper is set out in Appendix 3.  The Options Papers were 
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subject to a Sustainability Appraisal (SA), a separate independent document, 
which critically examines the issues and options and tests them against the 
principles of sustainable development.  As a result, the SA informed the 
preferred options set out in the Policy Options Paper.  
 
The benefit of consulting on the Policy Options Papers was that it allowed the 
full consideration of new and changed issues (that must be addressed in the 
City Plan) to be set in the context of new evidence and the changing national 
planning policy framework and the need for a sound plan.  At the time of the 
consultation for the Policy Options Papers in late 2011, Planning Policy 
Statement 12 (PPS12) was in force and provided guidance on how 
communities should be involved in the process of developing plans. PPS12 
has been deleted by the subsequent publication in March 2012 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The principles enshrined in the NPPF 
guiding local authorities on community engagement and consultation is similar 
to previous government guidance. The NPPF advises that ‘a wide section of 
the community should be actively engaged’ … ‘to reflect a collective vision 
and a set of agreed priorities for the sustainable development of an area.’ The 
Localism Act also provides the framework for the way local plans are made 
including the level of influence local communities are to have in the 
development plan making process.  
 
 
Consultation on the Policy Options Papers was undertaken between 17 
October and 2 December 2011 (just under 7 weeks).  
 
The following documents were produced at this stage: 

• City Planning Document Summary Leaflet 
• City Plan Frequently Asked Questions  
• Housing Delivery Option Paper  
• Employment Option Paper 
• Park and Ride Option Paper   
• Student Housing Option Paper 
• Final Sustainability Appraisal Report Sep 2011   
• Final SA Non Technical Summary  

 
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 
questions were also made available in the council’s City Direct offices 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? 
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Under Regulation 25 (pre-submission consultation) of the Town and Country 
Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004 (as amended) 
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 Policy Options Papers were 
therefore subject to extensive public consultation and engagement over a 
period which ran for just under 7 weeks. 
 
A full draft of the City Plan and detailed wording is to be consulted on for 8 
weeks from 28 May 2012 to 20 July 2012.  Both the policy options 
consultation and the draft City Plan consultation fall within Regulation 25 (pre-
submission consultation) of the Town and Country Planning (Local 
Development) (England) Regulations 2004 (as amended).   The Regulation 25 
consultation will therefore cover more than a 14 week formal period which 
exceeds the SCI and Community Engagement Framework recommendations 
(especially when the consultation on the Core Strategy is taken into account). 
The list of consultees for the City Plan Policy Option Papers stage is attached 
as Appendix 6. 
 
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).   732 LDF database consultees were notified by email or letter 
of the City Plan Options Paper 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, the new and significantly 
changed policy issues as set out in the Policy Options Papers, were consulted 
on 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 below. 
 

MEETING/ 
EVENT 

DATE Purpose & Attendance 

Local Strategic 
Partnership  

Tuesday 20 
September 

Attendance at planned meeting. Raised 
awareness of Options Paper and consultation 
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MEETING/ 
EVENT 

DATE Purpose & Attendance 

2011 period.  
 
Membership of the LSP consists of local public 
bodies, businesses, councillors, the community 
and voluntary sector forum and other local 
partnerships. 

Launch of City 
Employment 
and Skills Plan 

Tuesday 4 
October 2011 

Raising awareness of the Options Paper and 
the consultation period through an opening 
speech at the launch of the City Employment & 
Skills Plan [CESP] 2011-2014. Over 100 
people attended launch. 

B&H Affordable 
Housing 
Partnership 

Tuesday 18 
October 2011 

Presentation at existing/ planned meeting. 
Raise awareness of Options Paper (in 
particular housing and student housing options 
paper) and consultation period. 
Membership of the Housing Partnership 
consists of BHCC officers and representatives 
from affordable housing providers Affinity 
Sutton, Guinness, HCA, Hyde, Moat and 
Southern Housing.  

Strategic 
Housing 
Partnership 

Tuesday 25 
October 2011 

Presentation at existing/ planned meeting. 
Raise awareness of Options Paper and 
consultation period. 
Membership of the Strategic Housing 
Partnership consists of Leader, Brighton & 
Hove CC (Chair), University of Brighton, B&H 
Affordable Housing Delivery Partnership, 
Public Health, University of Sussex, Brighton & 
Hove Economic Partnership, Southern 
Landlords Association, Hove YMCA, 
Supporting People Provider Forum, Sussex 
Probation Service, Cabinet Member for 
Housing 

Chamber of 
Commerce Big 
Debate 

Tuesday 25 
October 2011 

Participation at the Event by the Head of 
Planning & Public Protection raised awareness 
of the City Plan consultation. 

BHCC Overview 
and Scrutiny 
Commission – 
Employment 
Options Paper 

Tuesday 1 
November 
2011 

Presentation of information paper about 
withdrawal of Core Strategy, changes to the 
legislative context and the need for new 
evidence. Head of LDF team and principle 
policy advisor. Paper was for OSC to note.  

BHCC Members 
Briefing 

Tuesday 1 
November 
2011 

Presentation by Head of Planning and Public 
Protection and key senior officers on the 
strategic changes to the Core Strategy and 
preferred options to BHCC members 

City 
Sustainability 
Partnership 

Monday 7 
November 
2011 

The CSP leads the city’s key stakeholders as a 
strategic influencing body for the sustainable 
development of Brighton & Hove. It is an 
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MEETING/ 
EVENT 

DATE Purpose & Attendance 

independent cross sector, strategic partnership 
and part of the city’s overall Brighton & Hove 
Strategic Partnership. 

Public Service 
Board  

Tuesday 8 
November  
2011 

The PSB comprises the key public sector 
organisations in the area and includes 
representatives from the voluntary and 
community sector and the local government 
office. 

City Plan 
Stakeholder 
Event 

Wednesday 9 
November 
2011  

37 representatives of the following sectors: 
Business, Civic & Amenity groups, Local Action 
Groups, Environment and the Community & 
Voluntary Sector were invited to a specific 
stakeholder event. Following a presentation on 
the options paper workshop discussions fed 
back on the preferred options.  

Partnership 
Managers 
Group Meeting 
of LSP 

Wednesday 
16 November 
2011 

Presentation of information paper about 
withdrawal of Core Strategy, changes to the 
legislative context and the need for new 
evidence. Presentation on the 4 Policy Options 
Paper at a planned meeting followed by 
questions. Membership of the Partnership 
Managers Group consists of BHCC officers 
and representatives from Brighton & Hove 
Strategic Partnership, East Sussex Fire & 
Rescue Service and the Chief Officer from the 
Community & Voluntary Sector Forum.  

Shoreham 
Airport 
Consultative 
Committee 
(requested by 
committee) 

Wednesday 
16 November 
2011 

Presentation on the 4 Policy Options Paper at 
a planned meeting followed by discussion and 
comment by the Consultative Committee on 
some of the preferred options. The 
Consultative Committee is made up of local 
resident associations and local councillors, 
plus representatives from the airport's 
businesses. 

Brighton & Hove 
Economic 
Partnership 
(BHEP) - 
Business 
consultation 
workshop on 
City Plan Policy 
Options Paper  
 

Wednesday 
16 November 
2011 

Bespoke consultation event arranged by the 
BHEP; over 80 people attended. Presentations 
on the Options Paper were followed by 30 
minute facilitated round table discussion on 
each of the 4 Policy Options Paper and a 
‘straw poll’ of participants which informed the 
formal response of the BHEP. The Brighton & 
Hove Economic Partnership (BHEP) is an 
unincorporated partnership of 34 individuals 
representing each sector of the city's economy. 
Working with the local authority, a wide range 
of businesses and devises the economic 
strategy for the city and encourages and 



Consultation Statement 
City Plan Policy Options Paper Oct – Dec 2011 

8

MEETING/ 
EVENT 

DATE Purpose & Attendance 

facilitates its delivery. 
Sustainability 
Working Group 
(sub group of 
Sustainability 
Partnership) 

Thursday 17 
November 
2011 

A planned workshop on the 17th November 
which following presentations through 
facilitated round table discussions considered 
the policy options to inform the City 
Sustainability Partnership’s formal response to 
the 4 Policy Options Papers. 
 
Along with members of the City Sustainability 
Partnership this group includes identified 
experts in sustainability that reside in the city. 

Transport 
Partnership 

Tuesday 22 
November 
2011 

Presentation at a planned meeting on the 4 
Policy Options Papers. The group’s discussion 
concentrated on possible alternatives for the 
Park + Ride policy, given that the preferred 
option in the consultation is to remove it from 
the Sustainable Transport policy.  
 
The Transport Partnership consists of 
representatives from transport user/interest 
groups, businesses, local councillors, council 
officers, public health, sustainability groups 
and the community and voluntary sectors.  
 

City 
Employment & 
Skills Steering 
Group 

Thursday 24 
November 
2011 

Presentation at a planned meeting on the 4 
Policy Options Paper followed by discussion 
and comment by the Steering Group which 
informed their formal response.  
 
The Steering Group includes key personnel 
from the Council’s main strategic partners in 
the public, private and community and 
voluntary sectors including representatives 
from both Brighton and Sussex Universities, 
Brighton & Hove Albion Football Club, 
Jobcentre Plus, ICP Recruitment Group and 
Brighton & Hove Economic Partnership.  

Conservation 
Advisory Group 
(CAG) 

Tuesday 13 
December 
2011 

Presentation at a scheduled meeting of CAG 
on the 4 policy options followed by discussion 
and feedback on each of the options.  
 
CAG consists of a number of representatives 
from conservation, heritage, archaeological 
societies and community associations.   
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b) Media 
 
Press releases were issued on the 17 October 2011 to advertise the start of 
the consultation. A Questions and Answer (Q&A) briefing was written for the 
media in October. The press were given a briefing ahead of the main publicity 
and the Brighton & Hove Argus published a feature on the 6 October 2011. 
Several subsequent articles in response to the consultation were also 
published in the local media including The Argus and the Brighton Business 
Forum. Appendix 4 provides copies of the press releases and media articles, 
including the ‘Frequently Asked Questions’.  
 
A broadcast was made on BBC Radio Sussex (Breakfast Show) on the 12 
October 2011 by Councillor Phelim MacCafferty where listeners had an 
opportunity to phone in and ask questions or discussion the policy options 
papers.  
 
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 (see Appendix 5)..In 
addition to this consultation was promoted via the council’s website; Twitter 
and Facebook.  
 
 
 
2.4 Results of the City Plan Policy Option Papers Consultation 
 
A summary of the number of respondents to the City Plan Policy Options 
Consultation are summarised in the following table.  Nearly half of the 
responses came from new respondents.  
 
 

Type of respondent   Number of 
responses 

 
Civic and Amenity Group 12 
Developers, landowners and 
consultants 

19 

Environmental, Transport & 
Wildlife Groups 

6 

Government Agency 3 
Individual 21 
Public Sector / Local Authority 10 
LSP – Local Strategic Partnership 4 
Utilities 2 
Total 77 

 
The total number of respondents to the Policy Options Papers is 77. The total 
number of representations from the 77 respondent for each of the topic areas 
is as follows:  
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Total Representations 
 

o Housing                        43         (32%)  
 
o Student Housing            32        (24%) 

 
  
o Park & Ride                   29         (21%) 

 
  

o Employment                  25         (18%) 
 

 
o Sustainability Appraisal     7       (5%)  

 
 
o Total Representations 136       (100%)  

 
 
Method of responding  
 

o 51% received via Email 
o 39% received via the Consultation Portal 
o 7% received via Post 

 
A Sustainability Appraisal (SA) was also conducted on each of the Policy 
Options papers prior to the public being consulted to assess the likely social, 
environmental and economic impacts of the options for each of the four policy 
areas consulted on. The Sustainability Appraisal sets out the likely positive 
and negative impacts of each of the options, assesses which options are likely 
to have the least overall negative impact and makes recommendations for the 
preferred options. The SA recommendations were taken into account for the 
preferred options for each of the Policy Options papers prior to consultation.  
 
 
Details of the representations received are provided in Appendix 1, 2 and 7.  
Appendix 1 provides a summary of the written representations to the City Plan 
Policy Option Papers. Appendix 2 summarises the responses made in the 
series of workshops and stakeholder events.  Appendix 7 provides detailed 
representations from consultees and officer responses to each Policy Options 
Paper. 
 
 
2.5 How the representations were taken into account 
 
All responses were taken into account and informed the policies in the draft 
City Plan Part 1.  Through the Policy Options Paper consultation the 
opportunity remained open for consultees to express a preference for any 
option. It was considered that the Policy Options Papers along with the 
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Sustainability Appraisal of the Policy Options Papers provided consultees with 
sufficient information about the various options for them to state their 
preference. 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 
policy options are set out in the tables in Appendix 1. Comments are in order 
of frequency. The most prominent issues feature at the top with the issues 
less frequently commented on located at the end of the table. Note that 
percentages do not always add up to 100 as some comments are counted as 
either expressions of support or objection and allocated to the appropriate 
option.  
 
Appendix 2 sets out the key issues raised through the stakeholder events and 
workshops. The responses informed the preparation of the draft City Plan Part 
1.
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Appendix 1 – Written representations to policy options  
 
HOUSING DELIVERY 
43 representations in total 
 

Option Respondents Key issues 
Option 1:  
9, 800 homes  
 

Support: 1 (2%)  
South Downs Society 
 
 

Lowest growth option supported – least impact on the conservation and 
enhancement of the South Downs – and object to Toads Hole Valley 
inclusion. 

Option 2: 
(Preferred 
Target) 
11,200 homes  
 
Including Toads 
Hole Valley 
Strategic 
Allocation.  
 

Support: 22 (53%).  
14 clear support; 8 partial 
support 
 
BHEP, City Employment and 
Skills Steering Group, Brighton 
Housing Trust, Brighton & 
Hove Bus Company,  Brighton 
Society, Hove Civic Society, 
Adur District Council; NCLA, 
Roedean Residents 
Association, CPRE , Kemp 
Town Society, Kingscliffe 
Society, JW Cook Estates Ltd 
& Pecla Investments, a 
number of individuals, City 
Sustainability Partnership. 

• Support for a balance between housing provision and opportunities for 
economic growth to ensure city does not become a dormitory 
settlement for other major employment locations (eg. Crawley, 
London).  

• Recognition that because the city is tightly constrained it cannot 
achieve the full extent of projected housing requirements. 

• Recognition of city’s historic assets in terms of architecture and green 
spaces.  

• Need to explore wider geographic and economic functional area to help 
achieve this – through ‘duty to cooperate’.  

• Development should be ambitious in terms of development standards 
and making best use of site at Toads Hole Valley. Could be scope for 
more housing.  

• Question amount of public space required at THV given proximity to 
National Park and adjacent accessible SNCI. 

Options 3 and 4 
13,500 –  

3 representations clearly 
support Options 3 or 4 (7%)  

• The City Plan should aim to meet housing requirements in full. 
Preferred Options approach is ‘constraints based’ and therefore flawed.  
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Option Respondents Key issues 
15, 800 homes 
 
 
 

1 implies support for Option 4 
(2%)_ 
 
Hargreaves – Option 4  
X Leisure – Option 3  
National Grid Properties Ltd – 
Option 3  
Mid Sussex DC – implies 
Option 4   
 

• The preferred option underestimates the capacity of the city’s urban 
sites, some sites could deliver more, eg. At Marina (Inner Harbour).  

• Preferred option does not address how shortfall of requirements will be 
addressed through duty to cooperate. 

General 
Comments  
(some object to 
preferred option 
2; others are 
general and state 
no alternative 
preference). 
 

14 comments in total (33%)  • Welcome the recognition that higher housing numbers present 
particular challenges in terms of retention of green, amenity, habitats 
space (Natural England).  

• Investment in water supply infrastructure will be planned for whatever 
housing option adopted. Some concerns regarding capacity of WWTW 
at Shoreham (Southern Water). 

• Purpose built student accommodation offers a positive contribution to 
housing supply in Brighton; more purpose built student accommodation 
frees up housing for general market use (Unite Group Plc). 

• If Toads Hole Valley is to be developed then it should be to the highest 
quality; support Biosphere bid; be zero and carbon and neutral in water 
impact; maximum use of site should be made (B&H FoE). 

•  Lower quotas for housing; use redundant houses (Individual) 
• Representations from Marine Gate Action Group  - will continue to 

resist the estimated output of 1,000 dwellings at Brighton Inner 
Harbour. Soundness concerns re. SHLAA with regard to capacity of 
Marina, Black Rock and Gas Works sites.  

• Would like to see more information on type, form of housing to be 
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Option Respondents Key issues 
developed; criteria for new housing will vary with locations of the city; 
acknowledge that densities likely to increase over the next 20 years 
(Brighton Society) 

• Suggested additional urban fringe sites for future consideration (Collins 
Planning Services) 

• Policies should encourage optimum use of existing housing stock 
(Regency Society) 

• Like to see a commitment to high quality design and consideration of 
townscape in all aspects of City Plan (Regency Society).  

• Plan needs to be visionary – needs to be a good city vision – areas of 
the city need complete re-design to bring us into step with other 
modern cities (individual).  

• Need for a robust and realistic approach to the delivery of homes in the 
city’s part of Shoreham Harbour (Kingsway and West Hove Residents 
Association).  

• Concern regarding any taller buildings – adverse impacts of past 
development (Montpelier and Clifton Hill Association).  

• How does option 2 scenario compare with that modelled in the 2009 
version of the Brighton & Hove TA (Highways Agency). 
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STUDENT HOUSING 
32 representations in total  
 

Option Respondents Key issues 
ISSUE A – HMOs 
(Option 1) 
addressing the over 
concentration of HMO’s 
through article 4 direction 
and threshold above 
which no further changes 
of use permitted. 
 

12 people agreed with the preferred 
approach (38%)  
3 respondents objected (9%)  
7 respondents stating that they had 
no position (22%)  
 
CESSG, BHEP, Professor Neil 
Hawke, Southern Water, Watkins 
Jones, Kingscliffe Society, Mrs 
Alzbeta Johnson, Mr Richard Paul-
Jones  
 

• Support – sensible, proactive policy. 
• Of those objecting, concerns were raised that HMOs are 

not only occupied by students, there are a lot of young 
professionals and other people who live together as 
house sharers.  

• This approach will reduce the amount of affordable 
housing for all low paid residents of the city.  

• The existing standards are adequate, but are currently 
not being applied.  

There were also concerns with landlords being able to absorb 
the costs of additional licensing. 

ISSUE B Issue B – 
Purpose Built Student 
Accommodation (Option 
3) – criteria policy for 
assessing applications 
and 4 sites identified as 
suitable. 
 

11 people agreed with the preferred 
approach (34%)  
5 respondents objected (16%)  
8 of respondents stating partial 
support (25%)  
 
BHEP, CESSG, CPRE, Regency 
Society,City Sustainability Working 
Group, Unite Plc, Your Student Room 
Ltd, CSMA Club 

• Note: There seemed to be some confusion with some 
respondents with regard to Issue B). Some seem to 
suggest an amalgamation of options 2 and 3 when 
option 3 already contains a criteria based policy.  

• Of those objecting, 3 preferred a criteria based policy 
with the market being allowed the flexibility to bring 
forward appropriate sites in partnership with academic 
institutions or third party student accommodation 
providers (Unite Plc, Your Student Room Ltd, CSMA 
Club). They were concerned that if the city council adopt 
a policy approach aligned solely with the two universities 
aspirations and waiting for the development of the larger 
schemes then decades may pass before issues 
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identified in the consultation paper are resolved. 
• 2 objectors were concerned that large concentrations of 

students in specific residential areas will not solve the 
problem but is likely to create and exacerbate the 
problems. 

• Of those partial support comments were raised on sites 
identified or sites considered needed to be included 
(Buxton Site, London Road, Co Op London Road and 
Saunders Glass Works, Sussex Place and Falmer 
Retained Land Site). Whilst Varley Halls was considered 
by one respondent to be at capacity and Pelham Street 
would create over concentration of student 
accommodation if proposal for the Co Op London Road 
allowed. 

 
 
EMPLOYMENT 
25 representations in total  
 

Options Respondent Key issues 
Issue 1 – Identifying 
central Brighton as the 
city’s primary office 
location (preferred 
option) 
 
 

7 respondents in support (28%) 
2 showed partial support (8%)  
1 objection (4%)  
 
 
Brighton & Hove Bus Company, 
Brighton & Hove Economic 
Partnership, JW Cook Estates Ltd & 

• Those that supported preferred option recognised the 
locational advantages. 

• However there were concerns that policy should not be 
overly restrictive and inflexible around redundancy and 
change of use. 

• 1 respondent indicated that whilst city centre was the 
preferred location, it should not exclude peripheral 
locations if they offer a superior economic, 
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Pecla Investments, Investec Private 
Bank, City Sustainability Working 
Group, CSMA Club and Hargreaves 

environmental and social benefit. This would allow for 
the development of office accommodation at Toads Hole 
Valley in addition to housing office/ high tech uses at 
Patcham Court Farm and Hangleton Bottom, currently 
allocated for a materials recovery facility, should be 
allocated for homes and employment use (BHEP).  

• The preferred approach was also generally supported at 
the events 

Issue 2 – Identifying a 
range of sites within the 
New England Quarter 
and London Road Area 
to accommodate the 
needed 20,000 sq m of 
office floorspace post 
2016 (preferred option) 
 
 

6 respondents in support (24%) 
1 respondent showed partial support 
(4%)  
4 respondents objected (16%) 
 
Brighton & Hove Bus Company, 
Brighton & Hove Economic 
Partnership, JW Cook Estates Ltd & 
Pecla Investments, Investec Private 
Bank, Spen Hill Developments Ltd, 
CSMA Club and Hargreaves, City 
Employment & Skills Steering Group. 

• Support for spreading the delivery of new floorspace 
across a wider range of sites and viability taken into 
consideration. 

• The partially supported respondent (JW Cook Estates & 
Pecla Investment) felt that the approach to new B1 
floorspace should allow for other sites to come forward 
other then sites identified within the New England 
Quarter and London Road area.  Toads Hole Valley was 
indicated as having the potential for research based/ 
university linked eco-technology campus. 

• Those that objected (Hargreaves, Investec Private Bank 
and Unite Group Plc) felt that Option 2 (the previous 
Core Strategy approach of 2 broad locations) would 
allow the market to respond flexibly to market demand. 

Issue 3 – Secondary 
Office Accommodation 
protected unless 
redundancy proved and 
alternative employment 
uses/ affordable housing 
the preferred alternative 

7 respondents in support (28%) 
4 respondents objected (16%) 
 
BHEP, CESSG, NLCA, CPRE B&H, 
Hargreaves, Investec Private Bank, 
Spen Hill Developments Ltd and 
Unite Group plc 

• Of those that supported the preferred option the wording 
of redundancy required greater clarity. 

• Those that objected (Hargreaves, Investec Private Bank, 
Spen Hill Developments Ltd and Unite Group plc) felt 
that there should be the maximum flexibility for change 
of use in response to market requirements, a fresh 
approach was required for these sites, and secondary 
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uses. 
 
 

office sites could be easily adapted to residential uses to 
meet housing delivery targets. 

 
Issue 4 – including 
Strategic Employment 
Allocations within 
Development Areas  
 
 

11 respondents in support (44%) 
4 respondents objected (16%) 
 
National Grid Properties LTd, JW 
Cook Estates Ltd & Pecla 
Investments, Hove Civic Society, 
NLCA, Kingsway and West Hove 
Residents Association, CPRE B&H, 
CESSG, Arts Commission, 
Hargreaves, CSMA Club, Investec 
Private Bank, University of Brighton 

• Of those that supported there were specific comments 
on individual sites: 

Toads Hole Valley should be included as a strategic 
employment allocation 
Melbourne Street should be retained for employment 
uses (NLCA) 
The role of Aldrington Basin and its relationship to 
South Portslade Industrial Estate and the priorities for 
Shoreham Harbour regeneration do need to be 
referenced in the plan nothwithstanding the 
preparation and role of the JAAP. 

• Of those who objected (the main concerns was whether 
such an approach would be too prescriptive as to 
specific uses and suggested: 

Freshfield Road and Gala Bingo Hall – potential for 
residential, retail and other uses (Hargreaves). 
Blackman Street site – residential, B1 uses and 
student accommodation (CSMA Club) 
Circus Street – not an employment allocation, a 
mixed use allocation with a focus on education and 
student accommodation use preferred (University of 
Brighton). 
• One respondent felt it should be left to the City 

Plan Part 2 to allocate sites (Investec Private 
Bank plc). 
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Issue 5 – Allocating a 
hierarchy of industrial 
sites and allowing further 
flexibility of permitted use 
on industrial sites. 
 
 

9 respondents supported the 
preferred approach regarding the 
hierarchy of sites (36%)  
2 respondents objected (8%) 
 

• Of those supporting the approach: 
- I respondent felt Bell Tower Industrial Estate 

should be included in those sites suitable for 
mixed use employment led redevelopment. 

- I respondent felt Toads Hole Valley could be 
identified as employment-led mixed use 
redevelopment. 

- Freshfield Road and Bell Tower areas would be 
better used for residential accommodation and a 
new school. 

• Of the 7 respondents who answered the issue around 
allowing further flexibility of uses beyond B1, B2 and B8 
uses there were mixed views. 3 respondents wanted to 
see further flexibility (National Grid Properties Ltd, 
Newsquest and Hargreaves); 2 were concerned that 
flexibility should be limited to allow for certain types of 
business and employment activities, or best suit needs 
of local residents and 2 respondents objected.  

• Of those objecting, it was felt that safeguarding industrial 
sites to B1, B2 and B8 was too restrictive and further 
flexibility should be allowed in response to market 
requirements (Hargreaves) and to recognise that a wider 
range of commercial/ employment uses can generate 
jobs and unlock development and subsidise lower value 
uses (Newsquest). Hollingbury Industrial Estate not 
really in industrial use any more. 

With regard to sites where employment led mixed use sites 
were identified, 3 respondents considered the issue of no 
net loss of employment floorspace may be better considered 
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on a site by site basis; that there may be instances where it 
would be difficult to replace the same quantum of 
development and that job generation should also be a 
consideration. 

Issue 6 – Secondary 
Industrial 
Accommodation – 
protected unless 
redundancy proved and 
alternative employment 
uses/ affordable housing 
the preferred alternative 
uses. 
 

5 respondents in support (20%) 
5 respondents objected (20%) 
 
Adur District Council, BHEP, the 
Kingscliffe Society, Kingsway and 
West Hove Residents Association, 
CESSG, National Grid Properties Ltd, 
Hargreaves, NLCA. JW Cook Estates 
Ltd & Pecla Investments. 
 

• Those that supported the preferred option wanted to see 
greater clarity around test of redundancy. 

• Of those that objected, 2 preferred Option 3 (no general 
protection) and 3 preferred Option 1 (no preference to 
alternative uses if sites found redundant). 

 

 
 
PARK AND RIDE 
26 representations in total  
 

Options Respondent Key issues 
Preferred Option 1 – 
Removal of Park and 
Ride 

8 respondents in support (31%) 
 
 
B&H Friends of the Earth; Bricycles; 
City Sustainability Partnership; NCLA, 
ESCC, Highways Agency, Montpelier 
and Clifton Hill Association and 

• Reasons – costs, bad use of land, costs outweigh benefits, 
can encourage driving 

• More detail on alternatives to Park and Ride 
• This approach needs to be more positive about alternatives 

to park and ride with a clearer Transport Framework. 
• Set out how removal of Park and Ride will help to deliver 
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Martin Lawrence other strategies – health, environmental, social and 
economic priorities. 

• Tie the changes to transport into the Sustainable 
Community Strategy targets, e.g on schools, education 
(unis and further education) and health. 

 
The Highways Agency is keen to understand supporting 
measures to achieve a reduction in car based transport and 
wanted an assurance that congestion on the A27 and A23 will 
be no worse at the end of the plan period. 

Option 2: Criteria-based 
Park and Ride policy 

• 10 in support (38%) 
 
Economic Partnership; City 
Employment and Skills Steering 
Group; Brighton & Hove Bus Co. ; 
Hargreaves, B&H Arts Commission; 
Kingscliffe Society; Andrew Coleman; 
Richard Cleminson 

• The Economic Partnership and CESSG indicated that 
though Park and Ride is likely to be undeliverable that 
Option 1 was not supportable due to the lack of detail and 
vagueness of the alternative measures proposed. 

• Most comments were that Park and Ride should be retained 
as an option for the future as part of a Transport strategy for 
the city alongside the alternative measures. 

• Support for the idea of using existing car parks on the 
periphery of the city, suggestions include Asda, Amex 
Stadium, Holmbush, the Marina. 

• Look at sites outside B&H including station car parks and 
bus station car parks. 

• Evidence of informal park and ride at a number of locations, 
e.g. Coop, Nevill Road. 

• Business sector as well as other groups and individuals 
raised concerns about the impact of raising parking 
charges. 

• Arts Commission raise concerns that removing P&R will 
have on theatres and arts in the city. 
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Brighton & Hove Bus Company – makes detailed comments 
that question the reasons given for not proceeding with Park 
and Ride and that raise concerns about the alternative 
measures proposed (as well as them providing very little detail.  
The comment goes on to suggest sites for Park and Ride 
(Toads Hole Valley is cited) and suggestions for tackling the 
unacceptable levels of congestion in the city at weekends.  
Option 3 is not favoured as unviable. 
South Downs Society – also makes well informed and 
detailed comments on park and ride and suggests that the 
alternative measures in Option 1 should be provided alongside 
and Option 2 policy.  Cost and deliverability should be one of 
the criteria in the policy. More than one site appropriate – as 
commuters mainly travel into city from east and west and 
tourists/shoppers from the north. 

Option 3 – Retain Core 
Strategy approach 

• 3 respondents in support (12%) 
 
Natural England 
CPRE 

• More detail needed 
• Multiple site approach will reduce impact on the 

environment and be more deliverable as no one site is large 
enough to serve B&H. 

Intercept a number of routes into the city. 
No Preference 3 respondents (8%)  

 
Adur District Council 
The Theatres Trust 

Adur District – wants confirmation of detail on whether the 
proposal will affect the future of the Coastal Transport System.  
If so, this will have a harmful impact on the future on 
development in Adur 
 
The Theatres Trust – concerned that the proposal should not 
undermine access to the city centre which would have a 
harmful effect on Theatres. 
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SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL  
8 representations in total  
 

Respondents Key Issues 
8 representations 
received (10% of 
respondents) 

• Concern that the SA has omitted certain information from the Sustainability Issues, Plans, Policies 
and Guidance, and Baseline Information sections, such as: information on the Biosphere Reserve 
Status, information on the issue of air quality, areas of the city covered by the South Downs National 
Park, and reference to the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949. 

• Concern expressed that there are some errors in the SA including incorrect references  
• Various recommendations were made in relation to: carrying out an assessment of young people’s 

open space/play needs, re-assessing how the health impacts of policies are scored, presenting 
information in the assessment summary tables, amending the SA objective that relates to flood risk, 
changing certain indicators, suggestions for monitoring, suggestions for measures of mitigation, and 
requesting information on cumulative impacts. 

• The accuracy of some statements in the Baseline Information section was questioned, including 
information relating to air quality. 

• The accuracy of some statements in the appraisals were questioned. The statements that there are 
less opportunities to incorporate biodiversity features in to high density development, and that 
development within the built up area of the city is unlikely to impact on the SDNP, were both 
considered to be inaccurate by the respondent. In addition, the strength of the appraisal concerning 
park and ride was not considered to be strong enough. 

• One respondent suggested there needs to be a full SA of the approach to development at Shoreham 
harbour.   

• One respondent suggested that the connection between the sustainability issues and the SA 
objectives should be clearer and that some issues were not covered by the objectives.  

• One respondent suggested that the SA assessment should include a restriction on height of 
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development at the Marina. Various other recommendations relating to the status of the Marina and 
the types of development permitted there were made.  
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Appendix 2 – Summary of issues from stakeholder events and workshops   
 
 

Event Paper Key comments 
Local 
Strategic 
Partnership, 
Tuesday 20 
September 
2011 

All  No comments raised at the meeting but formal written representations were later submitted.   

B&H 
Affordable 
Housing 
Partnership, 
Tuesday 18 
October 
2011 

All  A presentation was made at the meeting. No comments raised at the meeting but formal written 
representations were later submitted.   

Strategic 
Housing 
Partnership, 
Tuesday 25 
October 
2011 

Housing 
Delivery and 
Student 
Housing 

• A discussion around controlling studentifcation, HMO definition and possible drop in student 
numbers.  

• Suggestion made that transport links in the city could be opened up and provide access to 
wider areas where housing could be identified. 

BHCC 
Overview 
and Scrutiny 
Commission 
Tuesday 1 
November 

Employment  • Support for the public sector in enabling and safeguarding employment land 
• Recent reductions in feed-in tariffs is one example of rapid changes which potentially have a 

serious impact on the local economy and should be considered 
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Event Paper Key comments 
2011 
BHCC 
Members 
briefing, 
Tuesday 1 
November 
2011 

All  Housing Delivery 
• Concern about the lack of family accommodation   
• Concern about the amount of high rise flatted development delivered in recent years 
• Identification of need for infrastructure e.g. public transport  
• Concern over the allocation of and access into Toads Hole Valley 

 
Park and Ride: 

• Support options for continuation of Park & Ride 
 
Student Housing 

• Support for an Article 4 Direction that has the potential to safeguard family housing Query 
over whether this can be used to count towards meeting housing numbers 

• Acknowledgement of importance of students to the city and support of pro-active policies 
City 
Sustainability 
Partnership, 
Monday 7 
November 
2011 

All Housing Delivery 
• Concern raised over impact of housing targets on other aspects of the plan such as loss of 

green space 
• Responses included how empty properties could be used better such as compulsory purchase 

or full council tax charged on second homes 
• Query over whether Community Infrastructure Levy Payments could be used to redress 

negative impacts on biodiversity  
• Query over how City Plan considers link between increasing housing and impact on services 

e.g healthcare – to be addressed through the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.   
• Query over whether Toads Hole Valley (THV) will be mixed use – Partnership informed that 

provision will be made for a school, transport facilities and a mix of housing types.  
• Concern over whether traveller population had been accounted for in allocating THV. Other 

sites being considered for travellers 
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Event Paper Key comments 
• Concern over increasing density of B&H 
• Support for waste management to be considered at an early stage to achieve Code Level 6 

for housing 
• Support for CIL to allow CO2 levels to be offset elsewhere  

 
Student Housing 

• Query over how tuition fees has impacted upon student numbers 
• Concern over sustainability impacts of both dispersal of students across the city or in 

concentrations and potential for anti-social behaviour   
• Partnership informed that student numbers are likely to remain stable or grow by up to 20%. 

City plan would seek at 10% threshold on HMOs in affected areas 
• Query over whether housing released back into the market by an increase in student housing 

could be counted towards housing numbers. Partnership informed that this was not 
permissible at the moment 

 
Employment 

• Query over whether number of jobs created by allocating THV was as important as the quality 
of jobs 

 
Other issues 

• Support for the release of THV. Alternative may result in poorer development on other sites. 
Encourage most sustainable form of development on THV 

• Query over whether the consultation was premature ahead of the publication of the NPPF 
Public 
Service 
Board, 
Tuesday 8 
November 

All  Toads Hole Valley 
• Petitions against development raised  

 
Employment 
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Event Paper Key comments 
2011 • Support for allocations outside of city centre 

 
Student Housing 

• Support for the benefits of student housing in the city but concern over lack of student housing 
allocation in London Road area 

• Opportunity for partnership working with the council welcomed 
 
Park & Ride 

• Concern over abandoning park & ride and the alternatives being suggested 
Housing 
Delivery 

• Support for proactive promotion of mixed-use sites including promoting the use of 
‘Brownfield’/vacant land 

• Encourage growth at sites such as Portslade Station and Toads Hole Valley  
• Ensure strategic sites can deliver required infrastructure including schools to meet the needs 

of future population 
• Promote sustainable development of strategic sites including sustainable transport options 

and technology to facilitate ‘green’ development  
• Ensure a balanced mix of housing types including family housing and flats, including the use 

of empty/second homes 
• Support the use of Planning Briefs to managing development trajectory in designated 

development areas 
 

Stakeholder 
event, 
Wednesday 
9 November 
2011  

Student 
Housing 

• Strong support for a policy to address student accommodation in the City Plan 
• Robust comments that the current approach to student housing/HMOs concentrations is not 

working in affected areas with high concentrations e.g. ‘The Triangle’ and parts of Lewes 
Road 

• Strong support for a city-wide approach as well as separate policies to address over 
concentrations of student housing/HMOs in the 5 most affected areas/wards 
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Event Paper Key comments 
• Concern expressed about specific sites allocated for student housing. Support for better 

management of concentrated sites so problems in other areas are not replicated. Ensure 
accommodation is predominantly for undergraduates 

• Promote consideration of language/music students and ensure, if living in HMOs, that the 
accommodation is well managed and maintained.   

• Manage student accommodation jointly between local authorities, service providers, 
universities and businesses and to provide guidance and education for students 

• Manage anti-social behaviour through controlling levels of off-licences, sufficient refuse 
management and provision of services 

• Concerns over how tenancies are arranged and impact of changes to housing benefit on 
hostel and bedsit accommodation  

 
Employment Central Brighton and primary office area:  

• Promote clarity for defining ‘central’ 
• Support to allow tall buildings, enabling development, change of use of lower ground floor 

could all aid refurbishment and upgrade of offices 
• Concern over limited opportunities in central Brighton  
• Impact of government consultation on consultation on allowing commercial to go to residential 

– use of other planning tools – article 4 direction. 
 

• Recognise demand for some parking  
• Concern that rents are generally not high enough in the city for refurbishments – allow more 

flexible change of use 
• Encourage provision of affordable office space although occupiers looking for Grade A, 

flexible space and flexible leasing. 
 
Issue 2 Approach to employment led mixed use development:  
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Event Paper Key comments 
• Recognised that SPDs will be carried forward  
• Welcomed approach for undertaking briefs/SPDs jointly with developer/owner setting realistic 

expectations 
• Encourage certainty for how much employment expected on mixed use sites– 50% - 50% or 

70 – 30 %. 
• Welcome better access along main roads e.g. Preston Road 
• Promote proposals to ensure deliverability – floorplates of 500 sq m are most flexible for 

developers and a range of office sizes are required for the city 
 

Park & Ride  Importance of provision of Park and Ride for managing traffic and congestion in the city:  
• Support for both P&R and alternative measures 
• Welcome investment in changing behaviour.  
• Concern over whether it will work 
• Politics has prevented delivery of key sites 
• Increasing road capacity outside Brighton lead to more visitors to the city 
• Further detail in P&R policy welcomed to alleviate worsening conditions.  

 
Priority for P&R and alternative measures to reduce traffic:  

• Welcome measures to set parking charges to manage congestion without harming economic 
performance and growth and tourist potential of city 

• Support to consider underused car parks, such as supermarkets, for low key P&R 
• Strong support for gathering information provided on journey type and distance and how P&R 

can influence this in terms of intercepting traffic 
• Promote other measures such as travel plans and integrated event management particularly 

for weekend events. P&R just one tool  
• Concern over impact of affordability and rising costs of public transport 
• Concern raised over suitable site and impact on delivery of P&R 
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Event Paper Key comments 
 

Partnership 
Managers 
Group 
Meeting of 
LSP, 
Wednesday 
16 November 
2011 

All  • Concern raised over land availability and implications for promoting tall buildings. There are 
several identified areas in the city suitable for tall buildings.  

• Point was raised that consideration needs to be given to the city’s supply of underused land 
e.g retail sheds with car parks and how these sites will be more efficiently used when they 
come up for redevelopment 

 

Shoreham 
Airport 
Consultative 
Committee 
(requested 
by 
committee), 
Wednesday 
16 November 
2011 

All Housing Delivery 
• Clarification of whether the 400 homes stated for Shoreham Harbour were within the 

administrative area 
Park & Ride  

• Concerns around potential proposals for park and train – no funding available to increase 
capacity at stations or the number of stations 

• Need to recognise the many businesses that use Shoreham Airport. The A259 is not an 
attractive route from the Airport into the city. Sends out a negative image. Pricing out parking 
is not a sustainable solution. The council’s Transport Strategy is flawed. It is easier to go 
shopping to Portsmouth and Southampton than it is to drive into Brighton 

• Transport infrastructure needs to be in place to support the growth of Shoreham Airport – 
sustainable business aviation units and good public transport links. 

 
Employment 

• Reference to employment growth in the city – clarify around whether that was net growth and 
need to see reference to Local Economic Partnership 

• Need to see link between employment and housing policies – role of home working and 
internet access. 

Brighton & All  Housing Delivery 
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Event Paper Key comments 
Hove 
Economic 
Partnership 
(BHEP) – 
Business 
consultation 
workshop on 
policy 
options 
papers, 
Wednesday 
16 November 
2011 

• Links between housing and employment acknowledged. Concern over high house prices and 
the impact this has on in/out migration for work 

• Support for preferred option and the release of Toads Hole Valley (THV) but concern that this 
will be insufficient. Some support for the higher targets 

• Housing mix an important consideration especially for lower income and young 
people/families 

• Concern raised over challenging residential densities  
• Participants welcome greater policy flexibility to make change of use easier/quicker, e.g. from 

office to residential  
• Balance between employment floor space and residential allocations. Promote workspace at 

home and live/work units 
 
Employment  

• Promote mixed use development on all employment sites and encourage enabling 
development to refurbish old or poor quality businesses premises and revitalise existing 
businesses and allow them to remain in the city 

• Support policies that promote the creation of flexible and affordable business space in a range 
of sizes to encourage growth or that cultivate spin-off uses. 

• Support for strategic employments sites within development areas as provides certainty for 
developers/employers  

• Encourage hubs for key sectors and council to clarify what kinds of businesses they wish to 
attract e.g. THV good location of high tech businesses 

• Acknowledge challenging financial environment in bringing forward commercial development 
and lack of business growth.  

• Participants welcome greater policy flexibility to enable more responsive decisions to 
commercial planning applications  

• Expressed importance of partnership working between public service providers, education and 
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Event Paper Key comments 
businesses/landowners  

• Concern over unimplemented permissions and their contribution to the overall floorspace 
targets  

 
Park & Ride 

• Support for P&R to be back in the City Plan and to link P&R with access to the South Downs 
National Park  

• Key concern over volume of traffic entering the city and resulting congestion and its impact on 
businesses  

• City’s good public transport system acknowledged but suggested it needs further support  
• Controlled parking zones need managing and monitoring to ensure balance of users e.g. less 

residential only areas near seafront to attract visitors  
Sustainability 
Working 
Group (sub 
group of 
Sustainability 
Partnership), 
Thursday 17 
November 
2011 

All  Housing Delivery 
• Agree that Preferred Option 2 is best option. Support ambitious development at Toads Hole 

Valley in that it should be a zero-carbon development and also could be opportunity to create 
an Eco-village. 

• Concern expressed over whether 750 homes uses the site efficiently. Potential to achieve 
more housing there, while still providing a high quality family environment.  Not to be 
constrained by traditional approaches to housing development. 

• Query how much public space is required at Toads Hole Valley given the closeness of the 
National Park and the adjacent SNCI.  

• Support for policies that encourage housing to be adaptable and that encourage mixed use for 
future flexibility and multiple needs 

• Needs to consider the impact on transport and services of increases in population and 
recommendations for extra provision. Expressed importance of links between transport and 
economic development. 

 
Student Housing 
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Event Paper Key comments 
• Group is in agreement with the preferred Policy Option  
• Concern over whether the plans are ambitious enough and if greater density of development 

could be achieved at the sites. 
• Housing should be built for flexibility and adaptability allowing for units to be converted for 

private use if need be. 
• Promote inclusion of language Students in total number of students needing accommodation 

– group estimates a further 12,000 per year 
• Infrastructure needs to be in place (such as cycle tracks) before new student accommodation 

brought forward 
 
Employment 

• In broad agreement with the recommendations detailed in the Employment Policy Option 
Paper, particularly around protecting Central Brighton as the city’s primary office area.  

• Group would like to see that central Brighton will not be the sole focus for employment / 
business accommodation. 

• Promote more detail on how refurbishments are to be secured 
• Expressed importance of drawing out the interrelationship between housing options and 

employment options. 
 
Park & Ride  

• Agreed with the Preferred Policy Option 1 to remove Park and Ride from the sustainable 
transport policy as: 

 
i) It is a poor use of land (which is in short supply in the city) 
ii) It is expensive 
iii) It is possibly not deliverable as previously envisaged with the National Park now 

confirmed. 
iv) It can reduce journeys in and out of town (if accompanied by a reduction in city centre 
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Event Paper Key comments 
car parking) but has little impact on reducing the amount of in-city journeys 

• Strong support for a more ambitious and positive approach to alternative measures, i.e. trains, 
sustainable modes of travel 

 
Transport 
Partnership, 
Monday 14 
November 
2011 

All  • The City Sustainability Partnership had concluded the options were right but welcomed a 
more positive approach to the alternatives 

• Sought more explanation as to why the city council is recommending the removal of Park + 
Ride from the policy 

• Suggested alternatives to Park + Ride are not clear and advocate more radical alternatives 
• Public transport fares have to be set within a commercial market.  Query the appropriateness 

of the term ‘affordable’.  
• Support the need for improved links between bus and train. Query whether Brighton Station 

Gateway proposals will achieve this 
• Redevelopment of Toad’s Hole Valley could be a possible Park + Ride site 
• Highlighted need for consideration of the National Park’s own transport strategy and likely 

requirement for 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 

• Support the approach to incentivising and to make more appealing the use of public transport 
for businesses  

City All  Housing Delivery 
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Event Paper Key comments 
Employment 
& Skills 
Steering 
Group, 
Thursday 24 
November 
2011 

• Expressed concern over inclusion of Toads Hole Valley regarding objections and scenarios 
should the site not come forward 

• Support for preferred option housing numbers although leaves shortfall in housing numbers 
• Close partnership working with neighbouring local authorities considered essential to achieve 

a balance of housing given the city’s constraints 
 
Employment 

• Support development of office space in city centre although not to exclude other sites to 
enable delivery of social, economic and environmental benefits 

• Balance between housing delivery and protection of employment sites. Support hierarchy of 
sites but would welcome an approach that treats each site on a case-by-case basis 

• Eco-tech park a long term aspiration of CESSG. Group not it would be deliverable on basis of 
inclusion of Toads Hole Valley 

• Concern over governments proposal to relax change of use from employment to residential. 
Designate city as business district to protect employment uses and trigger test of redundancy 

 
Transport 

• A27 by pass severs links with South Downs  
• Toads Hole Valley access and transport links needs consideration as it is mostly accessed by 

car 
 

Conservation 
Advisory 
Group 
(CAG), 
Tuesday 13 
December 
2011 

 Housing Delivery 
• Group supports more intensification of low density areas before consideration of a Greenfield 

site. Some members supported both strategies  
• Support for Option 2 but concerns raised about the mix of unit sizes and the need for more 

family-sized units, adequate room sizes and mixed uses 
• Query whether the last housing needs study in 2005 was up to date enough to make informed 
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Event Paper Key comments 
decisions.  Group informed that it was. 

 
Student Housing 

• Strong support for the preferred option 
• Comments raised regarding the need for devoted student houses so others can be used by 

single people but stressed that these sites should be identified as having minimal impact on 
neighbouring properties 

 
Employment 

• Comment raised that the natural progression for home workers is to a business centre and 
that this should be provided for in the policy– e.g.Tower Point was raised as a good model for 
small businesses.   

• Support for vacant sites to be refurbished and upgraded for mixed use e.g. Preston Road. 
• Query raised whether the council are looking at reducing retail space in the town centre 

 
Park & Ride 

• Concerns over the loss of park and ride. Support for an alternative to reduce the amount of 
traffic in the town centre, seafront and historic areas.  The group suggested removing the 
signs directing to the seafront parking.    

• Support for greatly improved bus and train services if park & ride is dropped.  Like to see safer 
cycle lanes that join together 

• Concerns raised with regard to the policy to be 80% CO2 reduced by 2050 and felt the group 
needed to consider what the city will look like in the future and to prepare for this reduction   
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Appendix 3 – Policy Options Summary Paper  
 
 
Building a new City Plan for Brighton & Hove 
Policy Options Consultation Paper 
 
A new City Plan for Brighton and Hove is being written to replace the Core Strategy. The City Plan will set the framework for future 
development in Brighton and Hove up to the year 2030 and will be an important tool for attracting and directing investment in the 
city. It will also facilitate the delivery of much needed affordable homes and for encouraging the most sustainable forms of 
development with the highest quality of design. 
 
There will be consultation on a full version of the City Plan in March and April next year.  
 
As a stepping stone towards writing a new City Plan, between 17 October and 2 December we are asking for your views on four 
important policy areas where significant changes are being considered.  These are:  
 

• Housing Targets and Housing Delivery  
• Employment Policy 
• Park and Ride (Transport Policy); and 
• Student Housing 

 
This paper provides a summary of each of these four policy areas and the options the council is consulting on. If you want to find 
out more about the background to the policy areas and the advantages and disadvantages of each option the full Options Papers 
can be found on the council’s consultation website at http://brighton-hove.limehouse.co.uk/portal/bhcc/ldf/optionspapers and in all libraries and 
in the two City Direct Offices.  We have also published a ‘Frequently Asked Questions’ paper which will help to answer some 
questions you may have about the Options. Details about how to respond are included at the end of this paper. 
 
 
The story so far 
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In Spring 2010, the city council published its Submission Version of the Core Strategy. This document was created following city 
wide public consultations undertaken in 2008 and 2009. However, at an early stage in the Plan’s Public Examination, the appointed 
Planning Inspector raised ‘soundness’ concerns and was not satisfied that the council had identified enough sites for new housing 
in the city to meet published regional housing targets. For the plan to be found ‘sound’ by an Inspector, it must meet the tests set 
out in government guidance. It should be based on robust evidence, be credible and be effective. Since then, the government has 
announced that it intends to remove regional housing targets and wants councils to produce their own local housing targets based 
on local evidence.  
 
A number of important changes over the last year also indicate the need to update and amend the Plan. These changes include the 
government’s proposed changes to national legislation and guidance (the Localism Bill and draft National Planning Policy 
Framework), reduced government funding for capital projects and a number of updates to various planning studies (e.g. the 
housing capacity study) which will help inform and secure an effective, up to date and sound Plan for the city.  
 
Where we are now  
 
In September 2011, the Council formally withdrew the Core Strategy to allow it to be updated and amended.  
 
The need to update and amend the Core Strategy is a real opportunity to prepare a City Plan with greater potential to plan for the 
future of the City. There will be further consultation on a full version of the whole plan early next year but as part of the preparation 
for that it is necessary to consult on the four key policy areas summarised below.  
 
 
POLICY AREA 1 - Housing Targets and Housing Delivery  
 
Summary of the Issue 
The government has made clear it intends to abolish Regional Spatial Strategies including the South East Plan through enactment 
of the Localism Bill. It wants local councils together with their local communities to set their own housing targets. At present, the 
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housing target set for the city in the South East Plan is to build 570 new homes each year. Over the last 9 years, an average of 575 
new homes each year have been built.  
 
A new local housing target will still need to be ‘evidence based’ and will be thoroughly tested by an Inspector at the Plan’s Public 
Examination. A range of factors have to be taken into account in setting any target and these include the needs of current and 
future households, the needs of the local economy and the physical capacity of the city to accommodate new housing 
development.  
 
Studies indicate that to meet local housing requirements (housing need/ demand) in full over the lifetime of the plan to 2030 would 
mean 15,800-19,400 new homes need to be built within the city. An updated housing capacity study has identified potential sites in 
the city which could accommodate up to 8,000 new homes over the lifetime of the plan. The capacity study also indicates other 
sources of housing supply (e.g. more mixed use development on some sites, including some development on the urban fringe, 
counting future development at Shoreham Harbour) to help boost supply.    
 
Taking account of the need for evidence, national guidance and local infrastructure and environmental considerations the following 
options are being consulted on:  
 
Housing Target Option 1 - 9,800 new homes (490 per year)  
 
All new housing would be within the existing urban area. This option relies on mixed use development on many key sites; allows for 
taller buildings in appropriate locations and includes longer term regeneration on some of the council’s own land. Under this 
scenario, target provision is well below the full level of housing requirements and would present fewer opportunities to secure a 
range of housing types including family sized and affordable housing.  
 
Housing Target Option 2   - 11,200 new homes (555 per year) - Preferred Option  
 
In addition to the sources of housing sites identified in Option 1 identified above, this option includes the housing part of 
development envisaged at Shoreham Harbour; a more intensive mixed use development approach at some of the city’s 
employment sites and the allocation of one urban fringe site at Toads Hole Valley on the northern edge of the city.    
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This is the preferred housing target option and is supported by a Sustainability Appraisal. It maximises housing provision whilst 
maintaining a balanced development strategy that considers housing alongside the city’s other social, economic and environmental 
development needs. The majority of all new housing would still come forward from within the existing built up area. 
 
Housing Target Option 3   - 13,500 new homes  (675 per year)  
 
Meeting this higher target level of provision would require significant losses of employment and open space land and/or 
considerably higher residential densities and many more taller buildings in the city. It would also require significant physical, social 
and environmental infrastructure requirements to support such a level of housing. It is not considered ‘deliverable’ in the next 20 
years.    
 
Housing Target Option 4  -  15,800 new homes  (790 per annum)  
 
This option would achieve the lower end of the range of full housing requirements. However, to reach this higher level of provision 
would require greater losses of land currently in employment and open space use. Such a scenario is likely to have significant 
negative impacts in terms of the loss of the city’s open space and biodiversity resource and again is unlikely to be ‘deliverable’ in 
the next 20 years.   
 
 
POLICY AREA 2 – Employment Land  
 
Summary of the Issue(s) 
Evidence suggests that Brighton & Hove’s economy may be more resilient than during the previous economic slow down. In a 
study produced by the HSBC (Future of Business Report 2011) Brighton has been recognised as one of 5 ‘Supercities’ that will 
lead the country’s economic recovery.  Brighton & Hove is a city of entrepreneurs with many more very small businesses than the 
national average. A growing population means the city needs to find 6,000 jobs by 2014 if it is to maintain its employment rate of 
71%. 
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There is strong evidence to indicate that the council should continue to protect the city’s employment sites and premises. Both the 
protection of employment sites and the development of new high grade employment space are fundamental to the economic 
wellbeing of the city to allow businesses to prosper and grow. 
 
The city is an attractive place to live. However, the strong physical constraints mean that most employment land will have to be 
found by reusing existing employment sites and premises and other redundant sites.   
 
The Employment Policy Option Paper sets out the opportunity to clarify and strengthen how the City Plan will support sustainable 
economic growth in the city.  
 
The Paper outlines the opportunities that are available to make better use of under-utilised employment sites.  This can be done by 
allowing mixed-use development on some site to deliver high quality employment space, more jobs and deliver much needed new 
homes. 
 
Due to the number of issues covered by the Paper (six) the list below set out the preferred options for taking forward Employment 
Policy (please go to the full Paper for details on the issues, options and sites): 
 

• Protect Central Brighton as the city’s primary office area 
• Allocate a range of sites to accommodate an additional 20,000 sq m of office floor space in the New England Quarter and 

London Road area 
• Allocate strategic employment sites in order to secure regeneration, inward investment and high quality modern 

employment floorspace. 
• Create a hierarchy of industrial estates by allocating those industrial estates which will continue to be safeguarded and 

allowing older sites to be re-developed for employment-led mixed use development  
• Continue to safeguard secondary employment sites to ensure a good supply of appropriate employment land to serve the 

city’s economy 
 
 
POLICY AREA 3 - Transport  
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Summary of the Issue (s) 
The aim of Park and Ride is to intercept traffic on the main roads entering Brighton & Hove city and provide an efficient and cheap 
bus service into the city.  Its purpose is to reduce traffic levels, improve the environment and reduce pollution whilst increasing the 
capacity for more visitors. 
 
Provision of Park and Ride facilities has been part of the traffic and transport management strategy for the city for a number of 
years.  This ambition has been reflected in policies in the current and previous Local Plans.  In spite of this, a Park and Ride site 
has not been delivered   
 
Due to a number of significant changes since the City Plan was last drafted, it is proposed that now is a good time to review the 
Park and Ride policy.  These changes include: 

• severe public spending restraint; 
• designation of the South Downs National Park; 
• increased pressure for development land in the city 

 
The following Options are being consulted on: 
 
Option 1: Remove Park and Ride from the sustainable transport policy – Preferred Option 
 
It is proposed that Park and Ride should be removed and replaced with more viable and deliverable alternative measures that will 
ease the impact of increased travel into and around the city. These measures include, working with rail and bus companies to 
increase patronage for longer distance journeys, improve their affordability and link up rail and bus journeys.  A further element 
would be to increase the use of travel management measures and to consider monetary measures to influence travel decisions and 
manage car use in the city centre (e.g. increases to car park charging). 
 
Option 2: Retain proposal for Park and Ride in the form of a revised criteria- based policy incorporated into the 
sustainable transport policy. 
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This option is for the retention of Park and Ride as a traffic management tool in the medium to long term. This option ensures that 
sites meet certain criteria to be considered suitable for Park and Ride facilities. A sequential approach would be taken in searching 
for a site which means certain types of land are considered first, such as previously used land, as well as management, amenity 
and environmental considerations. To ensure the measure is effective, the policy also specifies that Park and Ride should be 
provided part of a package of measures to manage car parking in the city centre (e.g. reduction in spaces, increased parking 
charges).  
 
Option 3: No change to the small sites Park and Ride policy in the Core Strategy 
 
Option 3 is to retain the Park and Ride policy set out in the submitted Core Strategy that states Brighton & Hove will - ‘Provide three 
to five Park and ride sites adjacent to key strategic corridors that will be identified in the Development Policies and Site Allocations 
Development Plan Document/Part 2 of the City Plan.’  The criteria for assessing future Park and Ride sites are set out in the 
supporting text of the policy.  The advantage of this approach is the reduced impact of smaller sites on the surrounding area and 
that small sites area easier to identify.  However there are questions around whether this approach is viable and therefore whether 
it can work and consequently be delivered.  
 
 
POLICY AREA 4 - Student Housing  
 
Summary of the Issue (s) 
Both Sussex University and the University of Brighton and their students make an important contribution to the economy of the city 
estimated at £65m annually. There are approximately 37,000 students at Brighton and Sussex Universities, which includes 5,200 
international students from 150 countries.   
 
The recruitment of new full time students is expected to increase gradually over the coming years and as a result there is expected 
to be a continuous significant shortfall of bed spaces in purpose built student accommodation despite recent developments in the 
city.   
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As the supply of purpose-built student accommodation by universities has not matched the expansion of the student population. 
The private sector has responded to the increasing demand for student housing and there has been conversion of family housing to 
student Houses in Multiple Occupation (HMOs) in many neighbourhoods.  
 
The city has the highest number of HMOs in the UK (15,000 in 2007). In some areas of Brighton & Hove high concentrations of 
HMO’s have led to neighbourhoods dominated by the student population. This process has been called ‘studentification’.  
 
This summary paper sets out options for these two issues. 
 
Issue A: Over Concentration of HMO’s  
 
Option 1: Adopt an Article 4 Direction and policy framework for managing HMO accommodation – Preferred Option  
 
The policy would set a limit for the proportion of properties within an area that could be occupied as Houses in Multiple Occupation 
via what is known as an ‘Article 4 Direction’ which restricts development normally allowed without needing planning permission. As 
a result a planning application would be required to change the use of a house to a HMO (no fees required). The application would 
not be permitted where there are already more than 10% of properties within 100 metres of the application site in HMO use. This 
approach would prevent new HMOs from being allowed where there is already a high concentration and allow houses to be 
retained. The Sustainability Appraisal identifies this as the preferred option for Issue A.  
 
Option 2: No Article 4 Direction or policy framework for managing HMO accommodation  
 
This option would let the market decide where HMOs should be located and would not seek to restrict the proportion of properties 
in this use in certain areas. This would not stop new small (six or less bedrooms) HMOs from being created. 
 
Issue B: New Student Accommodation (new build) 
 
Option 1: No policy framework  
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This policy option would let the market decide where new build student accommodation could be built and would not identify sites 
nor include a criteria based policy to manage the development of sites. Under this scenario there is greater pressure on sites 
earmarked for other forms of housing to be turned into student housing proposals. 
  
 
Option 2: Criteria based policy with no preferred sites identified 
 
This policy option would set out a criteria based policy in order for the council to assess planning applications for new student 
housing. The future wording of this criteria based policy would seek to ensure that proposals for student housing were located in 
the best possible sustainable locations, designed to the highest standards with regard to the surrounding neighbourhoods. This 
approach would not identify any preferred student housing sites. 
 
Option 3:  Identification of specific sites – Preferred Option 
 
The proposals is for a pro-active policy to identify sites for student accommodation based upon recognising that the most 
appropriate locations for student accommodation are close to university campuses and in central locations.  Preferred sites have 
been identified by the universities at  

Varley Halls, Coldean Lane,  
Preston Barracks, Lewes Road,  
Pelham Street,   
Circus Street 

 
This approach would be set out in the form of a criteria-based policy against which proposals for new student housing along with 
the identification of preferred sites supported by the universities for development.  The Sustainability Appraisal identifies this as the 
preferred option for Issue B.    
 
 
Further Information 
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There are more detailed technical papers available for each policy area if you would like to find out more about each issue and the 
reasons the options were selected. There is also a ‘Frequently Asked Questions’ paper to help answer questions on the policy 
papers. These are available council’s consultation web site  http://brighton-hove.limehouse.co.uk/portal/bhcc/ldf/optionspapers 
and are available in libraries and City Direct Offices across the city. 
 
How to Comment 
 
An online questionnaire has been prepared to assist with the consultation process with questions about each of the four policy 
areas – this can be completed on the council’s consultation web site at http://brighton-hove.limehouse.co.uk/portal/bhcc/ldf/optionspapers 
 
All responses should be completed and received by Friday 2nd December 2011. 
 
If you have any queries or are unable to use the online questionnaire please contact the LDF Team at ldf@brighton-hove.gov.uk or 
telephone 01273 292505. 
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Appendix 4  - Press releases and media articles  
 
For immediate release                                     Monday, 17 October 2011 

 
Have your say on City Plan to shape Brighton & Hove’s future 

 
Residents, businesses and all interested organisations are invited to give their views on options for the City Plan. Consultation 
starts today, Monday, 17 October and will run to Friday, 2 December. Details about how to take part in the consultation are on the 
website at http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/portal 
 
The City Plan will guide development for the next 20 years. In presenting four new Options, the council aims to rise to the challenge 
of creating much-needed housing and to plan now for the future well-being of the city’s residents, creating an environment where 
people want to live and work. 
 
Four Options Papers for housing, Park and Ride, employment space and student housing were agreed by the council’s cabinet 
meeting last week (Thursday, 13 October 2011). 
 
There are four options for house building on the City Plan. For the first time, the new City Plan will be required to take into account 
demand for housing, as well as what the city may be able to deliver. Demand for housing far exceeds what could be built within the 
existing built-up area as the city is bordered by the sea on one side and protected Downland on the other.  
 
In Brighton & Hove there is acute housing need, with almost 11,000 people on the housing waiting list and a shortage of homes for 
families. 
 
Therefore the cabinet has agreed a preferred option that would allow one site on the urban fringe, Toads Hole Valley, to be 
allocated for a sustainable development of 750 homes.  It is a site of over 40 hectares so only part of the site would be developed 
for housing with the potential for a mix of uses on the site, improvements to biodiversity and new public open space on the site. 
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Councillor Amy Kennedy said: “We believe Toads Hole Valley offers a solution to addressing some of our housing demand and 
would have the advantage of protecting the remaining urban fringe sites once the City Plan is signed off nationally.  
 
“Toads Hole Valley is privately owned, so a development proposal could come forward at any time, whether it is in our Plan or not. 
It is also not accessible to the public. So by directing the kind of development on the site through the City Plan we can secure 
much-needed housing, a high standard of design with the right mix of uses and protect the site of nature conservation importance.” 
 
In order to achieve official sign-off for the City Plan, the council will have to satisfy an independent Planning Inspector that the Plan 
is sound and takes into consideration housing demand.  
 
The options for housing include four scenarios, ranging from 9,800 homes up to 15,800 homes. The preferred option would deliver 
11,200 homes. 
 
For Park and Ride, the preferred option is to remove it from the Plan and explore other ways of developing sustainable transport. 
 
Councillor Kennedy added: “Park and Ride has been in the Local Plan for years and has never come to fruition, so we think we 
should be realistic. Even if we could bring forward sites for development in the future, there is no funding to deliver it, particularly in 
the current economic climate.”  
 
The employment options paper seeks to support economic growth by safeguarding central Brighton as the city’s primary office 
area; allocating a range of sites to accommodate new office floorspace and identifying strategic employment sites to secure 
regeneration and inward investment through employment-led mixed use development. 
 
Councillor Kennedy said: “Planning for the development of new high grade employment space is fundamental to the economic 
wellbeing of the city so that businesses can prosper and grow.”  
 
The fourth options paper outlines proposals for providing student housing.  There is currently no planning policy to address the 
development of new student accommodation outside of university or college premises. Brighton & Hove has 37,000 students. 
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The new planning policy aims to make sure that proposals for purpose-built student housing respect surrounding neighbourhoods 
and reduce pressure on the sites for general housing. 
 
It also proposes the introduction of planning controls in five wards to control the over-concentration of student lets. The new 
planning rule would remove permitted development rights that allow change of use of small houses to houses in multiple 
occupation (HMOs). That would mean a homeowner would need to apply for planning permission to change the use of the building.  
 
The new control would prevent areas with over 10 per cent student lets becoming more studentified and would work alongside the 
measures proposed by the council’s Private Sector Housing Team to improve the quality and management of HMOs. Brighton & 
Hove has the highest number of HMOs in the UK. 
 
 
 
Brighton & Hove City Plan 
Consultation Policy Options Paper October 2011 
 
Frequently Asked Questions 
 
Why did the council have to withdraw the Core Strategy from the examination process? 
 
The plan needed to be amended and updated.  
 
At a meeting with the Planning Inspector last year, soundness issues were raised about the housing delivery strategy in the 
submitted Core Strategy. The government now wants local authorities to set their own housing targets and intends to abolish earlier 
targets set at the regional level. That means we have to look at demand for housing, as well as the capacity in the city to provide it. 
 
We also needed to update the document to reflect changes that have occurred over the last year – the Localism Bill and draft 
National Planning Policy Framework, reduced availability of government funding for capital projects and to reflect the findings of 
various studies the council has undertaken (an updated housing capacity study for example). 
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What is a ‘sound plan’? 
 
When the independent Planning Inspector examines the City Plan, they will be following tests set out in government guidance to 
determine whether or not the plan is 'sound'. To be found 'sound ' the Plan should be founded on a robust and credible evidence 
base, the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives and be effective (deliverable, flexible, able to 
be monitored and consistent with national planning guidance). 
 
Are we going back to preparing a local plan again? What’s the difference between the Core Strategy and City Plan? 
 
The government is making significant changes to the planning system so it is essential that the council has a clear, up-to-date and 
well evidenced plan in place to guide development.  
 
The City Plan will set the framework for future development in Brighton & Hove up to the year 2030. The City Plan will be an 
important tool for attracting and directing investment in the city. It will provide a policy guide for delivering much needed affordable 
homes and for encouraging the most sustainable forms of development with the highest quality of design. 
 
The City Plan will still be a spatial plan which means it will set out how and where growth and change will be accommodated in the 
most sustainable manner whilst maintaining and enhancing the attractiveness, accessibility and living environment of the city. 
Significant new development will be directed to areas of the city with good sustainable transport links and to those areas in need if 
regeneration and renewal.  
 
It will provide the strategic planning framework to guide the preparation of neighbourhood plans and allow issues of local 
importance to be addressed appropriately and innovatively.  The vast majority of the policies covered in the Core Strategy have 
been supported by consultees and these will be updated and included in the City Plan. 
 
The City Plan will be divided into two parts, the overall strategy, strategic allocations and key city wide planning policies will be 
included in part 1, further site allocations and development management policies will be included in part 2. 
 
What is the purpose of the Policy Options Paper consultation; why these policy topics only? 
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We want to open a debate on major changes to four policy areas - housing delivery strategy, Park and Ride (transport), 
employment policy and student housing.  We want a genuine discussion between residents and stakeholders on the way ahead 
with these policy areas and the papers are set out in the form of policy choices or options.  The outcomes of this discussion will 
shape the City Plan which will be ready for consultation March and April next year.  
 
The Options Papers allow people to see the issues that need addressing in the context of changing national planning policy and 
new evidence. The different ways the council could tackle these issues are set out as ‘options’ and we include an analysis of the 
advantages and disadvantages for each option. The council’s preferred option is set out and that choice has been informed by 
which approach is sound and a Sustainability Appraisal.  
 
The council is seeking views on its preferred approach to tackling the issues raised in the policy options papers; an online 
questionnaire is available for people to express their view/ preference. 
 
HOUSING TARGETS AND DELIVERY 
 
Why does the council have to set its own local housing target? What discretion does the council have? 
 
The council is required to set a housing target and it is important to note that allowing no more housing to be built in the city is not 
an option. Not building any more housing would mean less housing choice for all households including newly forming households, 
fewer opportunities to secure affordable or family housing and possibly further rises in house prices. For these reasons, the council 
is not including ‘no more housing’ as an option. 
 
The Coalition Government has made clear its intention to abolish Regional Spatial Strategies including the South East Plan through 
enactment of the Localism Bill.  
Once the South East Plan is abolished it will be for local authorities to determine their own local housing targets and to demonstrate 
how those targets will be met in their Plans.   
 
Local housing targets will still be subject to an Inspector’s scrutiny and the evidence used to derive the local housing target will be 
thoroughly tested at the Plan Examination.  The government is already indicating that it expects housing supply to increase 
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significantly and that local planning authorities should plan to meet the full requirements of demand, including affordable housing 
within their housing market areas. 
 
A sound housing delivery strategy is essential to achieving a sound Plan for the City. 
 
Why can’t the council set a lower housing target than was in the Core Strategy, what about Localism? 
 
The Coalition government wants local councils, together with local communities, to set their own housing targets. In doing this, 
there are a range of factors which need to be considered, including the needs of current and future households, the needs of the 
local economy and the physical capacity of the city to accommodate development. 
 
An assessment of local housing requirements for the City based on demographic and economic performance factors shows that 
between 16,000-19,000new homes would be required in the 2010 – 2030 period if the target was based purely on housing 
demand/need.  
 
Although the city has a very good track record for the delivery of affordable housing, demand for such housing still significantly 
exceeds supply.  As at 1 July 2011, there were almost 11,000 households on the council’s Housing Register seeking a home. 
 
An updated housing capacity study has shown that it is possible to accommodate about 8,000 dwellings on sites already identified 
and points to additional sources of potential housing supply which could also be considered.  
 
The National Planning Policy Framework wants local authorities to plan to meet housing demand/needs in full wherever possible. 
Given the very significant housing needs in Brighton it would be very difficult to justify a much lower housing target than was in the 
submitted Core Strategy or the South East Plan.  
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Will setting a local target avoid the situation where every housing application has to be accepted no matter where 
because of the government’s proposed presumption in favour of sustainable development? 
 
The draft National Planning Policy Framework sets an unprecedented new requirement on local authorities to assess and plan to 
meet the full range of current and future housing needs and demands in the context of a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development.   
 
A robust housing target will need to be informed by a number of factors and considerations. In addition, a Sustainability Appraisal 
exercise which considers social, economic and environmental factors is undertaken to ensure that the housing target is the most 
appropriate for the city. The preferred housing target identified in the Housing Delivery Options Paper is considered realistic, 
sustainable and deliverable.    
 
Why do we need to allocate Toads Hole Valley? Won’t that weaken the protection of the city’s Urban Fringe? Is there no 
other alternative? 
 
Now that the South Downs National Park has been designated there is very little ‘urban fringe’ land left around the city; much has 
been incorporated into the National Park and is therefore highly protected. Of that which is left, the majority is in an open space use 
(allotments, playing fields and local nature reserves) and the council strongly supports the continued protection of that land.  
 
Toads Hole Valley is a privately owned site on the edge of the city with no public access. Allocating the site for development will 
guide the way forward to secure a development scheme that can bring many benefits to the city in terms of helping to provide more 
affordable housing, new employment space, new open space and community facilities, as well as improvements to the Site of 
Nature Conservation Interest which is located there. The site represents the only significant development opportunity within the 
urban fringe and, on balance, a planned development offers many positive benefits given the development needs of the city overall.  
 
 
PARK AND RIDE (TRANSPORT) 
 
Why is the council reconsidering the need for Park and Ride in the city? 
There hasn’t been a debate on the need, value for money, and effectiveness of Park and Ride for many years – now is good time to 
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open that debate.   
 
There have been a number of changes since 2009, when the Core Strategy Park and Ride policy was last agreed, that have 
heightened the need for a review.  These include: 

• the current period of severe public spending restraint 
• the designation of the South Downs National Park; and 
• increased pressure for development land in Brighton and Hove that is constrained by the sea to the south and the South 

Downs to the north. 
   
Additionally, the new administration wants to explore alternative measures to Park and Ride that are more cost effective and 
deliverable. 
 
 It is also an appropriate time to tackle objections raised to the previous policy of three to five small sites in terms of the small site 
approach not being viable and that if Park and Ride were to be effective it should only be provided alongside the closure of an 
equivalent number of car parking spaces in the city centre. 
  
Isn’t park and ride essential to bring prosperity to the city and also to reduce traffic congestion? 
 
Not necessarily.  Park and Ride can have two roles – to reduce congestion and pollution in the city centre and to increase capacity 
of the city to accommodate more jobs and visitors.   
 
A large amount of research has been undertaken on the viability and effectiveness of Park and Ride that is outlined in the Paper.  A 
general conclusion drawn by consultant RPS in their recent study is that Park and Ride schemes appear to be not fully delivering 
expected reductions in traffic and congestion, and that a high proportion of authorities subsidise Park and Ride operations.   
However, economic benefits are considered to be an indication of success in the form of increased patronage and attracting more 
visitors. 
 
What would the alternative transport options be? 

The options paper asks whether the council should continue with Park and Ride as part of a 20 year strategy or whether it should 
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be removed and replaced with alternative measures to address traffic levels and congestion in the city.  The preferred option is to 
remove Park and Ride and to tackle congestion through more cost-effective and deliverable measures. 
 
EMPLOYMENT 
 
What are the key changes proposed in the employment options Paper? 
 
There is an opportunity to clarify and strengthen how the council will support sustainable economic growth through the City Plan by: 

• identifying and safeguarding Central Brighton as the city’s primary office area; 
• Allocating a range of sites to accommodate new office floorspace  
• Allocating strategic employment sites in order to secure regeneration, inward investment and high quality modern 

employment floorspace through, where appropriate, employment-led mixed use development;  
• Allocating those industrial estates which will continue to be safeguarded and those considered suitable for employment-led 

mixed use development.  
• Continuing to safeguard secondary employment sites to ensure a good supply of appropriate employment land to serve the 

city’s economic development needs 
 
The Government is considering making it easier for commercial buildings to be converted to homes. How does the 
Employment Options Paper respond to this potential change to the planning rule? 
 
The council’s response to the change of use consultation in April 2011 raised serious concerns on the impact such a change could 
have on the council’s employment land.  
 
There is strong evidence to indicate that the council should continue to protect the city’s employment sites and premises. Planning 
for the development of new high grade employment space is fundamental to the economic wellbeing of the city so that businesses 
can prosper and grow.  
 
However the Employment Policy Options Paper does indicate opportunities where carefully managed mixed-use development can 
yield more intensive use of under-utilised employment sites to deliver high quality employment space, job growth and contribute to 
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delivering much needed new homes. 
 
STUDENT HOUSING 
 
Why does the issue of Student Housing need to be addressed in a policy options paper? 
 
There is currently no planning policy within the adopted Local Plan to address the development of new student accommodation. 
Given the high proportion of students in the city the council wishes to address this. There has also been increased interest recently 
by developers in building ‘speculative’ purpose-built student housing at a time when the viability of the building market and 
affordable housing has declined. This is putting pressure on sites the council would like to see developed for general housing. 
 
Why do you need to control where purpose built student housing is built? 
 
The council currently has no planning policy in place to address the development of new student housing outside of university or 
college premises. The new planning policy will ensure that proposals for purpose built student housing conform with criteria to 
ensure that proposals respect surrounding neighbourhoods and reduce pressure on the city’s housing sites. 
 
 
 
Why are planning controls needed for the use of small houses for multiple occupation and what area should be covered? 
 
As part of the Student Housing Policy Options it is proposed that an Article 4 Direction is introduced to remove permitted 
development rights allowing change of use of small houses to houses in multiple occupation (HMOs – defined as individuals living 
in a house and sharing facilities). An Article 4 Direction would need to be accompanied by a planning policy which would set out 
how planning applications for HMOs would be considered. 
 
It is proposed that the Article 4 Direction would cover the five wards in the city identified in the Student Housing Strategy as 
experiencing over-concentration of students lets.  These wards are: 

• Hanover and Elm Grove 
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• Hollingbury and Stanmer 
• Moulsecoomb & Bevendean 
• Queens Park 
• St Peters and North Laine  

 
If the new policy approach is agreed and implemented, the impact of the policy on the geographic patterns of student 
accommodation will be monitored and, if appropriate, the area of covered by the Article 4 Direction reviewed.  
  
What is an Article 4 Direction?  
 
An Article 4 Direction is a Direction to remove permitted development rights that allow you to carry out works or changes of use 
without needing planning permission.  So, as a result of an Article 4 Direction you would need to apply for planning permission for 
those works or change of use but you wouldn’t need to pay a fee. 
 
How would the proposals tackle existing studentified areas? 
 
The preferred option (see Issue A Option 1 in the Paper) would prevent areas with over 10 per cent student lets becoming more 
studentified.  However, the policy cannot reduce the amount of HMOs in areas where the concentration already exceeds 10 per 
cent.  
   
The Options set out in the paper should also be considered alongside the measures proposed by the council’s Private Sector 
Housing Team to implement additional HMO licensing in studentified areas of the city that aims to improve the quality and 
management of Houses in Multiple Occupation. 
 
Won’t the proposed approach result in a spread of HMOs to surrounding areas? 
Yes, there is expected to be a degree of dispersal to surrounding areas. However, the policy should prevent this dispersal 
exceeding the 10 per cent level.  It is important to note that the policy is not retrospective and therefore areas already exceeding 10 
per cent concentration can not be lowered.    
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Appendix 5 – Consultation Portal Questions 
 
Housing Targets and Delivery Option 
 
1. Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2) ?  

Yes 

No 

Partially Support 

1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 

 

1b If your answer to Q1 is ‘No’ or ‘Partially Support’, do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please 
state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

 

2. Do you have any other comments you wish to make on the Housing Option Paper? 
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Transport (Park & Ride) Options Paper 
 
1. Do you think P&R is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives?  

 

• Yes 

• No  

• Has some part to Play 

1a Please state the reasons for your answer 
 
2. Do you think Park & Ride is deliverable within Brighton & Hove?  

Yes 

No 

2a If so, where should it be located? 

2b If not, why not? 

3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer 
distance journeys from the car onto public transport? 
 
4. We believe that to be effective Park & Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less 
attractive. Which option would you prefer?  

Reduction in city centre parking spaces 
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Increase parking charges 

Neither 

4a If neither please state why: 
5. On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer ?  

Option 1 

Option 2 

Option 3 

5a Please explain your preference: 

 

Employment Policy Options Paper 

Issue 1:Recognition and support for the city’s primary office area 
1. Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the City Plan ?  

Yes 

No 

1a If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2: Accommodating the need for additional office floorspace 
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1. What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016?  

Option 1 

Option 2 

Option 3 

1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 
2. If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace?  

Yes 

No 

2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Maintaining an adequate supply of appropriate affordable office accommodation  
 
1. What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation?  

Option 1 

Option 2 

Option 3 
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1a Please state the reasons for your answer 
 
Issue 4: More specific mention of employment sites and their roles within Development Areas 
 
1. Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 
1) ?  

Yes 

No 
 
1a Please state reason for your answer: 

2. Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified (see Appendix 2) and their potential 
opportunities? 

3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment 
allocations? 
 
Issue 5: Appropriate hierarchy and protection of industrial estates / premises 
 
1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan (Part 1)?  

Yes 

No 

1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your 
answer: 
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1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3)? 

2. Do you have an industrial estate or premise you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 

3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 

3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 
Issue 6: Maintaining an adequate supply of appropriate affordable business, manufacturing and warehouse 
accommodation 
 
1. What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises?  
1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 

 

Student Housing Policy Option Paper 
1. Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?  

Yes 

No 

Partial Support 

1a Please state the reasons for your answer 

2. Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
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Yes 

No 

Partial Support 

2a Please state the reasons for your answer 

3. Do you have any other comments to make? 
 

Sustainability Appraisal 
The council has carried out Sustainability Appraisal of the Option Papers.   
The aim of Sustainability Appraisal is to ensure the social, environmental and economic affects of policies are assessed as part of 
the plan preparation process. All Sustainability Appraisal reports will include the methodology used and are open to public 
consultation at stages during their preparation. 

 

1. Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal? 
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Appendix 6 – List of Consultees   
 

FIRST 
NAME 

LAST 
NAME ORGANISATION 

Morris Abrahams Vallance Residents Association 
John Adams Drivers Jonas 
David Foden Guinness Trust 
Paul Agius Evelyn Court Residents Assoc 
Jim Adams Transition Energy Group 

Sylvia Alexander-
Vine West Hill Community Association 

Richard Allden CPRE (Brighton & Hove) 
Tony Allen DMH Stallard 
Graham Allen Neighbourhoods Network c/o BHCVSF 
Mark Aldridge   
Thea Allison B&H Business and Community Partnership 
Roger Amerena Montpelier & Clifton Hill Assoc 
Steve Ankers South Downs Society 
Lisa Bowden BNP Paribas Real Estate (EDF) 
Prof Sydney Anglo 59 Green Ridge 
Katy Walker Sport England 
Josh  Arghiros Karis Holdings/Karis Developments 
Keith Arnott Smiths Gore 
Corinne Attwood Clifton, Montpelier & Powis Community Alliance 
Razia Aziz Coaching, Training & Consultancy 
Andrew Bailey NCP Ltd 
    Strutt & Parker 
E Baker Hollingbury Circle Residents Assoc 
A Baker Moulsecoomb Neighbourhood Trust 
Ron Bakere Regency Square Area Society 
Chris Balchin St Peter's Church Traders 
Brian Balchin Jasmine Court Residents Assoc 
Ann Baldridge B&H Food Partnership 
Dave Bangs Friends of Whitehawk Hill 
Vanessa Barkley   
Claudio Barone   
Ben Holmes Holmes Antill (Parkridge Ltd) 
Angela Bargawi Saltdean Residents Association 
Cath Barry Volunteer Centre, Brighton & Hove 
John Barry Older Peoples Council 

John  Barry 
Hughes Sylvan Hall Tenants Association 

Peter Bayard Stoneham Park Community Association 
Carole Beane   
Abo Adeoye Moat Housing Assoc 
Claire Silence Hangleton & Knoll Project 
Liz Bell Friends of Tarner Park 
Liz  Beeney CPRE Sussex Branch 
Phil Belden BUWG 
N Belderson South Downs Joint Committee  
Karen  Belton   
Colin B Bennett   
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FIRST 
NAME 

LAST 
NAME ORGANISATION 

David Bennett Hove Civic Society 
Mike Benner CAMRA 
    SUSTRANS 
Sharon Thomas North Lane Traders Association 
Elizabeth Humphreys Kings Sturge (University of Brighton) 

Nazila Blencowe Baron Homes Corporation Ltd 

Duncan Blinkhorn Friends of William Clarke Park 
Jade Blue Two Piers Housing Co-operative Ltd 
Nancy Blurck Ecosys 
Jonathan Stevenson Jobcentreplus  
J  Bone Brighton College 
Paul Bonett Bonett's Estate Agents 
Dee Bonett Queens Park / Craven Road Action Group 
Robert  Bowden Bowden Property Consulting 
    Dearle & Henderson 
Paul Boon Benfield Investments Ltd 
Charles Boustany Brunswick Community Development Project 
Diane Bowyer DPDS Consulting Group 
Tomiko Boyden Japanese Womens Group 
Bradley  Bernard Patcham High School 
Graham Bradley The Woodland Trust 
James Bradley   
Paul Bramwell Working Together Project 
Gemma  Brickwood Plannning Potential 
John Bristow Transition Brighton & Hove 
P Burgess   
Miles Broe Miles Broe Architects Ltd 
Tracy Atherley Carr Gomm 
David Brookshaw Brighton & Hove Local Access Forum 
Tony Silsby Bevendean Tenants Action Group 
Mark Brown Wilbury Area Residents Assoc 
Martin Carpenter Enplan (JW Cook & Pecla) 

Mark Buchanan-
Smith Churchill Square Shopping Centre 

George 
&Dee Buller Borough St Community Group 

Alan Burke B&H Jewish Community Foundation 
Claudia  Burton North Whitehawk Tenants & Residents Assoc 
James Buttimer Older Peoples Council 
Clive Buxton Save our Seafront 
Hannah Bywaters City-Gate Centre 
Liz  Cadman Sussex Enterprise 
    RPS Planning & Consultancy (Fairview) 
Angela Caldwell Knoll Residents Assoc 
Maurice  Cannon Mayflower Square Tenants Assoc 
John Carden Keep our Downs Public 
John Carden Open Spaces Forum 
Tim Carder B&H Albion Supporters Club 
Beth  Carpenter Sussex Enterprise 



Consultation Statement 
City Plan Policy Options Paper Oct – Dec 2011 

76

FIRST 
NAME 

LAST 
NAME ORGANISATION 

Tony Carr Carr & Priddle 
Pamela Carsaniga   
Chris  Carter B&H Athletic Club 
Alison Carver Hyde Martlet 
Julie Cattell CJ Planning Ltd 
Maria Cea   
Colin  Chalmers Community Base 
James Charter Kemp Town Village Business Assoc 
Mary Jane Burkett Voices in Exile 
Jackie  Chase Childrens Music Play House 
TA Chavasse The Friends of Brunswick Square & Terrace 
Ian Chisnall Churches Together in B&H 
Chameli Chowdhury Bangladeshi Women and Children Support Group 
Mahir Chowdhury Bangladeshi Community 
Jimmy Clammer Moulsecoomb Forest Garden & Wildlife Project 
Sue  Clark George IV Guesthouse 
Martin Clark Stiles Harold Williams 
Rachel Clark Brighton West Pier Trust 
Helmut Lusser Hove Civic Society (Chair) 
    Old Boat Corner Residents Assoc 
Maureen Cluderay Ingram Crescent Residents Assoc 
Mike  Cole Gregory Gray Associates 
Andrew Coleman   
Duncan Selbie Brighton & Sussex University Hospitals NHS Trust 
Bob Collier Tourism South East 
Sue  Backhouse Rottingdean Preservation Society 
David D Collins Collins Planning Services 
Helen Colwing Hollingdean Programme 
Jannet  Cook Metamorphosis Art Group 
Tony Cook Two Piers Housing Co-op 
Alan Cooke Craven Vale Community Assoc 
Ian  Coomber SHW 
Simon Coop Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (Cathedral Ltd) 
David Coppard Laburnum Grove Residents Assoc 
Ronald Cooper 1 Highview Avenue North 
Phil  Cooper Marine Gate Holdings 
Sophie Costin   
Michael Cox   
Prof Julian Crampton University of Brighton 
Sue  Craske Friends of Withdean Park 
Paul Crathern CPRE 
Vanessa Crawford Black & Minority Ethnic Young Peoples Project 
Mike Creedy Brighton Peace & Environment Centre  
Steven  Crockett   
Vivian Crossweller Hyde & Westmount & Crown Hill Residents Assoc 
Sandy Crowhurst NLCA 
MR & Mrs Cubbage   
Jacqui Cuff Transition Brighton & Hove 
Richard Curry Rapleys LLP ( WM Morrison) 
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FIRST 
NAME 

LAST 
NAME ORGANISATION 

Elizabeth Curtis Sloane Court Tenants Assoc 
Mike Daly St James's Business Assoc 
Dr Dan Danahar Dorothy Stringer High School  

Rhys  Daniel Brighton & Hove Housing Partnership c/o Hyde 
Housing Ltd 

Mark Darking Woodwych Housing Co-op 
Emma Davies CBRE ( American Express) 
Ian Davey Bike for Life 
Eleanor Davies Central Whitehawk Tenants & Residents Assoc 
Richard Davies   
Kath Davis Broadfields Tenants Assoc 
Phil Graves B&H Estate Agents Association 
Malcolm Dawes The Brighton Society 
Richard Daws Komedia 
Alan Deacon DRP Architects Ltd 
Geraldine Des Moulins B&H Federation of Disabled People 
Catherine Denye X Leisure Ltd 
Francesca De Vita ASB Law 
R Dewar Brighton Marina Residents Assoc 
Derek DeYoung The Kemp Town Society 
Prabha Dhuna Poets Corner Multicultural Group 
Guy Dixon Savills Ltd 
Richard Dixon Adams Integra Housing Consultancy 
Jacqui Dolton Enchanted 
    British Wind Energy Association 
Andrew Comben Brighton Festival & Dome 
Malcolm Dore Warwick Mount Residents Assoc 
Mr & Mrs Dowd Mill House 
Mark Drayton Downland Housing Association 
Kevin Duffy St James House & Ardingley Court Tenants Assoc 
Anna Duxbury CHIBAH: Co-operative Housing in Brighton and Hove 
Ted Earl Lindfield Court Tenants Assoc 
Alice Edwards Stanmer Heights Community Assoc 
David Edwards Taylor Wimpey Strategic Land 
Robert  Edwards Kingscliffe Society 
Rabbi 
Pesach Efune Hove Hebrew Congregation 

Ameena Elfurgani B&H Muslim Womens Group 
Esther Ekpo Society of Nigerians in Sussex 
Christine El Shabba Robert Lodge Residents Assoc 
Patrick Elliot Woodingdean Tenants & Residents Assoc 
Chris Ellis Anchor Housing Trust 
Vic  Else B&H Food Partnership 
Peter  Elvidge Bus Users UK 
Don  Elwick Brighton Media Centre 
J Erin Toads Hole Valley Wildlife Group 
James Stevens Home Builders Federation Ltd 
Mollie Etherington Valley Rd & Carden Court Residents Assoc 
Jenny Hill Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (Co-operative Group) 
    Sussex Intepreting Services 
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FIRST 
NAME 

LAST 
NAME ORGANISATION 

June Evans Friends of Sheepcote Valley 
Rhys  Evans Sussex FWAG 
Canan Evircan AS Planning 
NC Ewald University of Sussex 
Denise Ewens   
Federica Ambrosini Jones Lang LaSalle Ltd  
Simon Fanshawe Brighton & Hove Economic Partnership 
    Hargreaves 
Evelyn Farrelly West Hove Cycling 
Mike Fearn Brighton Conservation Volunteers 
Peter Field   
Angela Fishenden Churches Together in B&H 
Christine FitzGerald Friends of Waterhall 
Madeleine Fitzgibbon   
Edward Flude Flude Commercial 
Diana Francombe East Sussex Strategic Partnership 
Trevor  Freeman Federation of Small Businesses 
Rose   Freeman The Theatres Trust 
Roger French Brighton & Hove Bus & Coach Company Ltd 
Phil Frier City College Brighton & Hove 
Daniel Frisby DMH Stallard (Motoring & Leisure Services Ltd) 
Hugh  Frost Beetham Organisation Ltd 
Mark Froud Sussex Enterprise 
Edward Furey   
Karen Gardham Another London Road 
John Garlinge 219 Wild Park Close 
Beth  Garner Bristol Estate Community Association 
Andrew Gale Deloitte LLP (Drivers Jonas)  
Nicky Garrood Hollingdean Development Trust 
Lorna Gartside Sussex Archaeological Society 
Roger  Hinton Regency Square Area Society 
Mebrak  Ghebreweldi Southeast Interpreting Services 
Chris Gilbert QED (Quoin Estates and Developments Ltd) 
Ross Gilbert   
R Gilliam Protodale Ltd 
Patricia Ginman Keep Sussex Skating 
Patrick Ginnelly Association of Harbour Communities 
P Curran Broadway Malyan (City College) 
Norman Golding Friends of Devil's Dyke 
Andrew  Goodall Brunswick Developments Group PLC 
Mike Goodchild Morgan Carn Partnership 
Rui Gomes   
Stewart Gover Wellington Rd Tenants & Residents Assoc 
Laura Graham Alliance Environment & Planning Ltd 
Henrique Guerreiro New Marine Ltd 
J Davey Brighton Marina Co Ltd 
Martin Gray Kingstone Close Residents Assoc 
Michael Gray Guinness Partnership 
Stewart Gray Austin Gray Commercial & Property Auctions 
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FIRST 
NAME 

LAST 
NAME ORGANISATION 

James Greed   
Nick Green B&H Council Leaseholders Independent Forum 
Nick  Green Hepher Dixon 
Nick Green Savills (Spenhill ltd) 
Lynn Green North Moulsecoomb Tenants & Residents Assoc 
Philip   Green  The Hub 100  
J Gregory   
Pru Gridley Friends of Stanmer 
Jane Griffin SEEDA 
Joan Griffiths Kemp Town Enclosures 
David Guest The Round Hill Society 
Bob  Gunnell Older Peoples Council 
Jane Gray Felce & Guy 
Sid Hadjioannou Turley Associates (BUPA) 
    Shoreham Airport 
Keng Hai Leong DPDS Consulting Group 
Sally Hall Telegen UK 
Richard Hallam   
C J  Halls Graves Jenkins 
David Hainsworth The Kingscliffe Society 
Mick Hamer Montpelier and Clifton Hill Association 
Gemma Harding   
Beth Harrison Hangleton & Knoll Project 
Spencer Hatton R H Partnership 
Mr Hassan   
Richard Hawkes The Friends of Palmeira & Adelaide 
Clifford  Hawkins   
Graeme Hawkins Miller Bourne Partnership 
Heather Hayes Hollingdean Tenants Assoc 
Mark Hayward South Downs Conservation Board (B&H) 
Amanda  Healey St Bartholomews C E School  
Carole Heasman   
Shirini Heerah Earthwise 
James Hepburn St James Investments Ltd 
Stephen  Hicks The Kemp Town Society/CAG 
John Higgs Friends of Hollingbury & Burstead Woods 

Sally  Hiscock Brighton & Hove Community & Voluntary Sector 
Forum 

Tracey  Hill   
Lara Hockman Brighton & Hove Chamber of Commerce 
Alan Hodges Brighthelm Church & Community Centre 
Edward Hodgson Stagecoach South 
Paul Holder Parsons Sons & Basley 
Mike  Holdgate Novas Scarman Group 
Evelyn Girgis Sudanese Women and Children Group 
Richard Hollowick Polish Group 
John Holmstrom Brighton Housing Trust 
Gina Hole Roedale Allotments & Garden Society 
Maureen Holt Keep the Ridge Green 
Jamie Hooper Friends of Stanmer Park 



Consultation Statement 
City Plan Policy Options Paper Oct – Dec 2011 

80

FIRST 
NAME 

LAST 
NAME ORGANISATION 

A Hooper Vale Road Residents Assoc 
Martin Hornsby Mott MacDonald 
John H Horsley B&H Environmental Action Group 
Barry Hough Parsons Son & Basley Commercial 
Maggie  Houghton Hyde Plus - Sussex & Surrey 
Oufemi Hughes   
    Persimmon Homes South East 
Barry Hulyer Trust for Developing Communities  
Chris Humphreys Bricycles 
N Humphreys University of Brighton 
Anna Hunter   
Juliette Hunting Landsdowne Area Residents Association 
Rob Huntley RHPC (Costco) 
Bill Impey Arundel St/Arundel Rd Residents Assoc 
Bryan Izzard   
Alastair Irons   
R James South Downs Conservation Board (B&H) 
Donna  James  Residents Association of Moulsecoomb 
Ian James   
Frank  Jay Fiery Foods 
Frank  Jay New Era Associates 
Nicole Jones   
Vicky Johnson Development Focus 
Sue Johnson Earthwise 
Ann Johnson Preston and Old Patcham Society 
Casper Johnson East Sussex County Council 
Catherine Johnstone RAISE 
Diana Joll Friends of Brunswick Sq & Terrace 
Mark  Jones   
Fred Jordan Patcham & Hollingbury Help Group 

Hannah Judge-
Brown Brighton Peace & Environment Centre  

Shirley Karat  Firstplan (Waitrose) 
Allison Keech Enplan 
Tariq Jung B&H Muslim Forum 
Kath Kane Affinity Sutton 
John Kapp Social Enterprise Complementary Therapy Committee 
Anthony Kelly   
Abdul Khaliq Hove Pakistani Urdu Speaking Group 
Linda King Essex Place Tenants Assoc 
Alexa King Regen-Nation 
Anna Kirk Migrant Helpline 
Julia Krause Drivers Jonas Deloitte  
Kerry Kyriacou Business Link South East 
Agriesuga Kraue   
Cath Laing Sussex Wildlife Trust 
Katie Lamb DMH Stallard 
Daniel Lampard NLP Planning (Tesco) 
Claire Tester Mid-Sussex District Council 
Helen Lang Royal National Institute for Deaf People 
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FIRST 
NAME 

LAST 
NAME ORGANISATION 

Di Langford Prestonville Community Association 
Simon Lewis B&H CVSF 
Ruth Larkin   
Arthur Law Spectrum 
Tim Lawrence Engage 
Andrew Nichols Hove Business Association 
    Brighton & Hove YAP 
Kate Lawrence Sussex Youth Ltd 
Lydie Lawrence NHS Brighton & Hove  
Andrew Lay Brunswick Developments Group plc 
Lesley  Leach Friends of Hollingdean 
James Ledward G Scene 
Barry Leigh North Laine Community Association 
Hilary Leigh South Downs Society 
James Kubuka Elephant Group 
Steve Lawless B&H Impetus 
Ian Lawton B&H Inter Faith Contact Group 
Ivor Richards B&H Jewish Representative Council 
Paul Lewis Church Commissioners 
Kelly Liang UK China Student Union 
    Barton Willmore Planning Partnership 
Hong Lu Chinese Educational Development Project 
June Lucas Community Association of Portslade South 
Margaret Lucas Queens Park Community Assoc 
Alfonso Lukoki Sussex Refugee Association 
Cathy Lyth SEAL 
Jackie Lythell Brighton & Hove Arts Commission 
Maire McKeogh RPS - Costco 
Maire McQueeney   
Ian McHaffie   
Elsie Mack Theobald House Residents Assoc 
Beth  MacMorland Moulsecoomb Community Shops Group 
Derek Maddison Churchill Square Shopping Centre 
Anna Man B&H Chinese Society 
Neil Man Affinity Sutton 
Michael Mansi Sudanese Coptic Association 
    Natural England 
Roger Marlowe B&H Hotels Association 
Peter Martin Brighton Marina Residents Assoc 
Angelo Martinoli Preston St Traders Association 
Ewelina Masternay   
Kate Matthews Firstplan 
J Matthews   

Faith Matyszak 
MBE Whitehawk Community Voice 

Guilia Bunting Drivers Jonas Deloitte (National Grid) 
BJ Mc Dowell Patcham Residents Association 
Hazel  McKay Hazel McKay Consultancy 
Chandrekant  Mehta Gujerati Culture Centre 
Rachael Mellors   
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FIRST 
NAME 

LAST 
NAME ORGANISATION 

Tony Mernagh Brighton & Hove Economic Partnership 
Peter Mercer National Federation of Gypsy Liaison Groups 
RG Messenger Wilks, Head & Eve 
Rabbi David Meyer Brighton & Hove Reform Synagogue 
Islam Miah Sussex Bangladeshi Association 
Amelia Mills Triangle Community Group 
Farah Mohehati Bahai Faith 
Robert Mojab Ovingdean Residents & Preservation Soc 

Guy Montague 
Smith   

Selma Montford  The Brighton Society 
Karen Moore The Women's Centre 
Lynne  Moore Friends of Brunswick Sq & Terrace 
Chief Supt. 
Graham Bartlett Sussex Police, Brighton & Hove 

R N Moffat Kingsway and West Hove Residents Association  
Joan Moorhouse Older Peoples Council 
Mag Morris Friends of Queens Park 

Hannah Blunstone White Young Green Planning (Sainsbury's 
Supermarkets Ltd) 

Tessa Morton Jones Lang LaSalle Ltd (Millbrook Ltd) 
Mrs Morton St James's House Residents Assoc 
Dr Tony Murray The Crown Estate 
Esther Mosinghi Sussex African Communities Project 
Peter  Mustow Society of Nigerians in Sussex 
Thami Ncube Ethnic Minorities Visibility Initiative 
Phatho Ncube Sompriti 
Doris Ndebele Black and Minority Ethnic Community Partnership 
Paul Newman Osborn Securities 
Linda Newman Woodingdean Residents Association 
Richard Nickson Richard Nickson Design Co 
Geoff  Noble  Southeast Region Design Panel 
Phil Nong   
Emma Nuttall Friends, Families & Travellers 
Chris Oakley Oakley Commercial 
John Orrell Hemsley Orrell Partnership 
John O'Sullivan South Downs Health NHS Trust 

Vivenie Niragire Rwandan Youth Information Commmunity 
Organisation 

Sharon Otoo BME Champion 
Edna Owen Brighton & Hove Arts Council 
Trish Owen Relate Brighton & Hove 
Rachel  Papworth  Papworth Research & Consultancy  
John Park UK Power Networks (Infrastructure Planning South) 
Atillo Pallo   
Peter Davies Shoreham Port Authority 
B Parrish   
Guy Parker Insite Planning Ltd 
Mukesh  Patel Gujerati Cultural Society 
Nalini Patel Hindu Eldely Group 
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NAME 

LAST 
NAME ORGANISATION 

Rama Patel Hindu Women's Group 
John Patmore Eco-logically 
Valerie Paynter  saveHOVE  
A.N. Peasgood   
Martin Perry Brighton & Hove Albion Football Club Ltd 
Mrs  Petrarca North East Hove Park Residents' Association 
Paul Philips Kemp Town Society 
Karen Phillips   
Louise Phillips Ovingdean Residents & Preservation Soc 
Mike  Pickup Town and Country Planning 
Andrew  Piatt Halliwells LLP 
Jolie Pierce Apple Pie 
Julia Pilgrim   
Teresa Pither   
Fiona Price   
Steve Pine   
Rebecca Day Kent & Sussex FWAG 
Luke Plimmer Martineau 
John Pollock Legal & General 
Bee Pooley Seniors Community Project 
Pauline Stocker Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (explo're living) 
Robert  Powell Marine Gate Action Group 
Vivian Powell The Round Hill Society 
B.E. Power The Round Hill Society 
Adam Pride Friends of Easthill Park 
E Prince B&H Jewish Housing Association 
Becky Purnell Phoenix Community Centre 
Adam Pyrke Colliers CRE 
Alan Randall Nivea Sun Yellowave  

Richard Rawcliffe-
King Clarendon & Ellen Residents Assoc 

Paul Shorten Homes and Communities Agency 
Mark Read Philip Court Residents Assoc 
Nicola Redwood Sussex Downs Conservation Board  
Janet Reed Moulsecoomb East Social Activities & Tenants Assoc 
Becky Reynolds Bricycles 
Mary Reynolds Hanover Community Centre 
Jeff Rhodes Biffa Waste Services Ltd, C/o Severn Trent Water Ltd 
Shula Rich B&H and District Leaseholders Assoc 
Judy  Richards B&H Black Womens Group 
Judy  Richards B&H Black Womens Group 
Chris  Richardson DRP Architects Ltd 
Dave Ridley   

Kingsley Roger-
Jones Clifford Dann LLP 

Julia Riddle DTZ (Roedean School) 
Amy Riley B&H Community Buildings Network 
Derek Rist Marmion Rd Residents Assoc 
Gavin  Ritchie St James's Action Group 
Linda  Robinson Brighton & Hove Archaeological Society 
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NAME 
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NAME ORGANISATION 

Carole Robinson Benfield Wildlife and Conservation Group 
Lisa Rodrigues Sussex Partnership NHS Trust 
Asmat Roe The Race Project 
Roger Rolfe   
Alex Ross   
Laura Ross Stewart Ross Associates 
Mark Rotten   
Helen Rowsell Milner & Kingswood Tenants Assoc 
Helen Russell CHIBAH: Co-operative Housing in Brighton and Hove 
Nicholas Sabine   
Olive Sacre South Portslade Community Group 
Ahmed Salih Sudanese Community in Sussex 
Imam Dr 
Abduljalil Sajid JP Ethnic Minorities Representative Council  

Angela Sandrino Cornerstone Community Centre 
Mary Sargent Poplar Close Residents Assoc 
Alex Sava Woodland Drive Residents Assoc 
Robert  Scadding Planning Potential (Asda Stores Ltd) 
Mark Scaife RPS Planning & Consultancy 
Hugh Scanlon Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (Amex) 
Trevor  Scoble   
Andy Schofield Varndean School 
Dawn Scott University of Brighton 
Richard Scott   
Tim Selrett   
Aruna Sharma SPIRAL 
Jill Sewell Kemp Town Society 
Don Brown Poets Corner Community Society 
Shahreen Shebli Sussex Intepreting Services 
Rosemary Shepherd Roedean Residents Association 
Amanda Shepherd Strategy and Action 
Bill  Shipley Cluttons  
Andy Silsby Community Development Consultant 
S Silverwood Refugee Advice Project 
George  Sim Woodingdean Community Association 
Stuart Simmons The Lanes Traders Assoc 
Jane Simmons NHS Brighton & Hove  
Sarah  Burgess CABE 
Adrian Simms Barratt Southern Counties 
Brian Simpson Save Brighton 
Peter  Sinclair Cluttons  
Ron Slocombe Nettleton Court & Dudeney Lodge Tenants Assoc 
Martin Small South Downs Joint Committee  
John Small The Regency Society 
DR Farrogh Smarifzad   
Ann  Smith Powis Square Community Association 
Paul Smith Environment Agency 
Hannah Mears Environment Agency 
Bruce A Smith   
Philip Smith Friends of Blakers Park 
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NAME 
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NAME ORGANISATION 

Prof Michael Farthing University of Sussex 
Tony Smith B&H City Mission 
Valerie Smith   
Stuart Smithers Brighton Little Theatre 
Naima Nouidjem Mosaic 
Michael Squire Clifford Dann LLP 
Steve Staines Friends, Families & Travellers 
David  Standing Hove YMCA 
Peter Munnelly Montagu Evans LLP (Standard Life) 
Robert Stephenson The Round Hill Society 
John Stevens Leach Court Tenants Assoc 
Geoff  Stevens Friends of Bevendean Down 
Ken Stevens Brighton & Hove Major Hotels Group 
Gavin  Stewart Brighton BID Manager 
Ray Stewart   
Colin Still Kemp Town Conservation Society 
Pamela Stiles   
Mike Stimpson LAND 
Peter Stocker North Laine Traders' Association 
R Stopps Stanmer Preservation Society 
Lyn Strong Portslade Community Forum 
George Summers National Association of Gypsy & Traveller Officers 
Matthew Summers Turner Associates 
Chris Ford South East Coast Ambulance Service 
Gill Taylor Friends of Hollingbury & Burstead Woods 
Lyndon Gilliland Drivers Jonas (Crest Nicholson & Hyde Housing) 
Martin Taylor Humberts Leisure 
Mark Taylor   
Jane  Terry CPRE- Brighton & Hove 
Mark Thackeray Cliff Walsingham & Co 
    Rapleys LLF 
Chris Thomas Chris Thomas Ltd 
Beth  Thomas Active Student, University of Brighton 
M B Thomas South Downs Society 
Janie  Thomas The Kingscliffe Society 
A Thorpe   
Jill Harris Planning Aid, South East  
Neill Tickle Amicus Horizon Group 
Rabbi 
Elizabeth Tikvah Brighton & Hove Progressive Synagogue 

Paul  Tilley Saunders Park Partnership 
Alison Tingley South Downs Advisory Forum 
Frances Tobin Flat 2 

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

Dinah Tracey Dyke Road Park Action Group 
Victoria Trotman RPS Planning & Consultancy 
Sonya  Trott   
Jackie Tucknott Phoenix Athletic Club 
A Turner Jones Day 
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Lawrence  Turner Alder King Planning Consultants 
David  Tyrrell Brighton & Hove Allotments Federation 
Nick  Underhill Wired Sussex 
Tina Urquart Downland Court Residents Assoc 
Roger  Messenger Wilks Head & Eve (E Susx Fire & Rescue Service) 
John Varah Phoenix Arts Association 
Dereck Wade DW Planning 
Tim Waggott Shoreham Port Authority 
David Ward Wilson Bowden Developments 
Ed Kemsley Peacock & Smith (Wm Morrison Plc) 
Katy Walker Post Office Property Holdings c/o Atisreal 
Wendy  Walker ESCC (The Keep Project) 
Easton Walls East Sussex Association for the Blind 
Alison Walters South East Forum for Sustainability 
Bruce Warren Evolution Architects 
Sam Warren Neighbourhoods Network c/o BHCVSF 
Kath Warvell CPRE-Sussex Branch 
Bill Watson Park Royal Residents Assoc 
Janyis Watson Sussex Wildlife Trust 
Beverley Weaver Foredown Estate Residents Assoc 
Fiona Weaver Hanover Community Association 
Fiona Weaver Brighton Urban Wildlife Group 
Patrick Wellat Knoll Community Association 
Jean Wells Lavender House Tenants Assoc 
S Wenham   
Hazel  West Hereford Court & Wiltshire House Residents Assoc 
Joyce West   
Kevin  Westgate Friends of Coldean Woods 
Gloria Wheatcroft B&H Inner City Wildlife Concern 
Linda Whitby British Red Cross 
Derek White Brunswick St West & Dudley Mews Residents Assoc 
Edward White   
Paul White Genesis Town Planning (Braybon Holdings) 
Liz  Whitehead Fabrica 
Chris Whitwell Friends, Families & Travellers 
C Widdowson Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (The Co-op) 
David Wilkinson Downland Housing Association  
Frank  Williams   
Andrew  Williams Southern Water plc 
Harold Williams Rottingdean Business Assoc 

Sue Williams Whitehawk Community Development and Safety 
Project 

Wendy  Wilson Manor Farm Residents Assoc 
Mary  Wilson Saunders Park Community Association 

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

Maureen Winder Triangle Community Group 
Arthur Wing Sussex Probation Service 
Paul Winter Hampshire Court Residents Assoc 
Andy Winter Brighton Housing Trust 
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Barbara Wiseman Brighton & Hove Pensioners Association 
Chris Wojtulewski Parker Dann (University of Sussex) 
Stephen  Woodbridge Brighton YMCA 

William  Woodville-
Brown   

Ian Woodward-
Court Mosman Developments Ltd 

Kate Worsfold   
Bartholomew Wren ASP 
Sarah  Wright North Laine Arts 
Phillip Wright PRP Architects 
Karen  Yeo Tillstone St Residents Assoc 
Jenni Cresswell East Brighton NDC 
    CB Richard Ellis Ltd (Legal & General) 
Jim Baker Age Concern Brighton Hove Portslade 
Steve Hinsley Tetlow King Planning 
Umberto Zaffmo   
    Cherrywood Investment Ltd 
    Blatchington Court Trust 
    Carden Park Community Centre 
    Fishersgate Community Assoc 
    Friends of Woodingdean 
Arthur Green Goldstone Valley Residents Assoc 
    Hangleton Community Association 
    Kings Gardens Resident Association 
    Manor Farm/South Whitehawk Assoc 
    Phoenix Community Association 
    The League of Hospital & Community Friends 
    Tudor Close Residents Assoc 
    Whistler 
Bert Williams Black History Project 
Abdul Yumkella Sierra Leone Brighton Association 
    Chinese Information Pilot 
    Black & Minority Ethnic Resource Centre 
Debbie Charman The Carers Centre, Brighton & Hove 
    Fiveways Directory 
    Phoenix News 
    Hangleton Harbinger 
    Hollingdean News 
    Levvel 
    Arts & Business Ltd 
    Cycling Support Services 
    Centre for Ecology and Hydrology 
    Environmental Consultancy  
Malcolm Hyde CBI - SE Region 
    Crickmay Chartered Surveyors 
    Brighton Asian Circle 
    Palace Pier (Noble Organisation) 
    Sussex County Cricket Club 
    Adenstar Developments 
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    Brighton Rock Housing Coop 
    Salvation Army 

    Speak Out 

    Whitehawk Youth and Community Centre 
    Asian Society 
    AKWAABA 
    Ancient Monuments Society 
    British Toilet Association 
    Building Design Partnership 
Alison Giacomelli RSPB 
Andrew Hair Federation of Sussex Amenity Societies 
    MacConvilles 
    Youth Parliament Reps 
    British Geological Survey 
    Magpie Environmental Trust 
    Open Spaces Society 
    Sikh Community 
    Al Medina Mosque 
    Rottingdean Trade,Business & Professional Assoc 
    Sussex Diocesan Association for the Deaf 
    Sussex Society of Licensed Victuallers 
    Countrywide Commercial 
    Hailsham Trust 
    Islamic Centre and Mosque 
    Graves Son & Pilcher 
Liz Hills Southern Housing Group 
Tina Khakee Savills  
Barry Aldey EDF Energy 
Steve Austin Network Rail 
Colette Blackett Adur District Council 
Steve Coberman Upper Beeding Parish Council 
A Clay Newtimber Parish Council 
A Corbett Pyecombe Parish Council 
N Cutress Poynings Parish Council 
Melanie Cuttress Falmer Parish Council 
K Day Rodmell Parish Council 
David Edwards Homes & Communties Agency 
Lindsay Frost Lewes District Council 
Dr John Godfrey Sussex Police Authority 
Darren Grayson NHS Brighton & Hove  
Mary Holman Ditchling Parish Council 
Claire Issit Kingston Parish Council 
Rupert Clubb East Sussex County Council 
Gillian Bartrip SEEDA 
Garry Frostick Highways Agency - Network Strategy 
John  Pietryszak Scottish Power Corporate Communications 
Barbara Childs Horsham District Council 
Emma Parnaby Horsham District Council 
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Mark  Luker Environment Agency 
Susan Solbra Southern Water  

Jean Talbot Rottingdean Parish Council 

Paula Hazard Fulking Parish Council 
Alan Tugwell Openreach BT 

KM Verrall Telscombe Town Council 

Alan Byrne English Heritage - SE Region 

    The Secretary of State for Transport 

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

    Virgin Mobile 
Rachael Bust The Coal Authority 

    British Telecommunications plc 

Neil Border West Sussex County Council 

Claire Tester Mid Sussex District Council 

Michael  Wellock Kirkwells  

Tony Richards Landlord Association 

Mike  
Weatherley 
MP   

Ben Kelly Planning Perspectives (National Grid and Southern 
Gas Networks) 

Michael  Johnson   
Ross  Barbour  Cross Stone Urban Regeneration   
Mark   Latham Urban Splash 
Colin  Brace    
Martyn Laidlaw  Infinity Foods  
Paul Burgess Lewis and Co Planning 
Catherine Anderson Brighton & Hove Hotels Association 
Mary McKean The Regency Society 

Lara Southam South Downs National Park Authority 
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Appendices 7 (a) – (e) -  Detailed representations from consultees 
including an officer response (by Policy Option Paper) 
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Appendix 7 (a) – Housing Delivery Options Paper: representations received and officer 
response  
 User Respondent Number: 78                          Customer Name: Phil Frier 
 Customer Ref: 1029746                                         Organisation: City Employment and Skills Steering Group 
 Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
 Yes 
 Q1a: Reasons: 
The CESSG recognises the city’s need to create affordable housing; the availability of housing can act as a barrier to residents seeking 
sustainable employment in the city.  
  
However access to housing should not happen at the cost of losing opportunities for local employment. Given the physical constraints (i.e. 
South Downs and the sea), the city cannot afford any loss of employment space from the existing allocations. The data from the previous Core 
Strategy made clear that while the city may not require additional employment space to 2016 (if all proposed developments come forward); 
there will be a need for an additional 20,000 sq m after 2016. Any  loss of employment space would exacerbate the pressure that the city 
already faces in trying to identify employment space for a growing working age population.  
  
The City Employment & Skills plan 2011 – 2014, the Business Retention & Inward Investment Strategy 2009 and the 2010 Brighton & Hove 
Business Survey contain similar themes concerning the need to support development that maximises the existing employment space and 
brings new space into use. Sustaining and growing key sectors is one of our main strategies to generate new employment; the availability and 
suitability of employment land and commercial premises is a significant contributor to the strategy.  The city needs to identify and safeguard 
sites and premises to support employment growth and development if it is to meet the CESP target of creating 6,000 new jobs by 2014 and 
9,600 by 2020. 

Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
 n/a 
 Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
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The CESSG supports the Housing Target Option 2 (11,200 new homes) and strongly objects to the Housing Option scenarios 3 and 4 which 
seeks to secure additional housing through the loss of employment land and open space.  While we recognise that this lower threshold falls 
short of the indicative targets required to fully meet housing need (13,500 – 15,800) we consider that the erosion of employment land would 
alter the socio-economic structure of the city and result in increased levels of commuting to employment locations such as London and 
Crawley.  The city has benefited from proximity to these employment hubs however the City Employment & Skills plan aims to create the 
conditions that mean that the economic benefits that accrue from having a skilled workforce and a thriving business community are held, as far 
as possible, within the city. We would not wish to become a dormitory city to these hubs but rather maintain and increase our reputation for 
business start-up and innovation while growing key sectors able to generate sustainable employment. 
 Officer Response: 
Comments of support from the CESSG for the preferred housing target are welcomed.  Recognition of the need to plan positively for a balance 
between housing provision and the other development needs of the city (employment, open space, etc) is also welcomed. Agree that higher 
housing targets would result in erosion/losses of employment land and that this would alter the socio-economic structure of the city and would 
result in increased levels of out commuting counter to the aim of improving the city’s reputation for business start-up and innovation while 
growing key sectors of the economy to generate sustainable employment. 
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 User Respondent Number: 80 Customer Name: Chris Todd 
 Customer Ref: 1583 Organisation: Brighton & Hove Friends of the Earth 
 Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 

 Q1a: Reasons: 
 Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 

 Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
2.That if Toads Hole Valley is to be developed that any development should be to the highest quality, support the Biosphere bid, be zero 
carbon and neutral in its water impact.  In addition, maximum use of the site should be made, while minimising any impact on the setting of the 
South Downs National Park.  This might mean looking at different ways of developing the site including having car free areas with a central car 
park, different urban forms, green roofs, etc.  Given the proximity of the site to the National Park and the SNCI which is Access Land, new open 
space should be restricted to play areas and sports pitches, while creating biodiversity rich streets.  This will help maximise the use of this site 
for providing homes.  Other community needs should also be provided on site to make it a self-sustaining community with a variety of housing, 
local shops and other facilities. 
3. Any new development – homes, schools, surgeries, day care centres, etc. should be built in a way that allows them to be adapted in the 
future to other uses, should community demographics change and their proposed purpose become redundant. 
  
6. It is not clear from the housing and employment options exactly how one will affect the other and what the impact on floorspace will be when 
redeveloping existing industrial estates.  This needs to be spelt out more clearly.  There already appears to be a shortage of employment land 
and losing more, however marginal cannot help. The status of the Roger Tym’s report needs to be clarified given that the city has lost one local 
company and may be losing another, due to a lack of suitable premises. 

 Officer Response: 
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 Comments are welcomed. In terms of Toads Hole Valley, agree that maximum use of the site should be made, while minimising any impact on 
the setting of the South Downs National Park. In terms of relationship between housing and employment options, the preferred housing target 
aims to minimise losses of employment land in recognition of the fact that the city has requirements for additional employment floorspace. 
Wherever possible mixed use development implies a more efficient use of employment sites and no net losses of employment floorspace. 
However, for some sites securing inward investment and upgrade of some sites may require some losses. 
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 User Respondent Number: 81 Customer Name: Catherine Miller 
 Customer Ref: 1029747 Organisation: BHCC 
 Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
 Yes 
 Q1a: Reasons: 
 Agreed Points 
  
 •Agree that Preferred Option 2 is best option but development at Toads Hole Valley needs to be ambitious both in that it should be a zero-
carbon development and also could be opportunity to create an Eco-village. 
  
 •If this site is to be developed then the maximum gain should be sought from the site in terms of housing numbers and other development, 
mindful of creating a high quality environment and respecting the setting of the National Park.  Within this context the group was not sure if 750 
homes would be making the most of this site and that there might be the potential to achieve more housing there and that options should not be 
constrained by traditional approaches to housing development. 
  
 •Question how much public space is required at Toads Hole Valley (within the development footprint) given the closeness of the National Park 
and the adjacent SNCI.  
  
 •Housing needs to be adaptable and mixed use to ensure that it can be used into the future and for multiple needs. 
  
 •Needs to consider the impact on transport and services of increases in population and recommendations for extra provision.  Must be linked 
to transport and economic development. 

 Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
 Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
 Group Notes 
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The group were agreed that the consultation on the City Plan was not premature in regards to the imminent publication of the National Planning 
Policy Framework as it was felt that this would not help Local Authorities with local planning. 
  
The Core Strategy / City Plan should not been seen as separate to the Localism Bill (now an Act). 
  
It was good to start planning now and from an Environment Agency perspective there was a presumption that the NPPF would work in favour of 
devolution so if local plans were not in place there would be a period of transition. 
  
There was criticism of the housing policy in the NPPF re: identifying an extra 20% of land needed in the next 15 years to encourage competition between house
Locally land availability is an issue so an extra 20% will be hard to find. 
 
  
The group wanted more information regarding the impact of the New Homes Bonus on decision making as Local Authorities get money back 
from Central Government which would be significant for new building development. 
  
Guidance is not in place to specify types of housing.  Planning advice note – to set minimum standards for space within a dwelling to avoid very 
small units in the private sector and social housing standards. 
  
Localism is concerned with bringing development forward with local people defining policy. This raises concerns re: NIMBYISM and potential 
legal proceedings leading to greater concerns that homes won’t actually get built. 
  
Asked what the concept of a ‘housing market area’ was and how this was calculated. 
  
The Strategic Land Availability Appraisal just looks at our administrative area. There are many grey areas such as our duty to co-operate, e.g. if 
Brighton & Hove requests housing allocation from adjacent areas. 
  
Windfall housing sites – the NPPF says that local plans shouldn’t make provision for this. National Park and the sea restrict growth plus so few 
brownfield sites.   
 
Officer Response: 
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 Therefore the group wondered whether windfall sites should be taken into account along with conversions and change of use.
 Comments of support for the preferred option are welcomed. Comments regarding need to secure maximise gains at Toads Hole Valley and 
consideration of impacts re. transport and other services noted.  Capacity of the site for housing will be further tested as part of the process 
leading to policy. Comments regarding Housing strategy needs to be linked to a green city strategy to avoid issues like ‘urban heat island’.  This 
could have other impacts – Brighton & Hove becomes an attractive place to live and work. [links to Biosphere bid]. duty to co-operate also 
noted. Guidance for types of housing will be addressed in the Housing Mix policy and in further policies within Part 2 of the Plan. 
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 User Respondent Number: 82 Customer Name: John Holmstrom 
 Customer Ref: 1029690 Organisation: Brighton Housing Trust 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
Partial Support 
Q1a: Reasons: 
BHT recognises why option 2 was selected to ensure that an achievable housing target was set balancing other considerations, but would have 
preferred the more ambitious target of Option 3. As a homeless organisation assisting many thousands of local Brighton and Hove residents 
every year in housing need we would argue that planning policy should be tilted more in favour of residential housing. 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
We would support Housing Option Target 3 but achieving the higher number of homes through higher density schemes rather than sacrifice 
especially employment land. There has been much discussion how the increase in student numbers has led to the loss of family homes, 
through their conversion into shared housing. We fully acknowledge the plight of families unable to find housing and why family housing must 
remain a priority for the City. However demographically the pressure for more single households grow. We will also see an increased pressure 
for shared and HMO housing with a possible additional 700 25 to 35 year olds on Local Housing Allowance at risk of having to move out of self 
contained flats into shared housing with the LHA restrictions that commence January 2012. 
  
We argue that there should be the flexibility for Registered Providers to develop studio flat schemes with modest sized flats in particular on 
sites which are not already designated for housing, but have potential for mixed use schemes. This will have the benefit of taking pressure off 
further family housing being used to meet the increased need for shared housing. Also we are in an unprecedently difficult period to develop 
housing due to less availability of finance, uncertainty over the strength of the economy with euro zone crisis etc. The uncertainty will no doubt 
continue for some years. Higher density single occupancy schemes are more viable to develop in the current climate and this will allow at least 
this provision to be built out. Wider housing strategy objectives can be protected by bringing this provision into the management of housing 
associations. Housing strategy has for some time tried to tackle the problem of working families having to find housing outside of the City and 
the perception that Brighton and Hove's relatively large HMO sector promotes the inward migration of less economically active single people. 
 We believe high density schemes can be built sustainably which builds in a pathway to longer term housing and employment for local Brighton 
and Hove residents at the bottom end of housing need and unemployment . 



Consultation Statement 
City Plan Policy Options Paper Oct – Dec 2011 

99

 Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
We feel the Housing Options Paper sets out well the choices and challenges faced by the City. We in particular support making use of land 
such as Toads Hole Valley to meet housing need and enable part of it to become more usable and accessible open space. We would like to 
see better addressed how the creativity of local consultants (such as architects) and developers could be harnessed to bring forward sites that 
often remain undeveloped for years and years (including some difficult redundant offices). Part of this is a debate how new design methods 
could create more flexible buildings that can be easily adapted to changing needs over subsequent generations. Planning is put under huge 
pressure to ensure worthwhile buildings are erected that will meet a particular need for next 100 years or so. In practice employment and living 
patterns are likely to change over subsequent generations. Could not this pressure be eased if we look at a modular approach which would 
allow buildings to flex between office/residential or single occupancy/family housing as requirements changed. Also we should look more at 
how housing that could be put up on a short life basis for sites that will takes years to develop but then could be moved from site to site 
according to need. We believe higher housing targets can be achieved if more lateral and creative approaches are taken but this needs a more 
flexible planning framework that is more  
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 Officer Response: 
 Comments of partial support for the housing target option 2 welcomed as is support for the allocation of Toads Hole Valley. Suggest it would 
be useful to also have a dialogue with the city’s Housing Strategy team to explore suggestions that higher density housing provision for single 
people might be an option to explore with Registered Providers. 

 User Respondent Number: 83 Customer Name: 
 Customer Ref: 1029532 Organisation: Hargreaves 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
 No 
Q1a: Reasons: 
 Option 2 would not allow housing requirements to be met, thereby failing the first esssential element of sustainable development. 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
 Option 4 is closer to an acceptable approach, but even so would only equate to the lower end of the likely range of housing requirements that 
policy should aspire to meet. 
 Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
The approach appears, inappropriately, to be "constraint based" rather than to seek positively to meet local requirements and needs. The 
approach is fundamentally flawed. 
 Officer Response: 
Disagree that approach is flawed. Brighton & Hove is tightly constrained and historically, has never been able to fully meet demographically-
based housing requirements. This has been clearly acknowledged both in structure planning and in regional spatial strategies over the last 20 
years. Para. 20 of the draft NPPF states that ‘plans should be prepared on the basis that objectively assessed development needs should be 
met, unless the adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in 
this Framework taken as awhole. There is an acceptance therefore, that in some circumstances, it would not be good planning practice to seek 
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to accommodate development needs in full. The council will able to take into account the financial viability of developments. address this issue 
in its submission Plan and supporting papers. 
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 User Respondent Number: 84 Customer Name: Polly Troughton 
 Customer Ref: 1029523 Organisation: X  Leisure 
 Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
 No 
 Q1a: Reasons: 
The South East Plan identified a requirement for 11,400 new homes over the plan period amounting to some 570 units per annum over the plan 
period (2006-26). However, in the recent Housing Requirement Study (July 2011), it is evident that the pressure on housing in Brighton is far 
greater than the target previously set by the South East Plan and that there is an objectively assessed need for between 15,800 and 19,400 
new homes over the period 2010-30 (790 - 970 units per annum). It is clear that Option 1 will deliver an inadequate amount of new housing for 
the City. Option 2 equally fails to respond to the City’s housing demand. Local Planning Authorities are expected by the emerging National 
Planning Policy Framework to meet the full requirement for private and affordable housing in the City in local policy documents and this will be 
open to scrutiny by the Inspector. It is therefore essential that the City Plan is based upon a robust assessment of housing requirements and 
that the housing strategy is developed on this basis. The Council has not indicated how the objectively assessed needs of the City will be met 
elsewhere in the event that it pursues an option of lower housing growth. 
  
 If it continues on this basis, this will make its Plan unsound in line with the statutory duty to cooperate. In meeting the City's housing 
requirements, full and effective use must be made of previously developed sites in the first instance, particularly those that have been identified 
for strategic/major development i.e. the Development Areas set out in the previous Core Strategy. Whilst the release of employment sites and 
indeed urban fringe sites may be required to meet the identified increased housing demand, this approach should only proceed once the full 
capacity of the City’s previously developed sites has been made, including not making unnecessary and unjustified discounts in the capacity of 
sites that can deliver much needed new housing. This should be inherent in all options being considered by the Council and ahead of any 
employment land or fringe sites being released for housing. It is evident from the Council's review of its SHLAA, March 2011 (upon which the 
City Plan will be based), that this has not happened and that the City is underestimating the capacity of its urban sites. Whilst we note that GVA 
Grimley did not recommend increasing housing density assumptions in the SHLAA, this approach is unsound in relation to the Marina where 
the site’s actual capacity has been fully tested through a lengthy and rigorous inquiry process and is far greater than erroneously suggested by 
GVA Grimley to the sum of some 300 residential units.  
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 In the context of a higher housing need than the Council intends to plan for, there is an imperative that the full, demonstrable capacity of sites 
suitable for development are reflected in the approach now adopted by the Council. By way of background, our Client, X-Leisure, submitted a 
planning application jointly with Explore Living to the Council in 2007 for 1,301 new homes as part of a mixed use scheme at Brighton Marina 
(application reference BH2007/03454). This application, despite an officer's recommendation for approval was refused by the Council in 
December 2009 and in 2010 it was the subject of a public inquiry (appeal reference APP/Q1445/A/09/2102048). Unfortunately, this application 
was refused by the Secretary of State, but importantly, the conclusions drawn by both the Inspector and reinforced by the Secretary of State, 
endorsed the capacity of the marina (inner harbour site as referred to by the Council) to accommodate 1,301 residential units as part of a high 
quality, mixed-use scheme. This endorsement was not arrived at lightly but was the subject of a lengthy public inquiry where in the Inspector’s 
own words, almost ?every aspect of the proposals were the subject of detailed scrutiny?. Quite simply, the SHLAA (March 2011) has not been  
prepared in any way the same level of detail or subject to the same scrutiny. It assumes that the Inner harbour site is capable of delivering 
1,000 units but no detailed justification has been provided as to why this is considered to be the ultimate capacity. In the context of the 
Inspector and Secretary of State’s findings, it is therefore unsound for the SHLAA, and in due course the emerging City Plan, to disregard the 
robust conclusions about the capacity of the Marina (inner harbour site) to deliver 1,301 residential dwellings and contribute significantly to the 
City’s housing need. In particular, we request that you have regard to the conclusions made by the Inspector and Secretary of State when they 
found that: 
  
The development would constitute a major component of the council’s new housing supply in the short and medium term.? (Inspector’s Report, 
page 150)  
  
The assertions about town cramming, over-development and excessive density are not backed by convincing analysis. 
  
Existing Marina residents and visitors would undoubtedly experience a dramatic change to the western end of the Marina, but such a change is 
sought by policy and, in principle, is not inherently harmful, especially when accompanied by improvements to the public realm... .The spacing 
between the proposed buildings (or elements thereof) and the relationship to surrounding development, both existing and proposed, has been 
carefully designed and, overall, would not convey the  feeling of an unduly cramped or overbearing quarter of the city.? (Inspector’s Report, 
page 119) ?the proposed development represents a high quality design which would bring about a major beneficial change to the poor urban 
structure and physical environment of the western end of Brighton Marina? (Secretary of State decision,Para 20) the proposal would deliver a 
major boost to meeting the city’s overall housing need? (Secretary of State’s decision, para. 24)  
  
The SHLAA also makes assumptions about the deliverability of the Brighton Marina site and assumes that the site is capable of coming forward 
between 2016 and 2025). This assumption is flawed. Had the SHLAA (March 2011) acknowledged the appeal decision they would have noted 
that whilst the appeal was dismissed it was solely on the grounds of a section 106 deficiency which is capable of being addressed. Hence, 
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subject to a revised application being submitted, phased development at the Marina is capable of being delivered within 0 to 10 years of the 
plan period (also taking into account the construction stage).We therefore development at the Marina is capable of being delivered within 0 to 
10 years of the plan period (also taking into account the construction stage).We therefore request that full recognition be given to the capacity 
of the Brighton Marina Inner Harbour site being 1,301. X-Leisure remains focused on actively bringing forward development of Brighton Marina, 
so that, working in tandem with the Brunswick Development Group and in respect of the Blackrock site, this collective major residential 
development opportunity for Brighton is delivered, securing the scale of residential output that the planning system has already demonstrated is 
acceptable and overwhelmingly positive. This should be recognised and reflected in the assumptions the Council makes in setting its housing 
target and in making its site capacity and deliverability assessments.    
 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
The council should as a minimum adopt Option 3 and actively seek to deliver Option 4 where capacity allows. 
  
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
No  
  
 
Officer Response: 
Brighton & Hove is tightly constrained and historically, has never been able to fully meet demographically-based housing requirements. This 
has been clearly acknowledged both in structure planning and in regional spatial strategies over the last 20 years. Para. 20 of the draft NPPF 
states that ‘plans should be prepared on the basis that objectively assessed development needs should be met, unless the adverse impacts of 
doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole. 
There is an acceptance therefore, that in some circumstances, it would not be good planning practice to seek to accommodate development 
needs in full. The council will address this issue in a full draft of the City Plan (Regulation 25 stage) and in its submission Plan and supporting 
papers. Disagree, that the SHLAA underestimates capacity of urban sites. Densities employed are challenging and also take account of other 
development needs and a range of planning considerations. The site specific estimates in the SHLAA are simply ‘estimates’ and do not 
necessarily prohibit higher amounts of development where these meet a range of policy requirements. Assumptions regarding the timing of 
development at the Inner Harbour will be reviewed at the next SHLAA review. The 2011 SHLAA update indicates that phased delivery could 
commence in the 2014 – 2019 phase of the Plan i.e. within the first ten years.  
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 User Respondent Number: 26 Customer Name: Mr John Williams 
 Customer Ref: 1029676 Organisation: n/a 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
No 
Q1a: Reasons: 
I am against the development of green land at what is the gateway to our city. 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
To use current redundant houses. To lower the quotas of housing. 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
No 
Officer Response: 
The city has high housing requirements and the use of redundant houses would not yield a significant amount of new housing. The council 
must demonstrate that its housing target is fully justified given the high level of requirements balanced against significant constraints and other 
development requirements (such as employment needs). Lower housing quotas would not deliver a sound plan. 
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User Respondent Number: 27                                                                                      Customer Name: Kevin Murphy 
 Customer Ref: 1029677 Organisation:      n/a 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
Partial Support 
Q1a: Reasons: 
I think it would be better to identify areas out of the city rather than mass development inside an already crammed city when really good public 
space should be a priority. If a programme of building is to take place this should be visionary ie there should be a good city vision. There is too 
much throwing up of badly cladded and designed blocks. This is not a view against modern architecture, quite the oppostite, just seems 
Brighton & Hove have no vision for this and can never agree to get anything done against a city that in areas needs complete redesign to bring 
us in step with other modern cities. 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
n/a 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
No 
Officer Response: 
Your comments of partial support are welcomed. 
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User Respondent Number: 29                                                                                      Customer Name: Mr Dean Spears 
Customer Ref: 1029679 Organisation: n/a 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons: 
Justifiable reasons provided. 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
n/a  
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
No 
Officer Response: 
Your comments of support are welcomed. 
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User Respondent Number: 30                                                                                      Customer Name: Mr Adrian Clarke 
 Customer Ref: 1029680 Organisation: n/a 
 Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
 Partial Support 
 Q1a: Reasons: 
 Prefer Option 1 as the least damaging to the character of what is only nominally a city. 
 Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
 Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
 No 
 Officer Response: 
 Your comments of partial support are welcomed. The council must demonstrate that its housing target is fully justified given the high level of 
requirements balanced against significant constraints and other development requirements (such as employment needs). Lower housing 
quotas would not deliver a sound plan. 
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User Respondent Number: 32                                                                                      Customer Name: Pip Tindall 
 Customer Ref: 1029699 Organisation: n/a 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons: 
Although we desperately need more housing in Brighton, there are other considerations of employment, open space, & retaining the character 
of the city. In addition high rise buildings are totally unsuitable for families. 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
All housing should be in public ownership but this is unlikely to happen in the near future. At least if the council is responsible for building new 
homes, make sure they are retained as council houses & not given over to housing associations or private enterprise. 
Officer Response: 
Your comments of support are welcomed. 
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User Respondent Number:  23                                                                                    Customer Name: Pamela Brickman 
Customer Ref: 1029730 Organisation: Marine Gate Action Group 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 

Q1a: Reasons: 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
I thank you for the invitation to the consultation meeting last night which I attended to represent Robert Powell of the Marine Gate Action Group 
who is sick as I am also a member. 
  
I sat on a housing table & was shocked to be told that 800 homes are still required in the Marina & the name of Brunswick was mentioned by 
the planning official. As their plans involved many barrack blocks 13 stories high I am concerned. They will totally obscure any view of the 
harbour entrance from all in the City except their residents.  
  
As people travel here to watch the activity of the boats that seems unreasonable & not very GREEN in any way. I also question the safety of 
the site for children surrounded on 3 sides by water & a multi storey Car Park on the fourth. There is a by-law in the Marina to prohibit access 
for children under 16 without an accompanying adult so how can that area provide suitable safe affordable homes even at the rear? The 
apology for a children's play area in the Seattle development was closed down by Health & Safety due to its proximity to the Multi- story car 
park Exit. 
  
Much discussion of the problem of high rise blocks continued due to the close proximity of the South Downs National Park, which not only 
encircles Brighton, but sweeps down to the sea right beside the Eastern Harbour Wall. The erection of 13 story blocks to the West of their land 
will damage their skyline views of sea & horizon & as there are no buildings of that height here except the hospital, such height & density will 
stick out like a sore thumb & damage the amenities of the Famous Kemp Town Conservation Area to the East as well. Hardly GREEN in any 
way. In fact the Marina has no grass or trees to provide shade in the summer. It is a Land of Concrete with neighbouring parks up a hill & over 
a main road. Hardly ideal or GREEN. I would not like to push a pram up there. Yachtsmen are not concerned with such, what they consider 
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trivialities. 
  
Our table finished its discussion with Shoreham Harbour about which as an ex resident of the Beach I do have Very Strong Views & where all 
can see now the disaster of Barrack building on the wrong site. As we were all badged & named I would like to record my admiration of the 
Regency Society member who contributed so much to our discussions. 

Officer Response: 
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 User Respondent Number: 24 Customer Name: Robert Powell 
 Customer Ref: 1029557 Organisation: Marine Gate Action Group 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 

Q1a: Reasons: 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
Marine Gate Action Group will vigorously resist the estimated output of 1,000 dwellings on Brighton Marina (inner harbour).  
  
After almost a decade of protest by local residents following two planning applications (BH2006/01124 and BH2007/03454) and a Planning 
Inquiry (APP/Q1445/A/2102048/NWF), BHCC planning department are still no listening to the views of local residents. Put simply, we do not 
want and will oppose a dense high-rise development on the Marina. 
 
SPG20 (Jan 2003) and SPG15 (Jan 2004) are still the key statutory documents in use. Both documents encourage high-density building above 
the height of the cliffs to the north of the Marina, with inadequate access and inadequate open space. Marine Gate Action Group, The Kemp 
Town Society, The Brighton marina Residents Association, The Regency Society have consistently resisted proposals to build tall buildings in 
the Marina. Our dissent was most clearly voiced in a public participation meeting with the Council Officers and elected ward Councillors at the 
Master Mariner in 2008. I came away with the clear impression, covered by the BHCC Head of Planning – Martin Randall, that there would be 
changes in the core strategies to reflect our concerns. Yet nothing has changed.  
  
Marine Gate Action Group would be interested to have sight of the 2010 Strategic Land Availability Assessment mathematical and spatial 
model that validates a figure of 1,000 dwellings. We would argue it is not physically possible to put 1,000 dwellings on the Inner Harbour and 
simultaneously ‘ensure that key views of the cliffs to the east from the cliff top are protected and / or enhanced,’ and the development would 
‘allow visual permeability through the development to preserve key views of the sea from the cliff top’. PAN 04 Page 31 -36 (March 2008). 
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Marine Gate Action Group also speculates that the 863 dwellings on the Outer Harbour and West Quay may never go ahead. Informed 
professional opinion suggests that the cost of constructing foundations and substructure in this sea front location would make the apartments 
so expensive that they would not be viable. 
  
The Gas Works Sites also has inherent problems. Whilst its location makes it an ideal site for residential development, decontamination of the 
site to remove or cap coal tar pollution could cost up to £8 million making the site unattractive to potential developers.  
  
In summary Marine Gate Action Group are concerned about the soundness of the SHLAA with regard to the Marina, Black Rock and the Gas 
Works and in Public Examination of the City Plan wish to present evidence that notwithstanding SPG20, SPG15 and PAN04 the Marina is an 
inappropriate location for tall buildings and thus 1,000 dwellings cannot be achieved. 

  
Officer Response: 
 Your comments concerning development at the Inner Harbour, Brighton Marina are noted. Brighton & Hove has high housing requirements 
and there is a need to optimise the use of development sites across the city and through higher density development in appropriate locations. 
The allocation of 1,000 dwellings for the Inner Harbour strategic allocation is considered an achievable amount of development and this has 
been further ‘tested’ by the recent appeal decision for the site involving the development proposal by X-Leisure. 
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User Respondent Number: 51 Customer Name: Roger French 
Customer Ref: 1221 Organisation: Brighton & Hove Bus and Coach 
Company 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons: 
We would support Option 2 the Preferred Option of 11,200 new homes but would want to see more detail of the proposal for Shoreham 
Harbour due to the challenges of serving this with effective, financially sustainable bus routes. 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
Officer Response: 
Your comments of support for the Preferred Option are welcomed. The detail of the proposals for Shoreham Harbour will be developed through 
the Joint Action Area Plan which is being prepared by Brighton & Hove City Council, Adur District Council and West Sussex County Council. 
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User Respondent Number:    52                                                                                   Customer Name: John Lister 
Customer Ref: 1150 Organisation: Natural England 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 

Q1a: Reasons: 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
The higher housing numbers considered in the document may present significant challenges in terms of sustainable design, the retention of 
green spaces in the urban area and the possible loss of accessible natural green space and its associated amenity, habitats etc.  We welcome 
the recognition of this problem under housing target options 3 and 4.  Informal consultation on possible new housing, employment or park and 
ride allocations would be welcome if and when they arise. 
Officer Response: 
Your comments regarding the challenges and implications of higher target options are noted. The City Plan sets out a strategy for future 
development that recognises that development needs have to be balanced against other citywide requirements including the need for green 
spaces in the urban area and natural green space and associated amenity and habitat protection. 
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User Respondent Number: 55                                                                                      Customer Name: Susan Solbra 
Customer Ref: 42 Organisation: Southern Water 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 

Q1a: Reasons: 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
Southern Water is the statutory water and sewerage undertaker in Brighton & Hove.  
  
The City is served by two wastewater treatment works: Brighton Portobello  WWTW and Shoreham WWTW. Both are located outside the 
Brighton & Hove City boundary. The City’s water supply is provided by a number of underground water resources and service reservoirs within 
and outside the City. 
  
Southern Water notes the housing targets and delivery options on which the Council is consulting. We have no preference in terms of which 
option should be selected. We will plan the investment necessary to serve the selected option when the City Plan is adopted.  
  
The water industry plans future investment through the periodic review of prices process. This is undertaken by Ofwat, the water industry’s 
economic regulator, every five years. The next review is in 2014. Ofwat’s price determination funds the investment programme. 
  
Ofwat generally agrees to fund strategic infrastructure required to serve new development (e.g. extension to wastewater treatment works), 
provided there is planning certainty. Adoption of the City Plan following the public examination will contribute towards this certainty. 
  
However, Ofwat takes the view that the local infrastructure required to serve new development should be provided by the development. This 
ensures that the infrastructure is paid for by those who directly benefit from it, and protects existing Customers who would otherwise have to 
pay through increased general charges. Local infrastructure will therefore need to be provided by the development on a site by site basis. 
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Turning to development at Shoreham Harbour, as referred to in paragraph 4.12, this development will drain to Shoreham WWTW. This works 
serves Adur District as well as Brighton & Hove. A recent study concluded that if combined levels of development in the catchment exceed 
4,000 new homes, additional hardware such as tanks and aeration lanes would be required to treat the wastewater to the required standard.  
  
However, all the land within the existing works site at Shoreham WWTW is fully utilised. Additional land outside the existing site would therefore 
be required to accommodate the additional hardware. Southern Water is working with Adur District Council and other stakeholders to ensure 
that the necessary infrastructure can be provided. However, delivery could have a considerable lead-in time. It will therefore be important to co-
ordinate development in the Shoreham catchment with provision of capacity, including the proposed development within Brighton & Hove City 
boundary. 

Officer Response: 
  
Your comments regarding the options, infrastructure provision and the need to coordinate development in the Shoreham catchment are noted. 
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User Respondent Number: 57                                                                                      Customer Name: Selma Montford & Jeremy 
Mustoe 
Customer Ref: 1404 Organisation: Brighton Society 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons: 
In principle the Brighton Society supports the preferred Target Option 2 in terms of the overall population increases to be provided for in the 
Plan.  That option recognises the attractiveness of Brighton and Hove as a place to live, but also acknowledges the physical constraints of the 
South Downs National Park to the North and the sea to the south. 
  
These natural features limit the ability of the city to expand without the loss of important environmental features such as existing public open 
space, parks and playing fields - which make it such an attractive place to live - as well providing adequate space within the urban area for 
community uses and employment. The physical constraints (as in the previous Local Plan), in our view provide a convincing argument for the 
housing target figures being less than the higher figures set out in the G.L.Hearn report. 
 
We also agree that there should be a balance between the housing needs and the need for other facilities for employment, community use, 
schools, and tourist and leisure uses including the need for hotel accommodation.  None of these should suffer as a result of setting over-
ambitious target housing figures which can only be achieved at the expense of losing these other essential components of the City. 
  
Given also the impact of the recession, much of which has occurred since the Hearn Report was carried out, and the increasing likelihood that 
the current economic situation is likely to get worse rather than better over the course of the next few years, it seems highly unlikely that the 
annual construction of new dwellings will reach anywhere near the Option 2 target figure of 560 new dwellings over the next few years, just as 
they have failed to do over the last two years. 
  
It would be useful to know the numbers of dwellings in Brighton and Hove  which are second homes and are unoccupied for many weeks of the 
year.  A reduction in the number of second homes could benefit the housing target figures. 

Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
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 n/a 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
2.Type of housing required  
In order to comment intelligently on the Housing Strategy, we would like to see more information on the type and proportion of new dwellings 
seen as likely to be required during the timescale of the Plan.  For example, the average size of household in Brighton & Hove is 1.75 persons.  
This would indicate that there is a high demand for dwellings for single people or for couples, which would in turn indicate that higher density 
forms of development could form a high proportion of the new homes required.  Estimates for the number of new family homes required and for 
larger houses to cater for the upper end of the housing market, would also be useful to know. 
  
The housing delivery paper gives no indication of the estimated numbers of new dwellings that would be provided for private ownership, how 
many would be for rental, and how many would be affordable or social housing provided by the local authority or Housing Associations. 
  
This information would allow a clearer picture of the forms of development likely to be required, the likely densities required for the various 
types of housing and this, in turn, would allow the suitability of the sites noted in the plan to be better evaluated.  This information would in any 
case be required to form part of the criteria required to evaluate any planning applications for new housing. 
  
3.Form of development 
Other than in the case of Toad’s Hole Valley, the housing delivery paper makes no mention of the types of preferred forms of development, or 
the appropriateness or otherwise of the potential sites referred to in the paper for particular types of housing.  Presumably this will be set out in 
more detail in the next stage of the Local Plan proposals. 
  
We consider it important that all types of development are designed to a very high standard, and would suggest that, particularly in the case of 
any large scale developments, a planning brief for the site, setting out design parameters for the site and buildings, the standards of 
sustainable construction and the accommodation to be provided, is prepared and consulted on with the local community prior to any planning 
applications being accepted. 
  
4.Key issues to be considered 
  
We would like to highlight what we see as some of the key issues in advance of the next stage. 
  
Obviously criteria for new housing will vary according to the particular locations within the city -  Brighton and Hove contains a wide variety of 
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housing types from high to low densities, and the pattern over the next 20 years is likely to see a gradual increase in density within the existing 
urban areas.   
  
Although some of these are likely to be significantly large developments, much of this increase will probably be as a result of small scale 
‘windfall’ developments and, though it is appreciated that this cannot be counted within the first ten years of the plan, the number of dwellings 
can still be monitored on an annual basis and used to support arguments for increasing or decreasing housing targets in subsequent years.  
Also the numbers achieved will certainly fall within the last nine to ten years of the planning period up to 2030, and its contribution will be 
counted within the 20 year total. 
  
In our view, an increase in density over the whole urban area need not necessarily be a problem – it is the way that it is achieved that is critical.  
Good design matters – scale, sympathy with surrounding environments of architectural quality (but please no pastiche), site and building layout 
and landscaping, as well as the effect on the local neighbourhood and infrastructure are the important criteria, whether developments are high 
or low density. 
  
5.Critical areas of the City 
There are some areas of the City where too great an increase in density is undesirable or very limited. 
   
Conservation areas 
Areas of the city such as those with listed buildings and within conservation areas must be protected from over-development and 
unsympathetic and out of scale developments.  Opportunities for higher densities within these areas (though not impossible), are likely to be 
fairly restricted. 
  
The seafront 
We consider that the scale of new development in areas such as the seafront should at maximum be consistent with the scale and height of the 
Regency and Victorian buildings which comprise the important existing seafront frontages.  With the possible exception of Embassy Court, and 
the Grand and Hilton Metropole hotels, the tall buildings along the seafront have had a detrimental effect on the Brighton environment.  A policy 
restricting building scale and height would have prevented the completely inappropriate King Alfred development – fortunately now defunct.  
But it is important to ensure that completely inappropriate proposals like those are never allowed in the future. 
  
Areas of the seafront beyond the existing conservation areas could provide increased densities by continuation of buildings of 4 – 5 storeys 
along the seafront - for example Hove lagoon to Shoreham harbour and beyond towards Shoreham. 
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The Shoreham harbour development could eventually form part of this pattern. 
  
The important element is consistency of scale and to some extent appearance and proportion - that, and good design is what gives the historic 
seafront areas of Brighton their unique character and quality. 
  
We think taller buildings may be acceptable in certain areas of the city as they are already in the New England and London Road areas if it can 
be shown that higher densities can be achieved by so doing.  However we think that taller buildings are not the only form of development which 
can provide high densities.   
Studies many years ago at the Martin Centre at Cambridge University proved that building low height buildings around a square of a given size 
resulted in higher densities than a tall building built in the middle of that square. 
  
Again we consider that the importance of good design and not adoption of the simplest solution can result in much better environments. 
  
6.Brownfield sites 
We think that priority should be given to development proposals for brownfield sites over greenfield sites.  This is because we view land as a 
scarce resource, particularly within the Brighton and Hove city boundaries.   
  
Use of open space for development therefore needs to be carefully considered on grounds of sustainability – open land is a scarce, 
unsustainable resource which once gone has gone forever. 
  
The implication of this is that, although we can see why the Council is proposing to include Toad’s Hole Valley within the overall target plan, we 
think that development of this land should be regarded very much as a last resort, and not released for development until all other potential 
options have been exhausted. 
  
Otherwise there is a danger that developers will make a beeline for development of this site because for them it will represent a much easier 
solution than developments on sites which are already built upon.   
  
We have further comments on Toads Hole Valley in para 11 below. 
  
Planning policy should encourage new housing on sites which are under-utilised, contain buildings in poor or derelict condition (with the 
obvious exception of buildings which are listed or in conservation areas), or are in need of re-development to improve particular localities. 
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Within conservation areas, sympathetic conversions of large single unit houses into smaller units should be encouraged to increase the total 
overall stock of new dwellings. 
  
7.Mixed use developments 
We support the proposals for redeveloping existing low quality or low density commercial or industrial sites to incorporate mixed uses including 
housing, particularly on the upper storeys. 
  
We think the same philosophy of housing above commercial uses could be applied to retail sites, including single storey supermarkets.  Retail 
uses in the London and Lewes Roads in particular could benefit from increased levels of housing and greater numbers of residents, and 
contribute to the overall re-generation of such areas. These areas would be particularly suitable for small unit dwellings for single persons and 
couples. 
  
Other areas of the city in need of some regeneration - like Boundary Road - could also benefit from such an approach.  
  
8.Affordable Housing 
The plan mentions the importance of providing more affordable housing.  We fully support that aim and would suggest that proposals for this 
are more suited to smaller developments mixed into the existing urban fabric, or incorporated into private developments rather than being large 
scale developments themselves. 
  
We would strongly support the Council in itself promoting a small amount of new affordable housing to provide model standards of housing 
which would act as a catalyst in appropriate areas of the city, including Council-owned land, for the private sector and Housing Associations to 
emulate. 
  
9.Monitoring the housing target figures 
Given the importance the Government attaches to incorporating the housing targets within local authority Local Plans, it becomes very 
important to monitor on a regular basis the number of approvals for new dwellings against the projected targets and against the actual 
construction of the approved schemes on the ground. 
  
  
There is a real danger that developers will get planning approval then sit on the land (perhaps making a token start to get around the three year 
time limitation), until the market situation improves, or even to put pressure on the Council to approve further schemes on the grounds that the 
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target figures for construction of new dwellings are not being achieved. 
  
Regardless of the 10 year moratorium on taking  account of windfall sites, it would make far more sense in the Brighton and Hove situation - 
where there is likely to be a high proportion of windfall sites - if, for monitoring purposes, these figures also included new housing on windfall 
sites.  This would then provide a realistic picture of the balance between housing need and its realisation. 
  
This monitoring process needs to be carried out in conjunction with other local authorities – Adur and East and West Sussex DCs – so that a 
regional view can be taken of whether or not the housing demand for the area as a whole is being met by the planning process.  The results of 
this monitoring could in turn affect the targets of individual Councils - as well indicating whether other factors such as the economic situation, 
are also having an effect on the housing construction figures. 
  
10.Sustainability 
We agree in the main with the Sustainability Appraisal checklist, though we would like to see the reference to the ‘historic setting’ in the 
paragraph which it shares with tall buildings, given a much greater emphasis by the addition of a separate paragraph.  This should state the 
importance of conserving Brighton’s historic environment as a further essential sustainability policy. 
  
11.Toad’s Hole Valley 
700 new dwellings indicate a potential population of about 2500 people (based on about 3.5 persons per dwelling).  The Target paper mentions 
that this site provides an opportunity ‘to secure more family sized and affordable housing’.  But the consultation paper makes no reference to 
the numbers of dwellings of this type actually required, which it should if development of Toad’s Hole Valley is to be included in the Local Plan. 
  
It also says development of the site provides opportunities for new open space provision and new links to the South Downs National Park. 
  
We have previously made the comment that we consider that, as a greenfield site, development in this location should only be considered as a 
last resort after all other potential options have been exhausted.  Also that we think that there should be a planning brief prepared for all large 
scale developments. In a minor way the  
Council has already started to do that. 
  
If development on this site has to happen, it provides a wonderful opportunity to set new standards of housing and the creation of a better 
quality of housing development in terms of environment and design - appearance, space standards and energy conservation, as well as for a 
well designed site layout where housing and open space are well related and accompanied by intensive landscaping.   
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The last thing we would want to see is the site covered in developers’ little Noddy boxes, parked cars everywhere and no landscaping.   
  
Housing layout and the relationship of the housing to the open space referred to in the paper are very important to provide a sense of place and 
a far higher standard of housing and environment than that provided by the typical average speculative housing development.  A planning brief 
for the site should include specific requirements in order to achieve this. 
  
We think that the potential effect on the local area, particularly the traffic implications of the proposal on the local road network, should be 
added to the Sustainability Checklist. 
 
Officer Response:  
Your comment of support for the preferred target option are welcomed. Data regarding the different types and sizes of homes likely to be 
required over the plan period can be found in the paper titled ‘Implications of Demographic Change on Demand for Homes in Brighton & Hove’ 
(GL Hearn, March 2012) which complements the work undertaken on Housing Requirements for Brighton & Hove (GL Hearn , June 2011). This 
indicates that there is likely to be both a demand and need for both smaller types and sizes of housing but also an ongoing demand for larger 
sized properties. However, the available land supply in the city may constrain the ability to provide larger dwelling types. Issues regarding 
housing mix are addressed in a Housing Mix Policy and the Affordable Housing Policy 
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 User Respondent Number: 33 Customer Name: Dr Gregory Parish 
 Customer Ref: 1029718 Organisation: n/a 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
Partial Support 
Q1a: Reasons: 
I recognise the need to provide considerable amount of good quality housing over the next 2 decades but, as recognised in para 4.1, Brighton 
is geographically constrained and Option 2 should be considered the highest limit and approached cautiously. High-rise and high density 
developments do not make for a good living environment for families in particular. Too many bad designs already blot Brighton's townscape. I 
support the use of Shoreham Harbour area and the limited excursion into Urban Fringe to reduce the need for excessive density developments. 
I support the retention of open-space in the city and employment areas. 

Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
Whilst the SHLAA may set 'ambitious densities and allows for taller buildings' , I trust that bullet 3 of para 5.4 will be overriding and rigorously 
applied to all plans so that they respect 'the setting, of the historic, built and natural environment'. Consulting existing residents early in the 
development process is therefore vital. Masterplans will be needed for major developments such as Shoreham Harbour, Toads Hall, Blackrock 
and the Marina, and these should be drawn up with full consultation, prior to and independent of any developer's plans. 
Officer Response: 
Your comments of partial support for the preferred housing target and general approach are welcomed. Your comments regarding the need for 
consultation for major developments are also noted. 



Consultation Statement 
City Plan Policy Options Paper Oct – Dec 2011 

126

  
User Respondent Number: 40                                                                                              Customer Name: Mr Martin Smale 
Customer Ref: 1029731 Organisation: Sustrans 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 

Q1a: Reasons: 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
Officer Response: 
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User Respondent Number: 42                                                                                      Customer Name: David Collins 
Customer Ref: 1029518 Organisation: Collins Planning Services 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 

Q1a: Reasons: 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
I would like to take this opportunity to remind your authority about two sites that have been notified to your authority in the past. Although these 
are fringe urban sites they could be suitable for housing at a future date depending on land availability in Brighton-Hove. I would appreciate if 
these two site shown on the attached plans for Ovingdean and Coombe Farm are included for future consideration. 
Officer Response: 
Thank you for your comments. Part 2 of the City Plan will provide an opportunity for sites to be submitted for consideration as housing 
allocations. 
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User Respondent Number: 43                                                                                      Customer Name: Helmut Lusser 
Customer Ref: 1029545 Organisation: Hove Civic Society 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons: 
We support Option 2, but would like to make the following comments and suggestions:  
The amount of housing achievable on the land identified is strongly correlated to key policies on densities, housing mix and individual dwelling 
standards. We believe these are parameters that should be clearly set out as part of the housing figures as they determine unit numbers 
achievable. 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
Dwelling Mix - in our objection to the LDF Core Strategy we highlighted the need to align new housing to the findings of the housing research in 
terms of rectifying as far as possible the mismatch between units built (dominance of studio and 1 bedroom units) and units needed (2+ units). 
We believe this should be clearly set out at this stage as an aspiration - even if details will follow later.  
  
Individual dwelling sizes - I acknowledge the discussions we have had and hope we can find a way forward on this matter. We believe strongly 
that we need to find a way of setting minimum space standards for new dwellings. We would be content if these were equal to the space 
standards set for affordable homes in Brighton and Hove. One way of dealing with this would be to include minimum dwelling standards in the 
Sustainable Appraisal (para 5.4) box which would automatically elevate the minimum dwelling standard to policy. We also believe that Lifetime 
Home Standards should be met in all cases. 
Officer Response: 
Your comments of support for the preferred option are welcomed. Your comments regarding housing mix (types and sizes), densities and 
dwelling standards are noted. Other policies in the City Plan will address these issues.  Data regarding the different types and sizes of homes 
likely to be required over the plan period can be found in the paper titled ‘Implications of Demographic Change on Demand for Homes in 
Brighton & Hove’ (GL Hearn, March 2012) which complements the work undertaken on Housing Requirements for Brighton & Hove (GL Hearn , 
June 2011). This indicates that there is likely to be both a demand and need for both smaller types and sizes of housing but also an ongoing 
demand for larger sized properties. However, the available land supply in the city may constrain the ability to provide larger dwelling types. 
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Issues regarding housing mix are addressed in a Housing Mix Policy and the Affordable Housing Policy 
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User Respondent Number: 44 Customer Name: Hazel McKay 
Customer Ref: 1029710 Organisation: The Regency Society 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 

Q1a: Reasons: 
The proposed policy for Toads Hole Valley would appear to be at variance with the area’s low rating in the SHLAA – we would like this clarified. 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
We would like to see a commitment to high quality design and consideration of townscape in all aspects of the city plan, reflected in planning 
briefs. 
We would also like to see evidence that the various elements of the plan are being integrated – for example, that transport proposals are linked 
effectively with land use proposals – and that there is proper consideration of the impact of development on existing infrastructure. 
 We would like to see plans that involve the use of the many smaller brownfield sites and smaller areas of underdevelopment that are scattered 
around Brighton and Hove, rather than an exclusive focus on plans for large, ambitious schemes and new, greenfield sites. 
We would similarly wish to see policies that encourage optimum use of the existing built stock, by for example making full use of the 
accommodation above shops and offices) 
We are concerned that housing density is given adequate consideration – including sensitive and appropriate use of increased density inspired 
by 19th and early 20th century, high density models within the city. 
The plan should include forward planning for the replacement of existing housing stock. 
It is not clear how immediate and pressing issues (such as the length of the waiting list for social housing and the need for job creation in the 
short term) are to be addressed. 

Officer Response: 
 The SHLAA considers sites against a number of parameters to ascertain potential for housing development. In the 2010 GVA Grimley SHLAA, 
urban fringe sites scored very low due primarily to the urban fringe policy constraint. Given the very high housing requirements of the city, it is 
proposed to release the site known as Toads Hove Valley from the urban fringe so that a mixed use development can secure a range of 
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significant benefits for the city. This is in addition to seeking to secure development on the many brownfield site development opportunities (of a 
variety of sizes) within the city. The Housing Mix policy acknowledges the need to make efficient use of the existing stock of housing. 
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 User Respondent Number: 45 Customer Name: Steve Ankers 
 Customer Ref: 1362 Organisation: South Downs Society 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
No 
Q1a: Reasons: 
Option 2 - 11,200 new homes (560 per annum) (BHCC Preferred Option) 
  
This is comprised of the base level of provision as outlined in Option 1. In addition this preferred option includes housing development from the 
regeneration opportunities at Shoreham Harbour (instead of 'ring-fencing' development at Shoreham) and by intensifying the housing element 
of mixed use development at some of the city's employment sites and significantly the inclusion of a strategic allocation for mixed use 
development at Toads Hole Valley within the city's urban fringe (to include approx. 700 new homes).  
  
This option claims that development at Toads Hole Valley would provide an appropriate framework to guide development in terms of the 
protection and enhancement of the Site of Nature Conservation Interest; the mix of uses; the proportion of family and affordable housing; 
sustainable building standards; the quality of design and ability to achieve new open space and links to the South Downs National Park.  
  
Toads Hole Valley was designated part of the Sussex Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) back in the 1960's and retained that 
status even after the A27 bypass was built  but was excluded from the National Park when it came into being in April 2010. Notwithstanding this 
exclusion, this Option would mean developing open Downland. Our core business is campaigning for the protection, conservation and 
enhancement of the landscape of the South Downs National Park and its quiet enjoyment. We do not believe that this ambition would be 
achievable if the Toads Valley site is developed in the manner as set out in the Option Paper. Some of the issues are summarised as follows: 
  
Protecting and Enhancing the Vistas to and from the National Park – While this Society’s focus is the National Park itself, much of the 
appreciation of the Park’s special qualities comes from views in and out and we have a strong interest in protecting those views. We consider 
that such a development at this location would have a negative impact on the South Downs National Park. This view is supported by the 
Sustainability Appraisal. There would be permanent and irreversible impact.  One of our primary aims is to ensure that any development that 
may obscure views from the surrounding downland is avoided and that green space/open areas are maintained. Toads Hole Valley holds a 
strategic view that may be enjoyed whether entering or leaving the City whether it be by walking, cycling, car or bus. Given this, we would 
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support the early preparation of a full impact assessment on the setting of the SDNP and would be grateful to receive the results of the findings 
as soon as they are made available.  
  
Biodiversity - Housing on the downland will no doubt have a harmful affect on the existing biodiversity with possibly high ecological interest. The 
Council will be aware that the Government has launched a Biodiversity Strategy with regard to the protection and enhancement of wildlife.  
Development on this site must not be allowed at the expense of our rare and precious wildlife habitats and networks. We welcome the 
recommendation in the SA that an ecological survey should be undertaken to assess the biodiversity value of the site well before any further 
conclusions are made.  
  
Air quality/Pollution - Additional traffic congestion will impact on air quality. Our comments on transport issues are covered in our response to 
the Park and Ride Transport Options Paper.  With regard to pollution there appears a lack of reference to light pollution. Unlike other National 
Parks, the South Downs suffers considerably from existing light pollution from the bordering urbanisation. Dark night skies form an intrinsic part 
of the special qualities of our protected landscapes and this will need to be taken into account in the full impact assessment. We welcome the 
proposal that the rest of the urban fringe which is largely in open space use will be protected and the urban fringe contingency position (as set 
out in the Submission Core Strategy) dropped.  
  
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Option 1 - 9,800 new homes (490 per annum)  
This includes for all housing to be built within the existing urban area and relies on mixed use development on key sites, allows for taller 
buildings in appropriate locations and sites and includes longer term regeneration on some of the Council's own sites. This option would appear 
to have the least impact on the conservation and enhancement of the beauty of the South Downs and therefore the Society cautiously supports 
it. 

Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
National Policy Guidance  
  
The government has not yet published any 'best practice' guidance on how local authorities should determine their local housing targets. 
However, the draft National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets an unprecedented new requirement on local authorities to assess and 
plan to meet the full range of current and future housing needs and demands in the context of a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development. In this respect, much is said in the draft NPPF about the need for a sound evidence base. We would assert that unless the 
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housing requirement targets for the City are proven to be based on such sound evidence we would consider that there would be little or no 
justification. We would therefore expect that references to Evidence Base throughout the Paper to be fully robust and open for testing. As a 
general point, we do have concern over the definition of “sustainable development” and whether it means the same to all concerned. The 
planning system has developed as a mechanism for integrating and balancing economic, environmental and social issues, and solutions should 
ideally be “sustainable” in terms of all three – not just economic. Notwithstanding this, we do find the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) underpinning 
all four Option Papers to be helpful. 
  
Options 3 – 13,500 new homes (675 per annum) &  Option 4 – 15,800 new homes (790 per annum) 
  
Given that these non-preferred options would be likely to have even greater negative impact in terms of loss of open space, urban fringe and 
biodiversity, we do not intend to provide any additional comments but refer you to above.   
  
Conclusion 
  
With the exception of Option 1, the other three options including the City Council’s preferred Option 2, provide for a strategic allocation of mixed 
development at Toads Hole Valley at a site which we believe was previously vigorously defended against development by the Council. We 
believe development on this scale within the urban fringe and adjacent to the SDNP would cause permanent and irreversible damage. We 
therefore object to an Option that provides for development on the urban fringe in favour of new housing being located in the most sustainable 
sites ensuring that brownfield and low landscape value sites are developed first.  Our preference is for Option 1. 

Officer Response: 
Your objection to the Preferred Option is noted. The data regarding housing requirements for the city is based upon a robust evidence base 
and that evidence base is publicly available for scrutiny. Please see the June 2011 Brighton & Hove Housing Requirements Study undertaken 
by consultants GL Hearn. This study is available on the council’s website. In putting together the housing target options the council has made a 
robust assessment of brownfield sites first through its Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment exercises also publicly available. 
However, due to the very high housing requirements of the city, the council has also had to consider potential development opportunities on the 
edge of the city. Toads Hole Valley is a privately owned site with no public access. It is no longer protected by a national landscape 
designation. Many of the city’s other urban fringe sites are in an open space use for playing fields, allotments, recreation grounds and local 
nature reserves. The city’s needs for housing and other development needs have to be balanced against other planning considerations and, in  
this case, it is considered that the most sustainable option (on the basis of social, economic and environmental issues) is to now include the 
Toads Hole Valley site for development and gain the maximum benefits for the city whilst securing high standards of development with minimal 
impacts upon the adjacent National Park. 
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User Respondent Number: 47                                                                                      Customer Name: Colette Blackett 
Customer Ref: 1050 Organisation: Adur District Council 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
Partial Support 
Q1a: Reasons: 
We note the preferred Option 2 for the housing provision target which will secure a similar amount of new housing development to that required 
by the South East Plan and is considered by Brighton and Hove City Council to be realistic. This option is dependent on two key sites – one 
urban fringe site and Shoreham Harbour (for 400 units) if not ring-fenced. Whilst this option is assessed as being the most sustainable and 
takes into account the capacity of the City to accommodate new development, this option does not meet assessed local housing requirements 
in full. Whilst sympathetic to capacity issues, Adur’s housing market and its demographics are significantly impacted by Brighton and Hove’s 
housing market. Adur’s main in-migration component consists of households moving in from Brighton and Hove to access more affordable 
accommodation. It is therefore crucial that sufficient housing provision is made in the City Plan.  
   
The Inspector for the City Plan examination will expect evidence to be provided to demonstrate how this need is to be met in housing market 
areas through the new duty to co-operate within the Localism Act. The draft National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that public 
bodies have a duty to co-operate on planning issues that cross administrative boundaries particularly those that relate to strategic priorities 
(e.g. housing and economic development and infrastructure). Joint working should enable local planning authorities to work together to meet 
development requirements which cannot wholly be met within their own areas – for instance, because of a lack of physical capacity.  Local 
planning authorities will be expected to demonstrate evidence of having successfully co-operated to plan for issues with cross boundary 
impacts when their Local Plans are submitted for examination. The City Plan will need to address this issue and reference should have been 
made to this in the option paper. Adur and Worthing Councils -  being part of the same housing market as Brighton and Hove and similarly 
constrained in terms of capacity  - would welcome being part of a joint approach/strategy on housing provision with Brighton and Hove and 
other relevant local authorities.   
   
Option 2 on page 7 refers to one advantage as being that the urban fringe contingency position will be dropped. However, it is not clear what 
the alternative contingency would be, as required by Government guidance in PPS3, if the site allocations to meet provision requirements do 
not come forward. 



Consultation Statement 
City Plan Policy Options Paper Oct – Dec 2011 

136

Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
It may be useful to provide a reference to where the 400 homes figure (for that part of Shoreham harbour within BHCC) is derived from. It is 
assumed this is from the recent Capacity and Viability Study. The Capacity study gave a figure of 320 homes for the lower eco-towns option 
(158 in the basin, 162 at south Portslade) and 377 for the quantum option (191 in basin, 186 in south Portslade). From further discussions with 
Brighton & Hove officers we understand that this has been rounded to the higher figure of 400 to reflect ambitions for future redevelopments of 
sites within BHCC.  
   
The previous approach has been to keep housing numbers at the harbour ring fenced which is the approach that Adur District will continue. 
Whilst the advantages of being able to include harbour housing within the wider pot are clear, the disadvantage of this approach is that if 
provision does not come forward within the Brighton and Hove part of Shoreham Harbour, then this will may need to be reprovided elsewhere 
within the city (the contingency issue above is pertinent here). There may also be a risk of placing greater pressure on the Adur part of 
Shoreham Harbour (which is proposed for ring-fencing) to make up this provision. However, in this part the capacity is limited due to the size of 
the potential development sites. 
   
Regardless of the ring fencing issue it should be made more explicit that the proposed housing numbers at the harbour will be subject to further 
scrutiny and consultation through the Joint Area Action Plan process.  The Capacity Study was high level and not a detailed master plan for the 
area. 
   
With reference to other parts of the city, there is an acknowledgment that change of use to housing could cause loss of local employment uses. 
This should also be highlighted as an issue at the harbour and made explicit that appropriate new housing schemes in this location are likely to 
be mixed-use schemes that will help to enable the intensification of existing employment sites. Other factors such as agreement over 
appropriate heights, compatibility with adjacent port/industrial uses, suitable access arrangements are all issues that will need to be handled 
sensitively in this location, particularly in the basin area. 
   
It is also important to consider that the majority of the proposed new housing at the harbour is likely to be in the later stages of the plan period 
given that the majority of sites are in private ownership and in active operational use. 
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Officer Response: 
Your partial support is noted. Your comments regarding the duty to cooperate are noted as is your recognition of the physical capacity issues 
facing the city and other coastal districts. Brighton & Hove is actively seeking to address this issue with its adjacent local authorities. We 
welcome the opportunity to work jointly with Adur and other neighbouring local authorities. In terms of contingency issues, the assessment of 
sites has not included contributions from small windfall development over the first ten years of the plan. Typically accounted for around 36% of 
overall residential development, it is envisaged that this element will provide a healthy contribution to overall supply and a useful measure of 
contingency should some of the larger identified sites not come forward as currently envisaged. In addition, additional mixed use development 
typically from employment sites can also provide a useful measure of contingency. Comments regarding housing potential at Shoreham 
Harbour are noted and housing at the harbour will be subject to further scrutiny and consultation through the Joint Action Area Plan process.  
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User Respondent Number: 48                                                                                     Customer Name: Sandy Crowhurst 
Customer Ref: 1029574                                                                         Organisation: NLCA 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons: 
We believe this is an achievable solution, given the lack of land suitable for medium/large scale development within the city. Most other sites 
would be windfall such as redundant office blocks (Vantage Point), and small light industrial sites. 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
1).We would be concerned about the size and height of future developments. We believe higher density could be achieved without the need for 
tall buildings across all future development. 2) Given the high demand for mixed accommodation for single people, couples and families, further 
investigation needs to be made on the type and style of build for future needs. 3) We consider that there should be no tall buildings in the city 
centre or Toads Hole Valley. 4) We consider that good design is important and that it reflects the surrounding environment particularly in 
conservation areas and neighbourhoods that include listed buildings and buildings of high architectural merit. 5) Safety should be included in 
new design - eg good lighting, stairwells and general visibility. 6) We would like to see empty residential properties taken back into the housing 
stock. 7) Long-vacant office blocks such those along Preston Road (eg Anston House) could be redeveloped as part of mixed use housing 
development. 
Officer Response: 
Your comments of support are welcomed. In terms of your other comments, we agree that higher densities can be achieved without the need 
for tall buildings but, in some locations, tall buildings can make a positive contribution to densities and townscape. An analysis has been 
undertaken of the housing type and size requirements over the plan period and this paper will be published May 2012 and has helped to inform 
the City Plan policy on Housing Mix. We agree good design is very important and the City Plan’s policies are strong on this point. The City 
Council has a very good track record for bringing back into use empty properties. Mixed use housing development is a key element of the 
housing supply and sites such as Anston House are being allocated for mixed use. 
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User Respondent Number: 87                                                                                      Customer Name: c/o Tricia Winter 
Customer Ref: 1029497 Organisation: Brighton & Hove Arts Commission 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 

Q1a: Reasons: 
Which seems to be the option with the least disadvantages. 
  
A reference to be drawn to the potential of live-work dwellings as something which would support the city's creative industries (which are 
important for the city's economic growth) and make best advantage of the dwelling v workspace conflict which the document seems to imply. 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
Suggested inclusions: 
1.1 - perhaps there could be reference somewhere in the document to what good accommodation constitutes - it is important that high quality 
design, materials and a well designed surrounding area (perhaps incorporating public art to engender a sense of place and local 
distinctiveness) are mentioned if this could be inserted. 
  
Additional Comments 
  
The only other thing in respect of public art is whether percent for art is included and to ensure this is retained within larger developments.  It 
would also be good to include a definition of percent for art or example, that percent for art doesn't always create a piece of art but can 
sometimes help to provide accommodation for arts' organisations, i.e. Argus Lofts etc. 

Officer Response: 
Thank you for your comments. The City Plan includes policies on good design both in terms of place making and good architectural design with 
regard to individual buildings. Local distinctiveness and neighbourhood character is strongly supported. It is acknowledged that live-work 
dwellings can make a useful contribution to housing supply and support the city’s creative industries. Live-work types of dwellings will be 
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considered in Part 2 of the City Plan (Development Policies and Site Allocations). 
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 User Respondent Number: 89 Customer Name: Rosemary Shepherd 
 Customer Ref: 1520 Organisation: Roedean Residents Association 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons: 
We agree that the figure of 11,200 is the most the council can aspire to building and even that will be a struggle with so little land available. We 
would be interested to see the inventory of potential building land that the council has drawn up and also to see a list of all the house property 
owned by the council but which is unoccupied. This would then give some indication of the possible shortfall. 
  
It seems to us that in spite of a great deal of building in the last few years this has made no impact on the housing waiting list suggesting that 
the wrong sort of housing is being built. Much has been very expensive two bed apartments which are often used as second homes or buy to 
let and many remain unsold because they are too expensive. There seems to have been little will on the part of the council to build affordable 
housing to tackle the waiting list. The affordable housing proposed in the failed Marina application was sub-standard even by the council’s own 
standards and this should not happen.  
  
We notice in your response to Robert Powell of Marine Gate that council is still assuming there will be nearly 2,000 new housing units built on 
the site in spite of spending a large sum of money fighting an appeal to allow this development. The only way 2,000 housing units could be built 
is by going upwards and we would like to remind Development Control that there is an Act of parliament preventing building higher than the cliff 
tops which is quite apart from any Tall Buildings Policy the council might have. 

Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
Officer Response: 
Your support for the preferred housing target option is welcomed. The council’s site assessment schedule is part of the Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment (SHLAA) exercise and this is available on the council’s website. The adopted Local Plan policy on affordable housing 
seeks to secure 40% affordable housing on larger housing developments. The policy has been successful but delivery has been largely 
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dependent upon grant funding to Registered Housing Providers. The funding structure for affordable housing has changed significantly in 
recent times and less grant is available to support the provision of affordable housing. The City Plan policy is proposing a series of targets for 
affordable housing to secure affordable housing from smaller as well as larger schemes. 
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 User Respondent Number: 90 Customer Name: Christoper Wilson 
 Customer Ref: 1029748 Organisation: 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 

Q1a: Reasons: 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
Five sites that would like to put forward 
 
1. The land of Upper Bevendean connecting with the Falmer/Woodingdean Road B2123. The land would be between the Drove Road and 
Falmer Hill similar in size to when Bevendean was first built. 
  
2. The triangle section of land between Tenantry Down Road, Bear Road and Warren Road, this land was part of Brighton racecourse about 50 
years ago for race day car parking but in recent years with race day attendances down it has not been required.  
  
3. Upper Coldean, east of Ditchling Road and south of Old Boat Corner 
  
4. The large field east of greenways (Ovingdean) between Beacon Hill and St Dunstan’s - not part of Beacon Hill.  
  
5. Toad Hole land between A27 and King George VI Avenue A2038. It was a decade ago a possible site for B*H Albion FC new stadium.   
  
Whilst the land earmarked above is developed for housing, important road works could also take plan.  
  
1. The Falmer Road B2123 needs widening. There should also be a pedestrian path and cycle lane with some lighting. 
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2. At the top of upper Bevendean a major junction should be built with either traffic lights or a roundabout, this to be sited on the left hand bend 
between Woodingdean and the Falmer B2123. 
  
3. Old Boat Corner also needs traffic improvement schemes with better access to the road to Ditchling Beacon and improved exit from Ditchling 
Road (Hollingbury).The right hand turns from all directions need to be simplified. The above roadworks could be arranged in parallel with the 
house building.  
  
When considering the traffic problems of Brighton it is not only the time it takes to reach the centre of the town or the coastal strip but it also the 
time taken to exit Brighton. At least 20 minutes is normal and it is not helped by the fact that there are no major exit routes towards the 
A23/M23 and the A27. (see enclosed Maps of sites). 
 
Officer Response: Thank you for your comments and the lists of sites you put forward. Much of land you suggest is ‘urban fringe’ and/or 
designated National Park land. Urban fringe land is considered in the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment but National Park land is 
not. The City Plan does include a strategic allocation for the land known as Toads Hole Valley. 
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User Respondent Number: 91 Customer Name: RE Cooper 
Customer Ref: 1029429 Organisation: n/a 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 

Q1a: Reasons: 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
Make use of any existing brownfield sites within the city 
Possible sites:  
Anston House, Preston Road  
Preston Barracks Lewes Road 
Officer Response: 
Thank you for your comments. Both Anston House and Preston Barracks are included within the City Plan for housing provision. 
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User Respondent Number: 66                                                                                      Customer Name: Mrs Susan Moffatt 
Customer Ref: 1029740 Organisation: Kingsway and West Hove Residents 
Association 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
Partial Support 
Q1a: Reasons: 
REASON FOR PARTIAL SUPPORT OF OPTION 2 . 1. The Kingsway and West Hove Residents Association (KAWHRA) strongly supports 
option 2; however a small adjustment to the target figure would be appropriate because of issues related to the city's part of Shoreham 
Harbour. .  
  
2. Overall Option 2 is the only practical, deliverable option. It is realistic in the context of the city being tightly sandwiched between the sea and 
the National Park, with limited land capacity available unless land for employment or public open space is sacrificed, or the quality of residential 
areas is prejudiced by overdevelopment. .  
  
3. Furthermore maintaining a balance is not just about retaining the quality of the city as a place to live. In many ways the city's face is also its 
fortune, not only for the tourist and conference trade economy, but also in attracting people to invest here in education and newer industries 
such as media, and IT. .  
  
4. The other options are undesirable and unrealistic. Option 1 would fail to make an adequate contribution to meeting the house need 
requirements. Whereas the delivery of options 3 and 4 would destroy the essential balance between housing, employment, and environment, 
and therefore the value of the city as a place to live. The deliverability of options 3 and 4 would require a rate of housebuilding greater than in 
the height of the pre-credit crunch housing boom years, which will be unlikely to be seen again for many years purely for economic reasons. 
Maintaining something similar to past rates, as proposed in option 2 therefore has a more realistic chance of achievement in the long run, 
particularly because achieving an annual building rate approaching the annual average required will be hard in the early years. .  
  
5. Option 2 therefore would be the 'least worst option', even though the development of Option 2's housing numbers would necessitate the 
change of use of land at two key fringe sites by the development of 'urban villages' at Toads Hole Valley and at Aldrington Basin in Shoreham 
Harbour. .  
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6. However the extent of housing deliverable from the Aldrington Basin area is questionable, and has not been sufficiently explored at this 
stage to substantiate the figure of 400 dwellings included in the option 2 target. Furthermore, unlike Toads Hole Valley, the option paper 
contains no recommendations for housing delivery at the Aldrington Basin area based on sustainability appraisal. This is considered to 
undermine the robustness of the 400 figure. These issues are discussed further below in the answer to questions 1b and 2. 

Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
SUGGESTED AMENDMENT TO THE TARGET .  
  
1. KAWHRA suggests that the figure for option 2 is amended to ?10,800 to 11,000 new homes (540 - 550pa)?. The figure of 10,800 results 
from not including 400 homes for the Aldrington Basin Area of Shoreham Harbour because this figure cannot be substantiated at present as 
there is currently too much uncertainty about the future uses, capacity and deliverability of housing there. . 2. The suggested revision reflects a 
range reflecting delivery of between 0 and 200 homes at Aldrington Basin because of:   
 
a) UNCERTAINTY ABOUT THE BALANCE OF LAND USES: Much of the area is currently in port or employment uses and a decision needs to 
be taken about the future balance between employment and counting homes at Aldrington Basin in the target for the city plan implies a city 
commitment to accept change there. 
 
b) ENVIRONMENTAL CONSTRAINTS: A canal occupies a significant part of the area. The need for flood resilience is likely to constrain 
housing use of the ground floor level of new buildings. Guidelines for redevelopment that respects the area's sensitive residential and 
recreational context need to be prepared, with previous thinking about the area being critically re-evaluated (e.g. capacity and building heights).  
 
c) ECONOMIC CONSTRAINTS: The mechanisms for delivering any housing development on this complex site need to be established, having 
regard to issues of multi-ownership, flood protection, remediation of contaminated land, and the potential availability of funding to cover 
abnormal development costs.  
  
 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
THE NEED FOR A ROBUST AND REALISTIC APPROACH TO THE DELIVERY OF HOMES IN THE CITY' S PART OF SHOREHAM 
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HARBOUR. HOUSING NUMBERS:  
  
  
1. KAWHRA considers that including housing at the Aldrington Basin area of Shoreham Harbour in the city's housing target signifies to the city 
as significant a change as would be the change of policy for Toads Hole Valley. Therefore the two areas should be treated in similar way in the 
Plan. For a number of years the future of Aldrington basin has been caught up in high level strategic thinking about Shoreham Harbour overall, 
but the changes in the specific part of the harbour that lies within the city have not been through public consultation at the City Plan level 
previously because of the saga of high level strategy for the harbour that proposed exclusive ring fencing of housing numbers. The justification 
for ring- fencing Shoreham Harbour as a special development area has gone, and its future will be planned through more local processes. 
However because of Aldrington Basin?s previous inclusion within the ring fence future policy for this complex area and its sensitive setting 
appears to be in danger of slipping between the cracks in the planning floorboards! .  
 
2. The Shoreham Harbour Joint Area Action Plan will be an important vehicle for securing a coordinated plan for the Harbour overall. However 
housing in the area, especially in the context of the robust employment land protection policies proposed in the Employment Options Paper. 
    
3. Recommendations for housing delivery on this site need to be set out in a similar way to Toads Hole Valley, but in view of the preferred 
strong policy for protection of the city's employment land resource the policies for the Aldrington Basin Area will also need to reflect the 
contingencies relating to port and employment uses change in the harbour overall. .  
  
4. This should make the housing figures more robust because a range of 0 to 200 homes reflects real life possibilities, whereas there is nothing 
visible to demonstrate feasibility and to encourage public support of the 400 homes figure. .  
  
THE NEED FOR RECOMMENDATIONS BASED ON SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT INCLUDING HOUSING 
AT ALDRINGTON BASIN: .  
  
1. KAWHRA considers that the justification for loss of some or all port and employment land at Aldrington Basin will need to be set within the 
context of the overall strategy for safeguarding port and employment land resources at Shoreham Harbour. The specific value to the City of 
retaining the local retail and wholesale fresh fish supply from the fishing boat quay will need careful thought. The use for other quays will be 
bound up with overall strategy for maintaining a thriving port for the future. .  
  
2. The value of the self-contained Basin area to for non port employment uses for the city will also need consideration, having regard to its 
current suitability for businesses that operate in ways or at hours not compatible with the mixed use future now envisaged for some existing 
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employment estates in the city. .  
  
 3. Although the Aldrington Basin is a self-contained area of non residential use, it lies within a neighbourhood of major expansion of attractive 
housing and recreation development that took place in the 1920s and 30s at West Hove, Western Esplanade and Hove Lagoon. Therefore 
sustainable development at the Basin will need to respect this context. .  
  
 4. Recommendations for housing delivery at Aldrington Basin based on a robust vision for a sustainable future are needed. The local 
community would not be opposed to change at the Basin, providing there is vision of sustainable change within the overall context of this part 
of the city. .  
  
  
5. KAWHRA's SUGGESTED DELIVERY RECOMMENDTIONS: It is suggested that appropriate recommendations for housing delivery at 
Aldrington Basin might be modelled on the following lines, which should be tested through sustainability appraisal:- .  
  
 a) The Joint Area Action Plan (JAAP) will consider the retention, relocation, or change of use of land currently in port and employment uses 
within Shoreham Harbour. In the event of the JAAP identifying land at the Aldrington Basin area of the Harbour as suitable for alternative use 
its development as a mixed use 'urban eco village' including employment uses and up to 200 homes should be assessed. .  
  
 b) The waterway should remain a central feature, with moorings used for commercial or recreational use. The option of creating a focus for 
local food provision adjoining the fresh fish quayside retailing should be investigated. .  
  
 c) New buildings should be flood resilient, with non-residential uses of ground floors. Therefore flats above offices and B1 workshops would be 
an appropriate form of development for the new housing. New housing should be suitable for a wide range of household sizes, including 
families.   
  
 d) The new office and workshop spaces should be designed to create an attractive business hub suitable for a wide variety of business 
including IT, media, the professions etc.  
   
 e) Hove Lagoon, the Esplanade and Beach will provide the principal recreational spaces serving the new homes and should be improved 
appropriately. Development to the west of the Lagoon should enhance the setting of the Lagoon. The pedestrian and cycle access between 
Kingsway, Hove Lagoon, the esplanade and the beach should be improved. Improved access to the beach west of the Western Esplanade 
houses should be provided. .  
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 f) Issues relating to contaminated land will need to be adequately addressed. However significant raising of ground levels should not be 
included in order to maximise the capacity of the building envelope. .  
  
 g) New buildings should be high density/low rise in form in order to fit into the surrounding local context, and not to prejudice winter sunlight 
levels to homes north of Kingsway. Therefore built form should follow the north to south fall in ground and roof levels from the established 
residential neighbourhood north of Kingsway to existing homes by the beach at Western Esplanade, and roof levels more than one storey 
higher than Kingsway are unlikely to be acceptable.   
  
 h) New buildings at Aldrington Basin should also be designed to utilise the high levels of sunlight available in this marine area. .  
  
 i) In order to maximise the potential to deliver housing on this complex site new housing should be designed for low car ownership, taking 
advantage of the proximity to good public transport links on Kingsway and providing for car clubs, .  
  
 j) Safe access from the area to Kingsway for all forms of transport should be provided, including providing easy pedestrian access from new 
homes to improved public transport facilities on Kingsway. .  
  
 k) Apart from food outlets focussed on the fishing quay area, shopping facilities within the area are unlikely to be necessary in view of the 
extent of local shops and services already available on Kingsway and Boundary Road/Station road .  
  
THE POSSIBILITY OF RETAIL SITES IN THE CITY CONTRIBUTING TO THE HOUSING STOCK .  
  
1. For some years in the future retail demand is unlikely to be as buoyant as it was in the years before the credit crunch hit the country. Retail 
studies that underpinned retail development and policy were based on a continually growing level of credit based consumer spending that is 
now unrealistic for the foreseeable future. In addition on-line shopping looks like it will be taking an increasing share of spending away from 
High Streets. .  
  
2. Therefore there might be value in considering whether to proactively encourage shrinking of the pool of retail floorspace in the city to a more 
sustainable level by encouraging conversion/redevelopment of retail premises to housing use outside core central and neighbourhood 
locations. 
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3. For all the above reasons it the figure of 400 homes is unrealistic and hence dangerous to include in the option 2 target. Two hundred is 
more likely to be the uppermost figure possible; and practical, policy and economic considerations are likely to result in a much lower outcome. 
 Indeed the complexities are such that the chances of delivering any housing at Aldrington Basin must be considerably lower than at Toads 
Hole Valley. .  
  
4. This suggested small amendment to the target figure for option 2 therefore would result in a more robust figure, and remove a potentially 
unachievable and damaging figure identified for the Aldrington Basin Area of Shoreham Harbour.  
 
5. The use of the suggested range is realistic. However if a range is considered too imprecise for the purposes of the Plan, then the upper 
figure of 200 could be used, producing a single revised target of 11,000 homes (550pa). Due to the complexities of delivering any 
redevelopment in the Basin area it is unlikely that significant amounts of housing could be developed within less than 10 years. Therefore even 
if homebuilding at Aldrington Basin does not happen by the later part of the plan period, for whatever reason, it is certain that by that time 
windfall housing will have been built in quantities that would more than make up any shortfall, and the target would be have been achieved. 
 
  
Officer Response: 
Your comments in relation to the preferred option are welcomed, particularly those that recognise and agree that to plan for a build rate 
reflecting past average rates is a practical, realistic and deliverable option. Your comments regarding housing delivery at Shoreham Harbour 
are noted. The amount of housing identified for Shoreham Harbour will be subject to further investigation as part of more detailed work for the 
Joint Action Area Plan which is being prepared by the three local authorities involved. In relation to comments about retail sites contributing to 
the city’s housing stock, the SHLAA has including looking at the potential of retail sites for mixed use re-development to achieve more efficient 
use of some of these sites. 
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User Respondent Number: 69                                                                                      Customer Name: Mr Stuart Derwent 
Customer Ref: 1029741 Organisation: CPRE Brighton and Hove District 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
Partial Support 
Q1a: Reasons: 
See 1b. 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
We generally support Option 2 where the numbers are much lower than those in Options 3 and 4. However, it would be widely accepted that 
we are a constrained area with the SDNP to the north and the sea to the south. This puts a huge pressure on land availability and in particular 
on our important countryside urban fringes and potentially in the longer term on even the SDNP. The CPRE highly prize both. We will be 
seeking confirmation in the version of the City Plan to be put forward for consultation in March/April 2012 that:- 1. Discussions have taken place 
with neighbouring authorities for a joint approach to housing numbers to ease the pressure in our ?constrained? area; 2. Consideration has 
been given to the integration of significant student housing in relation to our planned Housing Numbers. This adds more pressure on land 
availability and in effect makes our Housing Numbers much higher; 3. Consideration has been given to the putting back into use the empty 
properties throughout the City, whether in private or public ownership. Such reintroduced properties should also be used to ease the pressure 
on Housing Numbers and would have significant benefits to the regeneration of some areas of the City, and the use of existing  
infrastructure. We would draw particular attention to the greater use of flats above shops The Council must take a strong lead to make this 
happen; 4. The Council are lobbying strongly to reduce or eliminate VAT on the refurbishment of properties in support of returning empty 
homes into use; 5. No greenfield sites are to be developed if brownfield sites remain underused. Again this is a better use of existing 
infrastructure; potentially regenerates areas; and takes pressure off greenfield land. In particular if a brownfield site is currently unused, what 
will happen to it? The Council must take a strong lead on this; 6. It puts together the proposals for new housing; empty properties back into use; 
and student accommodation so that the overall situation can be readily seen; 7. Consideration has been given to the greater use of what 
seems to be a waste of a valuable land. Whilst we have reservations about any increase in car parking spaces there are several parking areas 
? often in commercial areas ? where apart from the sites being unsightly, there is no use of the air space above. Car parking on the ground 
floor level, or below, with commercial development above and then residential flats above that would seem to be a good solution in terms of 
providing car parking, commercial and office accommodation and housing. Some would refer to the cost: we would say that it is good use of 
valuable land in our ?constrained? area and would show an imaginative approach with a long-term view rather than the short-term views  
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of the past; 8. There is reference to 11,000 households being on the housing register. Whilst we feel this is a ?red herring? in terms of housing 
numbers in that they already have accommodation in the City, it is an important issue where the accommodation is unsuitable and new 
developments will need to include Affordable Housing to meet the aspirations of those residents. The apparently inappropriate sale of council 
houses needs to be included in that consideration; 9. Toads Hole Valley see 2 
 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
 
The Council’s preferred Option 2 includes the partial development of Toads Hole Valley ? 700 houses in a mixed development on some 15 ha 
of the 45 ha site. As a significant area of our countryside ?urban fringe? we would prefer to see this site remain as open land. However, we 
acknowledge the ?constrained? nature of the City area and also the balanced proposal put forward for the site. Therefore, we reluctantly agree 
to its inclusion for development subject to:- 1. Development of the site being no more than 15 ha of the overall 45 ha; 2. A condition being 
imposed that all brownfield sites throughout the City are developed prior to Toads Hole Valley to avoid it being seen as the easier development 
opportunity; 3. The majority of the site being opened up as Public Open Space; 4. Areas of the site currently falling in the Site of Nature 
Conservation Interest to be enhanced as the SNCI. We will be working with the Brighton and Hove Wildlife Forum on the potential for 
enhancement of the SNCI and other areas of environmental interest on the site; 5. Provision of links to the SDNP; 6. A requirement for 
sustainable building standards. Perhaps we can add here that the word ?sustainable? needs to be defined for the benefit of those wishing to 
comment on the City Plan document next year. If the lack of definition is not resolved in the ?National Planning Policy Framework?, we will 
need to have a local definition so that we at least know what we are talking about; We are very pleased to see that ?The rest of the urban fringe 
which is largely in open space use will be protected and the urban fringe contingency position (as set out in the Submission Core Strategy) 
dropped.? We see that as a crucial part of the package being put forward for the partial development of Toads Hole Valley and our acceptance 
of it. 
 
Officer Response: 
Your comments of partial support for the preferred option are welcomed. The preparation of the City Plan has had regard to the duty to 
cooperate and the council will continue to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis with neighbouring authorities and public 
bodies with regard to strategic planning matters. Housing targets are required to be net additions to dwelling stock so that bringing existing 
empty homes back into use cannot be used to contribute to the housing target. Similarly, student housing cannot be used to contribute to the 
housing target as it is a specialised form of accommodation and only available to students. The target includes effective use of the city’s many 
brownfield site opportunities. In terms of Toads Hole Valley, it will be essential to plan for a mixed use development that secures an efficient 
use of the site and maximum gains to the city. In this respect, planned development is likely to require more than 15 ha of land. Because there 
is a need to maintain a five year (plus 20%) rolling supply of land for housing, the opportunity for residential development at Toads Hole Valley  
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to make a significant contribution to this in the first ten years of the plan has to be encouraged. Without a five year supply, the city’s open space 
resource becomes vulnerable for development at appeal. 
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User Respondent Number: 68 Customer Name: 
Customer Ref: 41 Organisation: National Grid Properties Ltd 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
No 
Q1a: Reasons: 
The City needs to accommodate as much new housing as possible. 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Options 3 or 4 are to be preferred. 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
Officer Response: 
Brighton & Hove is a tightly constrained area. Historically, the city has never been able to fully meet demographically-based housing 
requirements. This has been clearly acknowledged both in structure planning and in regional spatial strategies over the last 20 years. Para. 20 
of the draft NPPF states that ‘plans should be prepared on the basis that objectively assessed development needs should be met, unless the 
adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework 
taken as a whole. There is an acceptance therefore, that in some circumstances, it would not be good planning practice to seek to 
accommodate development needs in full. Higher target options are not realistic or deliverable and would require a consistent rate of house 
building greater than that achieved in the pre-credit crunch housing boom years. Higher target options would also require a significant loss of 
employment and/or open space and this is not considered a sustainable strategy. The council will address this issue in a full draft of the City 
Plan (Regulation 25 stage) and in its submission Plan and supporting papers. 
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User Respondent Number: 72                                                                                             Customer Name: Anthony McCully 
Customer Ref: 1029743  Organisation: 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons: 
The only feasible option. However, even Option 2 is ambitious. 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
All the preamble and discussion about Options however, belies the lack of skill shown in the last couple of years by Council officers and 
developers alike to navigate their through the planning maze. 
Officer Response: 
Your comments of support are welcomed. 
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User Respondent Number: 64                                                                                      Customer Name: Jim Gowans 
Customer Ref: 1029739 Organisation: Montpelier and Clifton Hill 
Association 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 

Q1a: Reasons: 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
This association is concerned by the reference to taller buildings in the BHCC (Preferred) Option 2 (which, it seems, builds on Option 1) and is 
particularly aware of the adverse impact that taller buildings have had, not only on conservation areas, but on many other parts of the city since 
the 1960s. A commitment to high quality design and buildings of a scale which is in sympathy with their setting must be made. Option 2 seems 
to maintain the house building numbers of the last nine years, which is not unreasonable. But if “the majority of all new housing would still come 
from the existing built up area” it is important that this does not lead to insensitive infilling, garden grabbing or inappropriate roof extensions. 
Officer Response: 
Your comments are noted. It is considered that taller buildings in appropriate locations can make a useful contribution not only to housing 
requirements but also to townscape. However, your concerns regarding insensitive infilling, garden grabbing and inappropriate roof extensions 
are noted. 
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User Respondent Number: 67                                                                                              Customer Name: Alice Henstock 
Customer Ref: 1029502 Organisation:     Mid Sussex District Council 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
No 
Q1a: Reasons: 
The City Council acknowledges that the option 2 of 560 homes per year reflects previous South East Plan targets, is similar to the level of 
growth seen in previous years and is therefore seen by the City Council as a realistic and deliverable amount of housing. This figure compares 
to 790-970 homes, which are required to meet local need requirements. Option 2 represents a shortfall of 230 – 410 homes against the 
established total housing need. 
  
Mid Sussex District Council would be seriously concerned that Brighton and Hove City Council are not planning to fully meet the local housing 
need and in doing so could place additional pressures on other authorities. Mid Sussex 
District Council is currently preparing a District Plan which meets its local housing need whilst supporting objectives for economic growth. 
Evidence that the District Council has used to prepare the Plan shows that the options for development are constrained both environmental and 
infrastructure capacity. Therefore, Mid Sussex is not able to accommodate any additional growth generated by the unmet need from other 
authorities. Therefore it considers that Brighton and Hove City Council should prepare a plan that fully meets it locally generated housing need. 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
Officer Response: 
Brighton & Hove is a tightly constrained urban area. Historically, the city has never been able to fully meet demographically-based housing 
requirements. This has been clearly acknowledged both in structure planning and in regional spatial strategies over the last 20 years. Para. 20 
of the draft NPPF states that ‘plans should be prepared on the basis that objectively assessed development needs should be met, unless the 
adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework 
taken as a whole. There is an acceptance therefore, that there may be some circumstances where to seek to accommodate development 
needs in full would result in significant adverse impacts and a strategy which could not be considered ‘sustainable’ in the longer term. Higher 
target options are not realistic or deliverable and would require a consistent rate of house building greater than even that achieved in the pre-
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credit crunch housing boom years. Higher target options would also require a significant loss of employment and/or open space and this is not 
considered a sustainable strategy option for the city’s future development given the significant employment and open space requirements 
which need to be considered in the overall balance of provision. The council will address these issues in a full draft of the City Plan (Regulation 
25 stage) and in its submission Plan and supporting papers. 
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 User Respondent Number: 65 Customer Name: Kay Collins (Savills) 
 Customer Ref: 1029738 Organisation: Investec Private Bank 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 

Q1a: Reasons: 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
Officer Response: 
No comments appear to have been made. 
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User Respondent Number: 63                                                                       Customer Name: Allison Keech 
Customer Ref: 1029407                                                     Organisation: J W Cook Estates Ltd & Pecla Investments 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons: 
The options for housing delivery and employment policy within the City should be considered in light of the overriding need to make provision 
for new housing to meet demand and need as outlined in the Housing Requirements Study and address the undersupply of high quality 
employment floorspace. We consider the following Principles to be of significant importance when considering the options: 
An increase in new employment floorspace to meet the requirements of high growth businesses and to integrate the role of the Universities into 
the City Plan policies on employment. 
Provide the spatial framework to deliver the Employment & Skills Plan 2011-2014. 
Allow for investment in quality family housing and affordable housing 
Encompass strategic development opportunities that allow for community and environmental benefits to form part of development proposals. 
Address the housing need that is evident from the Housing Requirements Study June 2011 (GL Hearn). 
To balance the conclusions from the SHLAA in terms of the land constraints within the city to deliver housing with the conclusions on housing 
need and demand. 
  
 • To ensure the housing delivery strategy is sound. 
 • To consider options for strategic allocations that can deliver against the needs of the city in the early part of the City Plan timeframe. 
  
The preference for Option 2 is based on our view that: 
1. Due to the physical constraints of the city the City Plan will need to take a balanced position between proposing a ‘needs or demand based’ 
target and a ‘capacity or supply side’ based target. It is acknowledged that none of the targets presented in the Housing Delivery Options paper 
will satisfy all of the demand for housing although Option 4 is set at the lower end of the range put forward in the GL Hearn report1 
1 The GL Hearn report on Local Housing Requirements (2011) suggests 15,800 - 19, 400 dwellings up to 2030. 
  
2. As the Option Paper states, Option 2 maximises housing provision within the city whilst maintaining a balanced spatial strategy. It allows for 
the strategic site of Toads Hole Valley to come forward that can deliver a critical mass of housing and in particular, family and affordable 
housing. Whilst option 1 would not require the allocation of THV, we consider this target (9,800) to be significantly lower than the assessed 
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required level of housing needed in the city. It is potentially unsound as it does not consider alternatives to the housing delivery strategy taking 
into account different policy positions. Whilst Options 3 & 4 would obviously go further towards addressing the housing needs of the City, it 
would exacerbate the capacity and constraints issues related to allocating suitable sites for housing. It would result in the loss of open space 
and employment sites. 
  
3. In our view, Option 2 will enable a deliverable strategic housing site to come forward earlier in the City Plan timeframe. Option 1 relies solely 
on brownfield/urban sites to come forward for housing. We consider many of these to be sites that have a number of issues that need resolving 
before development can start. Due to the pressure for housing within the city, Option 2 enables sites such as THV to come forward in the early 
part of the City Plan timeframe. 
  
4. The Sustainability Appraisal (Non Technical Summary) for Option 2 states that although this option has potential for negative impacts, some 
of which may be significant, it has potential for more significant positive impacts than other options and is the recommended option to be 
pursued. We agree with this assessment  
  
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
With regard to employment, we note that THV is not allocated as a strategic employment site. We have therefore sought to include this in a 
number of the proposed employment policies through a slight reordering of the policies set out in your Employment Options Paper of Option 2 
and agree with the conclusions that Options 3 & 4 have significant negative impacts that outweigh the potential housing gains. We have 
included THV in a new policy on ‘accommodating the need for additional office space’ as well as a new policy on ‘mixed use development 
sites’. Whilst we made these additions, our view is that THV does not fit squarely into the policy on additional office space or in the employment 
led mixed use development policy. 
Taking this on board and in terms of thinking of the content of the draft City Plan, we consider it is more appropriate that THV becomes a new 
Development Area. This would mean the policy can contain the entire mix of development options for the site in one area of the City Plan. This 
would make it consistent with the other strategic areas identified that can deliver significant benefits for the city. 
We would be happy to discussions this further with you in terms of the proposal of a THV Development Area policy and the details contained 
within it. 
Officer Response: 
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Your comments of support for the preferred target option are welcomed. As you note, Option 2 maximises housing provision within the city 
whilst maintaining a balanced spatial strategy. Your comments regarding the policy format for Toads Hole Valley are noted. A new 
Development Area for Toads Hole Valley will be included within the Draft City Plan. 
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User Respondent Number: 62                                                                                      Customer Name: Hazel McKay 
Customer Ref: 1389 Organisation: 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
No 
Q1a: Reasons: 
Development Principals - protecting the countryside setting 
   
The proposal to release Toad's Hole Valley for development represents a complete vault face by the Council in its approach to development 
and it is disingenuous to claim otherwise. The City Council and its predecessor, Hove 
Borough Council, have fought hard for decades to protect the valley from development. In the adopted local plan Toad's Hole Valley formed 
part of the AONB, which was protected from development; the valley lost that status when the National Park was designated but continues to 
be protected by policy NC8, which addresses the Setting of the Sussex Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 
   
Development within the setting of the AONB (now the South Downs National Park) will not be permitted if it would be unduly prominent in, or 
detract from views into, or out of the AONB (particularly from roads, rights of way or other public places), or would otherwise threaten public 
enjoyment of the AONB."  
   
In June 2008 the Council reaffirmed that commitment in its Preferred Options:  
   
The councils overarching spatial strategy for the city to 2026 is to accommodate future development within the built up area of the city by 
optimising development on brownfield land and thereby preserving the countryside."   In June 2009 (Core Strategy - proposed amendments) 
the Council again restated its commitment to protecting Toad’s Hole Valley as part of the urban fringe: Careful management of the urban fringe 
is essential to retaining the setting of the city in the downland and to maintain a clear boundary between urban development and the open 
countryside. The lack of urban sprawl is a most attractive and characteristic feature of the city and its setting in the landscape. 
   
This statement made by the Council is as applicable today as it was two years ago. It expresses succinctly the special relationship between the 
city and the downland. This is a timeless quality of the city in its landscape that ought to be vigorously protected. In the language of chess, the 
proposal to develop Toad's Hole Valley wouldn't represent a ‘pawn sacrifice' to save the urban fringe but the loss of one its key elements, 
comparable to losing a 'queen'. 
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Development Principals - optimising use of brownfield land 
  
The draft Core Strategy was committed to meeting the city's needs by redeveloping previously used land within the built up area and using it 
more intensely and efficiently. However, the potential of that approach has yet to be tested as the Core Strategy was never finalised, approved 
and implemented. The currently applicable policies, contained in the Brighton and Hove Local Plan adopted 2008, do not embody that 
approach; they are much too restrictive. Until policies are in place that vigorously promote development and redevelopment within the existing 
built up area, its full potential will not be realised; there is a great deal of scope for intensification. Developers need to be confident their 
redevelopment proposals are supported in principle before committing the resources required to secure a detailed consent. The City 
Council could create that confidence by way of policies promoting the redevelopment of underused sites, and development briefs that aim to 
assist bringing forward sites for redevelopment. Such an approach would stand in marked contrast to merely labelling such sites as windfalls. 
 
Housing Targets, NPPF and PPS 3 
  
The draft National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the comments of the Planning Inspector and Planning Policy Statement 3 (PPS 3) are 
advanced as reasons for the Council’s fundamental change in approach to the urban fringe. None of these reasons stands up to scrutiny. 
  
The NPPF is still in draft and subject to no less than 14,000 comments, mostly objections, including sustained campaigns by the National Trust 
and the Telegraph. Despite protestations to the contrary, the final version of the NPPF is likely to be markedly revised. Whilst the national policy 
context remains uncertain; it should not be used to justify fundamental changes to this city’s planning policy. 
  
PPS 3 will be withdrawn when the NPPF comes into force and in any event it allows for windfall sites to be included in the first 10 years land 
supply, if robust reasons prevent specific site being identified. The Council should continue to make such a case for the downland adjacent to 
the city. 
If the Council were determined to protect the city’s countryside setting by resisting development of Toad’s Hole Valley, it would view any 
obstacles placed by central government as a challenge to local determination that must be overcome. The Council could adequately adapt the 
draft Core Strategy to show more commitment to reuse and redevelopment, then use the full eloquence of its planning arguments to convince 
the planning inspector that protecting the urban fringe by optimising brownfield development, is the right approach for this city. 
  
Toad’s Hole Valley - development potential 
  
The consultation document states: 
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A strategic allocation at Toad’s Hole Valley would provide an appropriate framework to guide development in terms of the protection and 
enhancement of the Site of Nature Conservation Interest; the mix of uses;  the proportion of family and affordable housing; sustainable building  
standards; the quality of design and ability to achieve new open space and links to the South Downs National Park."   
  
 In reality Toad’s Hole Valley has excellent development potential, given its close proximity to the A27 and A23 junctions, and given the lack of 
other sites on the outskirts of the city. The location would be very attractive to any uses that depend on good access to the principal road 
network and generate lots of traffic, such as retailing, distribution, hotels and housing for commuters. In terms of transportation, the site is an 
excellent location for commuting by car to London and Gatwick, or by car and train to London and Croydon via Haywards Heath. In contrast the 
site is remote from public transport; there is only a half hourly service to the adjacent Goldstone Valley and the proposed development 
(incorporating 700 dwellings) would not justify intensive bus services. Road access to the site would have to be from King George VI Avenue, 
which already suffers from difficult junctions prone to serious road traffic accidents. The dangers for pedestrians and cyclists presented by King 
George VI Avenue were emphasised by the Council at the stadium inquiry. How would any development relate to the rest of the Hangleton and 
Knoll Ward, or to the adjacent Hove Park Ward? A woodland bank separates the site from Hangleton, whilst a combination of two roadways 
and a continuous thick hedge separates it from Goldstone, so any development of the valley would be detached from the adjacent suburbs.  
  
The claim that the site would facilitate links to the South Downs National Park is erroneous, as there is no direct link from the site to the national 
park. This lack of to connectivity, according to the site’s owners, explains why the land isn’t farmed  
In brief, the valley would NOT be a well-integrated sustainable suburb with good public transport connectivity, but a bypass suburb dependent 
on the private car. 
 
Concluding Remarks  
The city’s downland landscape setting is a gem that should not be lightly eroded in response to threats or inducements from a landowner. 
Toad’s Hole Valley has been neglected to justify its release for development; such behaviour should not be rewarded.  
Please remain firm in defence of the landscape abutting the city  
 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
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Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
  
 
Officer Response: 
  
Your objection to the Preferred Option is noted. The city has high housing requirements but is tightly constrained by the sea to the south and 
the South Downs to the north. The data regarding housing requirements for the city is based upon a robust evidence base and that evidence 
base is publicly available for scrutiny. Please see the June 2011 Brighton & Hove Housing Requirements Study undertaken by consultants GL 
Hearn. This study is available on the council’s website. In putting together the housing target options the council has also made a robust 
assessment of suitable brownfield sites through its Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment exercises also publicly available. Due to the 
very high housing requirements of the city, the council has also had to consider potential development opportunities on the edge of the city. 
Toads Hole Valley is a privately owned site with no public access. It is no longer protected by a national landscape designation. Many of the 
city’s other urban fringe sites are in an open space use for playing fields, allotments, recreation grounds and local nature reserves. The city’s 
needs for housing and other development needs have to be balanced against other planning considerations and, in this case, it is considered 
that the most sustainable option (on the basis of social, economic and environmental issues) is to now include the Toads Hole Valley site for 
development and gain the maximum benefits for the city whilst securing high standards of development with minimal impacts upon the adjacent 
National Park. 
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User Respondent Number: 73                                                              Customer Name: Andrew Coleman 
Customer Ref: 1128                                                                Organisation: 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons: 
I support the development of Toad Hole Valley as on opportunity to develop away from flood risk and should be of mixed use and on condition 
its developed to highest environmental standards. 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
How sustainable will the city be in 100 years (the life of housing built today)? What will the City look like and how liveable will it be in a very 
different climate (hotter / more stormy / more frequent and serious downpours), less water available? 
  
Are there ‘limits to growth’ or a tipping point where the City becomes less attractive to people and business (anecdotally, we may have reached 
that already)? 
  
It’s not just about ‘levels’ of housing – it’s also about how flexible housing is for the future population – assuming that today’s residents stay and 
grow older. 
Officer Response: 
Thank you for your comments of support for the preferred target option. 
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User Respondent Number: 74                                                                                      Customer Name: Elizabeth Cleaver 
Customer Ref: 1029744  Organisation: Highways Agency 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 

Q1a: Reasons: 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
We note that the preferred housing target is Option 2 and that it is line with the requirement of the city and that of the South East Plan. In terms 
of the evidence base we are keen to see how this scenario compares with that modelled in the 2009 version of the Brighton & Hove TA.  
  
As specific sites are progressed we are keen that the chosen locations maximise the benefit of rail and bus links. 
Officer Response: 
Thank you for your comments. The preferred target option is very similar to the amount of housing modelled in the 2009 version of the Brighton 
& Hove TA. A TA will be undertaken on the revised proposals. 
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User Respondent Number: 85                                                                                      Customer Name: Jill Sewell 
Customer Ref: 1029559  Organisation: Kemp Town Society 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
Partial Support 
Q1a: Reasons: 
Kemp Town Society deems Option 2 the best option for all the reasons stated in the Council’s assessment and because we would hope such a 
target would be achievable without needing to build large numbers of 8 or more storey towers throughout the city impacting adversely on its 
historic cultural image and changing its character. The limitations on available Open Space within the City to prospective residential 
development sites give rise to contradictory pressures.  
  
Building on Open Space reduces the overall amount of Open Space, while increasing the need for it, especially where there is high density 
building without private open space (gardens). Building on space currently providing employment decreases affordability by removing the 
locations for jobs and increases the Benefits burden. High rise living was found to be a social disaster in the 60’s and 70’s but dense 
development of small units in high blocks (within national size guidelines and/or at best at the minimum end of the City’s own requirements) are 
still being proposed as the price Developers seek for being allowed to build more desirable and therefore profitable units. The danger of this 
particular to Brighton, is that, as one of the more popular locations for second homes for Londoners, many high quality units tend to be priced 
out of the range of locally employed people, so do nothing to meet the City's housing need.  
  
Additionally we are concerned that any substantial increase in the number of tall buildings close together and near the sea increases the risk of 
turning streets into wind canyons and confining the frail and disabled to their homes in the frequent strong westerly winds. Even this qualified 
support would change to opposition if, as we understand to be the case, this option required a target of 1000 or more units to be located within 
the Brighton Marina. Our comments on the Sustainability Assessment set out why. 

Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
We would support Option 1 although concerned it would not deliver adequate social housing or family sized homes. Even this we would oppose 
if it required 1000 or more residential units in the Marina site. For the reasons stated in our answer 1a, Options 3 and 4 must so much reduce 
the quality of the City environment by the use of Open Space and Employment Sites as to be unsustainable. 
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Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
Assessing Housing Targets by numbers of units must encourage the building of the greatest number of the smallest possible homes to fulfil the 
target. Minimal numbers of family sized units can be built as every family sized unit must have a larger footprint than a bedsit/one bedroom flat. 
Targets need to be split down into different sizes of units. Undersized units create social tensions and family strain. Everyone needs occasional 
privacy, school age children need homework areas, computers used by children need to be in overseeable space.  
  
Other targets e.g. Re-cycling impose their own space requirements - recycling boxes have to be stored somewhere; We are pleased to see that 
in the Sustainability Assessment the unjustifiable designation of the Marina as a District Centre is to be removed; We think the Marina should 
be designated an area for leisure and tourism. We also think that the designation of the Marina Black Rock and the Gasworks as a housing and 
transport node to be looked at together has some merit but appears to be ignored by these papers. 

  
Officer Response: 
Your comments of partial support for the preferred housing target option are welcomed. Your comments regarding development at the Brighton 
Marina are noted and your comments regarding the need to consider dwelling sizes also noted. 
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User Respondent Number: 86 Customer Name: Dr Janie Thomas 
Customer Ref: 1577 Organisation: The Kingscliffe Society 
Q1: Do you support the preferred housing target and delivery option (Option 2): 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons: 
Albeit with some reluctance, we support the Council’s Preferred Option (Housing Target Option 2) - the reluctance being related to the inclusion 
of the urban fringe site of Toads Hole Valley.  Notwithstanding, we are pleased that the bulk of all new housing would still come from within the 
existing built up area. 
  
Overall we can see that the council’s favoured option is most appropriate when measured against possible alternatives. The option equates 
well with the current housing target set for the City - with other options being too low or too high, the latter in particular raising concerns in 
respect of any significant increase in taller buildings and loss of open space, not least in respect of  our need to preserve the rare modest 
historic green open spaces, both public and private, in our own area, along with the open spaces of our eastern beaches  -  as well as the vital 
historical and environmental importance of preserving the grassed Valley Gardens and their mature trees. 
Hsg Q1b: If your answer to Q1 is 'No' or 'Partially Support', do you support an alternative target and delivery option? Please state 
which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Hsg Q2: Do you have any other comments you wish to make? 
Officer Response: 
Your comments of support for the preferred housing target option are welcomed. 
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Appendix 7 (b) – Student Housing Options Paper: representations received and officer 
response  

 

User Respondent Number: 76 Customer Name: 
Customer Ref: 1029745 Organisation: Unite Group Plc 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 

Q1a: Reasons 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
No 
Q2a: Reasons: 
Unite support Option 2 criteria based policy with no preferred sites identified. It is considered that this option provides a clearly 
defined approach for assessing applications for new student housing which will meet the Local Authority's requirements but also 
provides developers more flexibility to identify suitable sites themselves. This option will give the Council the necessary policy 
framework to assess applications for new student accommodation without restricting the market. This option complies with the 
Ministerial Statement 'Planning for Growth' March 2011 in maintaining a flexible and responsive supply of land. 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
Unite support the Council in taking a positive and proactive approach to new student accommodation and agree with the principle 
of ensuring student accommodation is provided in suitable locations in terms of accessibility and impact terms and that they are 
well managed and offer appropriate accommodation. 
Officer Response: 
Your comments are noted. 
 



Consultation Statement 
City Plan Policy Options Paper Oct – Dec 2011 

174

Agree that provision of purpose built student accommodation can contribute positively towards overall housing supply in the city 
and may help to free up HMOs for use by the general housing market. However, in terms of setting Housing Targets for the city 
and the Housing Delivery Policy; both focus on general housing falling under C3 ‘dwelling houses’ counted as net additions to the 
dwelling stock. Purpose built student accommodation is considered a different and additional type of supply because of its 
specialist use. 
 
The draft policy will propose both a list of identified sites for purpose built student accommodation and a criteria based approach to 
assess those sites which may come forward for student housing, but which are not specifically allocated. 
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User Respondent Number: 77 Customer Name: Tony Mernagh 
Customer Ref: 1395 Organisation: Brighton & Hove Economic Partnership 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons 
38. The importance of students to the success of the local economy cannot be overstated. The quality of the Brighton & Hove 
workforce with 42% qualified to first degree level compensates for some of the city’s other shortcomings e.g. lack of Grade A 
office space. 
39. As university tuition fees rise to £9,000 p.a. students will look carefully at the overall offer of university locations which will 
include the quantum and quality of accommodation [particularly for first year students]. With 10,000 students living in private 
accommodation largely in de facto HMOs and Brighton University able to accommodate less than half of those freshers who want 
to live in university accommodation, the city’s offer is disadvantaged despite having two HE institutions with international 
reputations for excellence. 
40. In addition the demand for private rented property forces up rents making Brighton & Hove appear to be poor value against 
competing locations. 
41. At the same time, the needs of residents must be balanced against the needs of students and there is little doubt that, while 
Brighton & Hove has avoided the large scale studentification associated with Leeds and Nottingham, there are some wards and 
individual streets where the density of the student population has become an issue. 
42. The Economic Partnership supports option 1 to manage future HMO development via the adoption of Article 4 directives. 

Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
Yes 
Q2a: Reasons: 
43. Just as the proliferation of HMOs can alter the nature of an area, the concentration of students in accommodation blocks is 
equally sensitive. They preferably need to be close to the universities or, if this is not possible, close to the bus routes serving 
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them. If not on campus or close to it, being located at some remove from surrounding residential areas but close to services and 
amenities is also an advantage. The four sites chosen largely fulfil these criteria. 
44. The Economic Partnership supports option 3 for a proactive policy with student accommodation sites identified at an early 
stage. 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
Officer Response: 
Support for the preferred option of an article 4 direction is noted.  The Council recognises the important role that students and the 
educational establishments play within the city's economy. 
 
The support for proactive allocation of sites for student accommodation and recognition that the four sites identified are suitable is 
welcomed. 
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User Respondent Number: 78 Customer Name:      Phil Frier 
Customer Ref: 1029746 Organisation:           City Employment and Skills Steering Group 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons 
Brighton & Hove is considered one of the most highly qualified adult populations in the country with nearly half the working age 
population having the equivalent of a degree or higher. The city has 32,000 students at two universities. The CESSG understands 
the high demand for student housing as well as the need to balance this demand with the needs of the rest of the city’s 
population. CESSG therefore supports Option 1 which will manage the high concentration of student population in certain areas of 
the city. 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
Yes 
Q2a: Reasons: 
The CESSG supports Option 3 and the four sites that have been identified for new build student accommodation as they fulfil the 
criteria of proximity to University campuses and/or easy access to transport links and amenities. 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
Officer Response: 
The support of the City Employment and Skills Steering Group for the two preferred options is welcomed. 
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User Respondent Number: 81 Customer Name: Catherine Miller 
Customer Ref: 1029747 Organisation: BHCC 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 

Q1a: Reasons 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
Yes 
Q2a: Reasons: 
Agreed Points 
•Group is in agreement with the preferred Policy Option 
•Question whether the plans are ambitious enough and whether greater density of development could be achieved at the sites. 
•Housing should be built for flexibility and adaptability allowing for units to be converted for private use if need be. 
•Language Students need to be included in total number of students needing accommodation – group estimates a further 12,000 
per year. 
•Infrastructure needs to be in place (such as cycle tracks) before new student accommodation brought forward 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
Group Notes 
 
Concerns regarding the Vogue Gyratory – barrier to cyclists and pedestrians. 
Students are taking up affordable 4/5 bedroom housing in Bevendean and Moulsecoomb therefore purpose built student 
accommodation and transport links in this area are essential. 
 
37,000 university students in total, universities trying to accommodate all first year students, most don’t want to live in halls after 
first year, total of first year students needing accommodation = 6-7,000. 
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Need to support the universities in accommodating students – approximately 1,000 family houses lost to students per year. 
 
Universities have developed plans to match long-term figures for student places to increase in housing. Approximately 20% of 
student intake do not require housing – already residents. 
 
Not just first undergraduates need to be included as there is a growing demand from postgraduates taking 1 yr courses for 
accommodation – this is due to increase in the present financial climate. 
 
Discussed whether there had been any significant drop in the number of applicants due to the introduction of fees, there had been 
a record number of attendees at recent open day which indicated that fees would not affect student numbers in the future. 

 
Inherent problems with the University of Brighton – old polytechnic located close to Town Centre that does not have campus   
facilities. Multi   sited needing accommodation both at Falmer and within the Town Centre. 
 
Four indentified sites will not meet present demand and provides no scope for further development for future growth in student 
numbers. 
 
Universities would like to offer second year students accommodation if possible as students have indicated they would stay on if 
places were available. 
 
Group discussed potential to encourage students to use other locations than Brighton Town Centre for accommodation such as 
Shoreham, Newhaven and Lewes. 
Group agreed that efforts should be made by both universities and that to achieve any significant student numbers in these areas 
good transport links would be essential. Had experimented with host families for language students in Newhaven – was not 
popular and transport costs were an issue. 
 
The potential to develop in what were deemed ‘problem areas’ such as London Road / the Co-op building, Preston Park area and 
Anston House. There was no real data re: student numbers north of Preston Park, this area is currently designated for 
employment and the group suggested this should be changed to mixed use. 
 



Consultation Statement 
City Plan Policy Options Paper Oct – Dec 2011 

180

The group discussed the conflict between increasing housing for residents and students and the need to increase business 
accommodation. Given the economic climate it would be wise to predict and provide for growing student numbers to make the 
most of the opportunity to encourage their spending power to the city (estimated at £1billion per year) and the employment 
opportunities that would arise from housing development. 

                    
                   Officer Response: 

The City Sustainability Partnership's views are noted and support for the preferred options is welcomed. 
 
The Partnership's concerns about the likely limited impact of an article 4 direction are noted.  Whilst the proposed article 4 
direction will not directly reduce existing concentrations, it forms part of a comprehensive approach to be taken by the Council to 
tackle concerns about the potential impact of HMOs. The Council will be working with education providers, landlords and students 
to ensure that student accommodation is well managed. 
 
The Council recognises that the sites allocated for purpose built student accommodation will not allow demand to be met in full.  
However, the policy will also set out a criteria based approach under which additional sites could be properly considered.  The 
need for sustainable transport connections to/from student housing is recognised and will be incorporated within the policy. 
The unequal distribution of Houses of Multiple Occupancy (HMOs) was discussed, with some streets in the city at 90%, it was felt 
that high levels in a concentrated 
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User Respondent Number: 17 Customer Name: Mr Richard Gillam 
Customer Ref: 1029681 Organisation: Your Student Room Ltd 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
No position 
Q1a: Reasons 
No formal position on the three options proposed against Issue A) addressing the over concentration of HMOs. 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
No 
Q2a: Reasons: 
Your Student Room Ltd firmly request that Option 2 is taken forward where a criteria based policy is adopted with the market 
being allowed the flexibility to bring forward appropriate sites in partnership with academic institutions or third party student 
accommodation providers. I am very concerned that if the city council adopt a policy approach aligned solely to the two 
universities aspirations and waiting for the development of the larger schemes (Preston Barracks, CirCustomer Street etc.) then 
decades MAY pass before the acute problems identified in the consultation paper are resolved. Therefore, smaller and deliverable 
sites and temporary solutions like those proposed by Your Student Room Ltd should be actively pursued provided that they are 
supported by a third-party student accommodation provider and /or one of the city's academic institutions. 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
The consultation paper rightly states that there is a 'significant shortfall of bed spaces in purpose built student accommodation 
despite recent developments in the city'. Equally the Student Housing Strategy states that there are approximately 5,813 bed 
spaces in university residence provided by Sussex University and the University of Brighton in the city. 
 
There are c9,000 further education students at City College alone and over 2,000 other students at the Brighton Institute of 
Modern Music (BIMM), international language schools and other colleges. Appropriate accommodation for these students is also 
important and is missing from the consultation paper. 
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Your Student Room Ltd is developing a temporary modular solution to meet the pressures in the student housing sector and 
believe that the consultation paper should firmly: 
1. Recognise the benefit of and support temporary accommodation projects and solutions for the city on existing brownfield sites 
2. Be explicit in welcoming projects and the development of sites where students from universities, further education colleges, 
international / language schools, 
BIMM and art colleges are supported. 

Officer Response: 
The draft policy will propose both a list of identified sites for purpose built student accommodation and also a criteria based 
approach to assess those sites which may come forward for student housing, but which are not specifically allocated.  The 
Council is aware that there are a number of educational institutions within the city besides the two universities and this is reflected 
in the draft policy.  The Council is keen to work with all these institutions and with private developers to promote purpose built 
student accommodation. 
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                    User Respondent Number: 18  Customer Name: Mr Robert Sloper 

Customer Ref: 1029521                            Organisation:     Cathedral Group PLC 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
No position 
Q1a: Reasons 
The Cathedral Group has no position on these options. 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
Yes 
Q2a: Reasons: 
The Cathedral Group firmly supports Option 3 in the consultation paper and is pleased to see that the Circus Street site listed as a 
location where student accommodation projects would be welcomed. The site firmly sits within an area of academic activity and 
the proposed University of Brighton library and student accommodation element in the mixed-use regeneration of the site will 
meet many of the city council's and city's core community and economic and strategic objectives. 
Annex A (see filed paper copy) provides a summary of how the proposed regeneration of City Street supports and delivers the 
ambitions and objectives set out in the Student Housing Strategy, Economic Strategy and Community Strategy. 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
Officer Response: 
Support for the inclusion of Circus Street as a site for purpose built student accommodation welcomed. 
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User Respondent Number: 19 Customer Name: Mr David Dalton 
Customer Ref: 1029703 Organisation: Zise Ltd 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
No position 
Q1a: Reasons 
Zise Ltd has no position on these options 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
Partial Support 
Q2a: Reasons: 
Zise Ltd request that the city council include the Buxton's site and opportunity into the list of areas detailed in Option 3. The site 
firmly sits within the already identified London Road Area in the consultation paper. The proposed student accommodation led 
mixed-use development of the site, already shared with the city council's planning team, will meet many of the city council's and 
city's core community and economic strategic objectives - evidence of his is provided in attached strategic paper at Annex A. 
 
Should the Buxton's site not be included in the list of sites, Zise Ltd would firmly request that Option 2 is taken forward to bring 
forward where appropriate sites in partnership with academic institutions or third party student accommodation providers. 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
Zise Ltd is very concerned that if the city council adopt a policy approach aligned solely to the two universities aspirations and 
waiting for the development of the larger schemes (Preston Barracks, Circus Street etc.) then years if not decades will pass 
before the acute problems identified in the consultation paper will be resolved. Therefore smaller and deliverable sites like that 
presented at Buxtons should be actively pursued provided that they are supported by a third-party student accommodation 
provider and / or one of the city's academic institutions. 
(see annex A - re Buxton's) 
Officer Response: 
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The Buxtons site is identified for and already has planning permission for residential development.  Given the need to meet 
housing targets within the city, it would not therefore be appropriate to allocate the site for student accommodation. 
 
The policy will propose both a list of identified sites for purpose built student accommodation and a criteria based approach to 
assess those sites which may come forward for student housing, but which are not specifically allocated.  In the absence of the 
requested site allocation for the Buxtons site, support for a criteria based approach to purpose built student accommodation is 
welcomed. 
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User Respondent Number: 20 Customer Name: Mr James Greed 
Customer Ref: 1252 Organisation: n/a 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons 
no answer 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
Yes 
Q2a: Reasons: 
no answer 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
With a city with two universities student accommodation will always be a problem. However this means that a reasonable plan to 
control this is required. There are too many family homes that have been converted into multiple student accommodation in areas 
such as Riley and Ewhurst Road where one of my sons live. These houses are meant as good family starter homes for that first 
time buyer. There does not appear to be a proper plan for this type of accommodation and conversion and I believe this paper is 
in the right steps. I believe that where possible student accommodation should be built as self contained units and linked as close 
to the universities as possible. The complex at Falmer Station and at Varley Halls in Coldean Lane is the right approach. 
Officer Response: 
Support for both the article 4 direction and the provision of purpose built student accommodation is welcomed. 
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User Respondent Number: 22 Customer Name: Chris Gilbert / Michael Cornes (1029717) 
Customer Ref: 1234 Organisation: QED / Study Group UK Ltd 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
No position 
Q1a: Reasons 
QED/Study Group UK has no view to express on this option and will leave it to individual partner organisations to respond 
accordingly. 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 

Q2a: Reasons: 
QED/Study Group UK Limited request that the city council include its land adjacent to the Cobblers Thumb/Richardson Yard sites 
or the larger jointly owned area into the list of areas appropriate for student accommodation as detailed in option 3. This site is 
located adjacent to the London Road Area identified in the consultation paper. The proposed student accommodation mixed-used 
development of the site, already shared with the city council's estates team, will meet many of the city council's and city's core 
community and economic strategic objectives - evidence of this is provided in attached strategic paper at Annex C. Should neither 
of these sites proposed be included in the list of sites for Option3, QED/Study Group UK Ltd request that the city council adopt 
Option 2 where a criteria based policy is adopted with the market being allowed the flexibility to bring forward appropriate sites in 
partnership with academic institutions or third-party student accommodation providers. 
 
QED/Study Group Uk Limited is concerned that if the city council adopt a policy approach aligned solely to the Universities and 
waiting for the development of the larger schemes (Circus Street, Preston Barracks etc) then decades may pass before the acute 
problems identified in the consultation paper will be resolved. There are c2,000 other students at international language schools 
and at the Brighton Institute of Modern Music and appropriate accommodation for these students is also important and is missing 
from the consultation paper. 
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Therefore, smaller and deliverable sites like that presented on our land and on the Cobbler's Thumb/ Richardson Yard site should 
be supported by the city council. This is particularly important when the sites are in core sustainable transport corridors and where 
the delivery of student accommodation on this site is in this case supported by Study Group UK Ltd, one if the city's key academic 
institutions. 

Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
The Consultation Paper rightly states that there is a 'significant shortfall of bed spaces in purpose built student accommodation 
despite recent developments in the city'. The city council's Student Housing Strategy states that there are approximately 5,813 
bed spaces in university halls of residence provided by Sussex University and the University of Brighton in the city. This falls short 
of providing dedicated accommodation for the estimated 37,000 further, higher and international college students residing in the 
city in any one academic year. 
 
QED wishes to support the city council in meeting this huge demands with an appropriate proposed regeneration of a site it owns 
adjacent to the Cobbler's Thumb public house and Richardson's Yard site on New England Street. The mix-use regeneration 
proposal is for c40 residencies for Study Group UK Limited students and c1,500 sq.ft of commercial space. The proposal should 
be seen as an academic extension to Study Groups successful campus at New England Quarter and one that would also support 
the use, and passive security of the Greenway - a core element in the initial planning and delivery of New England Quarter. 
 
QED also wishes to further explore as part of this consultation the proposal discussed with the city council's estate team in 
September 2011 for a joint wider regeneration of our land with the Cobbler's Thumb and Richardson Yard sites which could 
provide sufficient space for c200 student residencies and a wider more comprehensive sustainable regeneration of the sites. 
 
It should be noted that this response is jointly signed by Study Group uK Limited who are our partners in delivery of the student 
accommodation. Therefore, this collective response is provided only in relation to the land ownership and opportunities outlined 
above and each organisation reserves the right to provide additional responses. 

 
                   Officer Response: 

The Council recognises, for a variety of reasons, the desirability of providing purpose built student accommodation in the city and 
the policy seeks to facilitate this on appropriate sites.  The policy will propose both a list of identified sites for purpose built student 
accommodation and criteria based approach to assess those sites which may come forward for student housing, but which are 
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not specifically allocated. 
 
The comments about the Cobbler's Thumb/Richardson's Yard site are noted.  The Cobbler's Thumb/Richardson's Yard site is 
included as a potential housing site in the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment. It would not be appropriate to allocate 
a site with potential to make a significant contribution towards meeting the city's housing targets for another use.  In contrast, the 
allocated sites for purpose built student accommodation under this policy are in the control of the Universities, City College or the 
Council and located on or immediately adjacent to education campuses.  Most would not be suitable for general housing. Any 
planning application for purpose built student accommodation on the Cobbler's Thumb/Richardson's Yard site could be assessed 
using the criteria based part of the policy. 
  



Consultation Statement 
City Plan Policy Options Paper Oct – Dec 2011 

190

 
User Respondent Number: 25 Customer Name: Phil Frier and Julian Crampton 
Customer Ref: 1144 Organisation: City College Brighton & University of Brighton 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
No position 
Q1a: Reasons 
City College has no collective position on these options and will leave it to individual partner organisations to respond accordingly. 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
Yes 
Q2a: Reasons: 
City College firmly supports Option 3 in the consultation paper and is pleased to see that the Pelham Street Campus site listed as 
a place where student accommodation projects would be welcomed. The site firmly sites within an academic campus and the 
proposed student accommodation element in the mixed use regeneration of the site will meet many of the council's and city's core 
community and economic strategic objectives. Annex A provides a summary of how the 
proposed development at Pelham Street supports and delivers the ambitions and objectives set out in the Student Housing 
Strategy, Economic Strategy and Community Strategy. 
 
In conclusion, City College firmly believes that the proposed regeneration of the Pelham Street Campus, including an element of 
student accommodation, will support the city's student housing and economic aspirations. It will also complete the investment and 
significant regeneration of the city centre and provide a sustainable future for the college. 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
See Annex A. 
Officer Response: 
Support for the inclusion of Pelham Street as a site for purpose built student accommodation is welcomed. 
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                   User Respondent Number: 51 Customer Name: Roger French 

Customer Ref: 1221                             Organisation: Brighton & Hove Bus and Coach Comp

Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons 
We would support Option 1 the preferred option 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
Partial Support 
Q2a: Reasons: 
We partly support option 3 except that we have concerns that the use of Varley Halls to any great extent more than currently since 
their location makes it extremely difficult to provide a viable transport option to the University sites at Falmer. We note there is no 
reference to the London Road area (the former Co-Op Department Store) and wonder whether this should also be included as a 
preferred site. 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
Officer Response: 
Support for the proposed article 4 direction is welcomed. 
 
Brighton and Hove Bus and Coach Company's concerns about the accessibility of Varley Halls are recognised.  As an existing hall 
of residence site, intensification in its use is considered acceptable in principle and this should help to improve the viability of 
public transport.  The Council is keen that all new purpose built student accommodation should benefit from very good sustainable 
transport links to education sites.  This is reflected in the criteria based part of the policy. 
 
The comments about the Co-op's London Road site are noted.  The Co-op site is included as a potential housing site in the 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment.  It would not be appropriate to allocate a site with potential to make a significant 



Consultation Statement 
City Plan Policy Options Paper Oct – Dec 2011 

192

contribution towards meeting the city's housing targets for another use.  In contrast, the allocated sites for purpose built student 
accommodation under this policy are in the control of the Universities, City College or the Council and located on or immediately 
adjacent to education campuses.  Most would not be suitable for general housing.   Any planning application for purpose built 
student accommodation on the Co-op site could be assessed using the criteria based part of the policy. 
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User Respondent Number: 53 Customer Name: Professor Neil Hawke 
Customer Ref: 1029733 Organisation: n/a 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons 
(a) demonstrates effective, proactive policy; (b) takes account of increasingly critical environmental, social and amenity pressures 
on urban neighbourhoods affected; and (c) opens up potential for policy development based on the tension arising from the 
question whether permanent residents should subsidise adverse urban impacts or whether they should be shouldered to a greater 
extent by the universities and private sector developers. 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
Yes 
Q2a: Reasons: 
Allows for the first time a clearly defined policy preference with the potential to (at best) alleviate the considerable environmental, 
social and amenity pressures endured in many areas favoured by students. 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
In relation to Issue A Option 1, two matters should be worked into the policy to be put before the Council for approval. First, an 
explicit definition - and strategy - for an effective relationship between proposed planning controls and the evolving regulation of 
houses in multiple occupation has the potential to achieve policy coordination. Second, substantive policy might usefully be 
expanded in relation to the grades of HIMO concentration set out in the map covering Hanover and Elm Grove, which this 
consultee knows best. Even in the areas coloured (light) blue there are areas, such as 1-19 Islingword Place, which are three-
storey houses much favoured by HIMO landlords and 'targeted' by local estate agents interested in this market. Presently, nearly 
30% of the houses in this category between nos.1 and 19 are student HMOs with the real potential for an increase given the 
pressure of student numbers. Accordingly there is, I would suggest, a strong argument in favour of areas like this being subject to 
any special protection accorded to 'red' and 'purple' areas. Such planning units would have a strong influence in minimising the 
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continuing social, environmental and amenity stresses suffered by such areas. This rather more targeted policy approach would 
be widely commended as a demonstration of EU environmental policy priorities referable to the principles of prevention and 
precaution. 

Officer Response: 

Support for the preferred options is welcomed.  The comments about particular local concentrations are noted. 
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User Respondent Number: 54 Customer Name: Lorinda Holness, Charles Dudley 
Customer Ref: 1029734 Organisation: Sussex University 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
No position 
Q1a: Reasons 
2.1 The University recognises that it is not in the best interests of local residents and its own students for there to be excessive 
concentrations of student-occupied HMO housing in any one area of the City.  It also supports the Council’s position set out in 
paragraph 4.1 of the Paper that a solution to this problem lies in the Council promoting and enabling the appropriate development 
of purpose-built student accommodation at suitable locations within the city that will appeal to preferences of students in terms of 
location and design. 
 
2.2 In previous dialogue with the City Council’s Officers on this subject, the University expressed concern about the Option 1 
approach now identified in the Student Housing Options Paper.  Whilst the University continues to be of the view that this is not 
necessarily the most appropriate means of dealing with the problem, it understands the reasons why the City Council has 
identified this as part of its Preferred Option. We are mindful that an ARTICLE 4 DIRECTION cannot be applied retrospectively 
and at recent Local Action Team meetings residents have expressed the view that the concentration in some areas is already too 
great and the new policy will not change this position without other initiatives to encourage dispersal. However, we are prepared to 
accept the Council’s preference for Option 1 on the clear understanding that it is taken forward alongside a positive and proactive 
policy that supports the delivery of new student accommodation by, and on behalf of, the universities. Properties directly managed 
by the University should be exempted from the Direction. 
 
2.3 Any policy around dispersal needs to go hand in hand with a transport strategy which has to be in place before any migration 
is attempted. Potential housing areas need to have easy and inexpensive access to the respective campuses to be successful in 
attracting students. 
 
2.4 The University considers that it is only by adopting this approach, coupled with a transport strategy, that the issue of over-
concentration of HMOs can be addressed within the city.  This approach would also be the only means that Council policy could 
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meet the conclusions and recommendations of its own Student Housing Strategy. 
 
2.5 The City Council also needs to recognise the substantial number of students attending language schools and other 
educational establishments in the city, outside the HE sector. 

Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
Partial Support 
Q2a: Reasons: 
3.1 The University welcomes the Council’s position, as set out in paragraph 4.7 of the Paper, that it wants to take a positive and 
proactive approach to new student accommodation to ensure it is in the most suitable location in terms of accessibility and 
amenity impacts on the surrounding area; that it is well managed; meets the needs of the universities; and it offers appropriate 
accommodation.  In this respect, it is supportive of the introduction of a pro-active policy within the City Plan that supports and 
encourages the delivery of new student accommodation in the city. 
3.2 Options 2 and 3 within the Paper adopt this approach with the former introducing a criteria-based policy with no preferred sites 
identified and the latter identifying appropriate sites for student accommodation as Strategic Allocations and recognising that the 
most appropriate locations for student accommodation are located close to university campuses and in central locations within 
DA3, DA4 and DA5. 
 
3.3 It is the University’s view that the policy that is ultimately taken forward by the Council should be a combination of these two 
options.  The advantages listed under Option 3 confirm the reasons why this approach is appropriate.  In addition, the University 
considers that it introduces far greater certainty to the planning process to have identified sites within such a policy that would be 
supported. In turn, this assists investment decisions on the identified sites and the University’s long term planning of 
accommodation for its students. Indeed, there appears to be confusion about the inclusion of this site since other consultative 
documents e.g. the Sustainability Appraisal includes it as one of five potential developments. The University has already set out 
the reasons why it considers the Co-op site to be suitable for such development in a separate document sent to the Council. It is 
also the only city site that is sufficiently advanced to achieve delivery by 2013. The site will not only deliver much needed student 
housing but also employment opportunities for a significant number of people. 
 
3.4 The University also submits that the former Co-op Department store, London Road, Brighton (within the DA4 Policy Area) 
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should be added to the list of identified sites that could be included in such a policy as this is one site where we are currently 
working closely with the developer to bring forward student accommodation to meet our needs. 
Proposals for additional accommodation on the Falmer campus can be addressed through the criteria based part of the policy.  
 
3.5 Our earlier submission also sought the Council’s general support for the development of more student housing in Falmer and 
in close proximity to the two 
university campuses and it would like to see this reflected in the policy that is ultimately brought forward by the Council. 
 
3.6 In addition to the identification of sites for Strategic Allocation for student accommodation in line with Option 3, the University 
also considers it essential that the 
City Plan includes a pro-active policy that encourages and enables the delivery of additional student accommodation within the 
City on yet to be identified sites (Option 2).  It recognises that the Council may wish to restrict such provision to locations 
accessible to the universities and introduce some controls to protect the amenity of areas surrounding such developments.  
However, such a policy is vital if suitable accommodation in the city is to be provided for the growing student populations of the 
two universities in the future.  It would also enable the Council to adopt a flexible approach (in line with Government policy on 
spatial planning) if any of the final list of sites identified as Strategic Allocations did not come forward for development.  The 
University is aware of a number of local authorities that have adopted or are considering using this policy approach and examples 
of these are included as Appendix A to this submission. 
 
3.7 This combined approach of strategic allocation and pro-active criteria-based policy offers the most appropriate means of 
delivering new student accommodation within the City in a manner that avoids conflict with other Council policies.  Ultimately, the 
University believes that it also represents a sensible means of addressing the issue of over-concentrations of HMO 
accommodation identified under Issue A in the Paper and would be entirely in line with the conclusions of the Council’s own 
Student Housing Strategy.  Indeed, it is the University’s view that provision of student accommodation through a combination of 
strategic allocations and the supportive policy approach outlined above would lead to a reduction in demand for HMO student 
accommodation in the city.   It would also introduce greater certainty to the University that such developments would be 
acceptable to the City Council – in turn assisting the University’s long term planning for the accommodation needs of its students. 
 
3.8 Finally, the University is keen to ensure that future policy within the City Plan is supportive of the development of further 
student accommodation within its existing campus at Falmer.  It would like to see this included within a general positive and 
enabling policy that supports the renewal of the campus in line with its approved Masterplan and in accordance with the changing 
needs of the University during the life of the City Plan. Sites adjacent to and in close proximity to other university buildings should 
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also be considered, as appears to be the case with several of the option sites already identified. 
 
3.9 The University welcomes this opportunity to comment on the Paper and is keen to continue to work with the City Council to 
address the issue of future provision of student accommodation within the emerging City Plan. 

 
                   Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 

1.1 This is the University’s response to Brighton and Hove City Council’s Student Housing Options Paper (October 2011).  The 
University is grateful for the opportunity to comment on the document and to follow up earlier dialogue on the issue of future 
student housing provision in the City as the Council develops its planning policies in the coming months. 
 
1.2 The principle of introducing a clear approach to planning for student accommodation in the City is welcomed by the University.  
In particular, a positive and proactive policy should offer more certainty to providers of this accommodation.  In turn, this should 
assist the University with its long term strategic planning for meeting the accommodation needs of its growing student population. 
 
1.3 Sussex and Brighton universities inject more than £1b into the UK economy and most is spent in Brighton and Hove and the 
South East. The 2010 study by Strathclyde University, the first ever to look at the economic impact of individual universities, 
showed the two institutions spent £1.072bn and the bulk, 967m, was spent in the city and the South East. It also supported 12,000 
jobs, the majority of them in the city. The report showed the institutions now constituted one of the largest industries in the region 
and confirmed the importance of higher education and university presence to the local economy. Researchers studied the 
academic year ending 2009 when the two institutions had a combined student population of more than 32,700 and a total staff of 
4,231. The numbers have subsequently grown, along with the universities' facilities. It is estimated that the projected growth at the 
University of Sussex will generate an additional £50m in the local economy as well as creating jobs. 
 
1.4 As a University that is in the top 15 institutions in the UK and top 100 in the World, Sussex is proving very attractive to UK and 
overseas students and is growing its numbers as part of its plans for long-term development. We have already invested many tens 
of millions in creating new student accommodation on the campus in recent years. As the Council is aware as part of an agreed 
Masterplan for the campus, we have recently completed a development of 777 additional bedrooms in Northfield with a further 180 
under construction for handover next May. However, to meet the University’s own housing target requires a further 1000 rooms by 
2015. 
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1.5 The University’s responses to the specific issues raised in the Student Housing Options Paper are set out below. 

Officer Response: 
The University's support for a clear and positive policy on student accommodation is welcomed. 
 
The University's recognition of the issues that can arise from excessive concentrations of student occupied HMOs and its position 
on the proposed article 4 direction is noted.  The Council proposes a comprehensive approach to tackling student housing issues 
and fully intends that controls over the location of HMOs will operate in tandem with a supportive approach to purpose built 
student accommodation.  The University's concerns about transport provision are recognised and the draft policy will address this 
issue.  It is not possible to exclude properties managed by the University from the proposed article 4 direction, since the direction 
will relate to the use defined in planning legislation rather than the management arrangements. 
 
The comments about the Co-op's London Road site are noted.  The Co-op site is included as a potential housing site in the 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment.  It would not be appropriate to allocate a site with potential to make a significant 
contribution towards meeting the city's housing targets for another use. In contrast, the allocated sites for purpose built student 
accommodation under this policy are in the control of the Universities, City College or the Council and located on or immediately 
adjacent to education campuses.  Most would not be suitable for general housing. Any planning application for purpose built 
student accommodation on the Co-op site could be assessed using the criteria based part of the policy. 
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User Respondent Number: 55 Customer Name: Susan Solbra 
Customer Ref: 42 Organisation: Southern Water 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons 
Southern Water would favour option 1 to adopt an Article 4 direction and produce a policy framework for managing HMO 
accommodation. The reason for supporting this option is that the need for planning permission would give an opportunity to 
consider the impact of proposals on the sewerage and water distribution system. 
 
In areas of concentrated HMOs, the demand on services could exceed the supply and cause deterioration in levels of service. 
New development should provide the local infrastructure required to serve it. For example, in areas where the sewerage system is 
combined it may be possible to remove surface water, thereby releasing capacity for foul flows. 

Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
Yes 
Q2a: Reasons: 
Southern Water would favour option 3 which would allocate strategic sites for student accommodation. This option is supported 
because allocated sites would inform Southern Water’s investment planning, and facilitate delivery of strategic infrastructure 
required to serve them (but please note that local infrastructure required to serve new development would need to be funded by 
the development on a site by site basis). 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
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Officer Response: 
Support for policies to address over-concentration of Houses in Multiple Occupation and to identify sites for purpose built student 
accommodation in order to enable proper consideration of the sewerage and water distribution system is welcomed. 
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User Respondent Number: 57 Customer Name: Selma Montford & Jeremy Mustoe 
Customer Ref: 1404 Organisation: Brighton Society 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 

Q1a: Reasons 
Permission for HMOs cannot be reversed to family housing – unless they are sold to/for a family. If it is more profitable for 
landlords to let as an HMO rather than to a family, they will continue to do so. However, not all HMOs will be let to students but 
can also be let to low paid workers, young professional people, single unemployed people and single people who do not want to 
live on their own.  While we might like the idea of everyone living in a family home, we have to recognise that many people now do 
live alone.  For some, a room in a shared house or flat is a preferable option, and can also be an enjoyable solution. 
 
We welcome options 1 and 3. We would oppose option 2. 
 
We suggest that student rooms should be grouped around a shared kitchen with strict rules about managing these kitchens. 

Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 

Q2a: Reasons: 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
There are 37,000 students at the 2 universities + 5,200 international students from 150 countries. The Council’s document 
estimates that the number of full time students is expected to increase in future. This is uncertain as a result of the rise in student 
fees. 
 
We welcome the provision of purpose built student accommodation, but are concerned about the provision of very large blocks eg 
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on the site of the Co-op in London Road (for 407 students) and its impact on neighbouring houses in terms of both overshadowing 
and noise.  There should be strict rules about noise, as well as design conditions. Any one single disproportionate use in any area 
is a recipe for trouble. 
 
There are real problems of studentification of houses in areas such as Hanover, in terms of small shops which are often converted 
to takeaways and off-licences for example, a small general store which has been converted to an off-licence near London Road 
station. 
 
The universities should take more responsibility for the anti-social behaviour of their students eg by running compulsory courses in 
how to be a good and considerate neighbour, such as the courses that are run for all occupants – both private and housing 
association – in Coin Street in London. Complaints from neighbours should be acted on immediately. 

Officer Response: 
Support for the two preferred options is welcomed. The Council recognises that HMOs provide an essential and affordable form of 
accommodation for many in the city and the proposed policy will control the location of new HMOs rather than restrict overall 
supply. 
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User Respondent Number: 35 Customer Name: Mrs Alzbeta Johnson 
Customer Ref: 1029729 Organisation: n/a 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
No 
Q1a: Reasons 
As a landlord, we would need to put up rents to cover extra costs involved. Increasing regulations simply puts pressure onto 
landlords. 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 

Q2a: Reasons: 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
Student problems arise from students themselves and how their behaviour is regulated - not from the category of housing they 
inhabit. There should be Much tougher regulations on antisocial behaviour, i.e., noise, rubbish etc. Fines which students' 
guarantors are forced to pay and county court judgements are usually sufficient deterrents. By contrast, what deterrent is there for 
an antisocial couple on drugs who cause mayhem in the neighbourhood, but live in a 1 bedroom flat which does not need 
regulating? 
Officer Response: 
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Objection noted.   No fee would be payable for a planning application arising from an article 4 direction and the additional costs to 
landlords are therefore considered to be low.  The Council intends to implement a related planning policy giving clear guidance on 
when applications for change of use to a HMO will be approved in order to provide certainty to potential developers. 
 
The comments about how anti-social behaviour is regulated are noted.  The Council and other organisations have a range of 
powers through which to address student housing and HMO issues.  Through the planning system, the Council intends to take a 
positive approach involving controlling the future location of HMOs and supporting the provision of additional purpose built student 
accommodation.  The Council will work with other organisations such as education providers, student groups and residents to 
ensure that student accommodation is provided in a sustainable way and is well managed. 

    
The comments about anti-social behaviour are noted.  The Council and other organisations have a range of powers through which 
to address student housing and HMO issues.  Impact upon the residential amenity of an area would be a material planning 
consideration in assessing any application for purpose built student accommodation.  The Council will work with other 
organisations such as education providers, student groups and residents to ensure that student accommodation is provided in a 
sustainable way and is well managed. 
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User Respondent Number: 37 Customer Name: Mr Richard Paul-Jones 
Customer Ref: 1029728 Organisation: n/a 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
No 
Q1a: Reasons 
HMOs are not only occupied by students, there are a lot of young professionals and other people who live together as house 
sharers. Going down this route will just reduce the amount of affordable housing for all low paid residents of the city. Any 
increased costs for landlords associated with additional licensing, registration or planning applications will have to be covered 
somehow and it is not realistic to expect landlords to absorb the costs. The result will be increased rents for hard-pressed tenants. 
Everyone is feeling the squeeze including students who are already burdened with massive debts for their education. It will be one 
more disincentive for the poorer student to go to university. Also, this will not address the issue of badly behaved students. Most of 
the problems near Coleman Street come from the students in Phoenix Halls in Southover Street. The students in Coleman Street 
get to know their neighbours and while it is not always perfect, they are more a part of the community than those who live in the 
dedicated student accommodation. It also seems that the disadvantages in the Options Paper all mitigate against this option. 

Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
No 
Q2a: Reasons: 
It is too prescriptive and, like Phoenix Halls, will place large numbers of students in residential areas with all the problems this 
causes. 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
There are two issues being addressed here, one is the number and behaviour of students and the other is quality of their 
accommodation. HMO licensing will do nothing to address the issue of student behaviour. The council would be more effective in 
combating the problems of anti-social student behaviour by treating it the same way as any other sort of anti-social behaviour. i.e. 
it is the adolescent student lifestyle, not the accommodation they live in which leads to problems. Surely a greater investment in 
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statutory nuisance enforcement, noise and litter control would serve the neighbourhood and wider community more effectively. If 
you want to address the problem of dangerous and unhygienic accommodation and tenants exploited by unscrupulous landlords 
you should follow up complaints from tenants and prosecute those landlords that do not comply with existing regulations. 
Officer Response: 
Objections noted.   No fee would be payable for a planning application arising from an article 4 direction and the additional costs 
to landlords are therefore considered to be low.  The Council intends to implement a related planning policy giving clear guidance 
on when applications for change of use to a HMO will be approved in order to provide certainty to potential developers. 
 
The comments about how anti-social behaviour is regulated are noted.  The Council and other organisations have a range of 
powers through which to address student housing and HMO issues.  Through the planning system, the Council intends to take a 
positive approach involving controlling the future location of HMOs and supporting the provision of additional purpose built student 
accommodation.  Impact upon the residential amenity of an area would be a material planning consideration in assessing any 
application for purpose built student accommodation. The Council will work with other organisations such as education providers, 
student groups and residents to ensure that student accommodation is provided in a sustainable way and is well managed. 
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User Respondent Number: 38 Customer Name: Ms Claire Tyers 
Customer Ref: 1029729 Organisation: n/a 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
No 
Q1a: Reasons 
It is not only students who use HMOs, these are used by young professionals, graduates and other sharers who find them a cheap 
and convenient way of renting. Many of those resident in HMOs cause no nuisance to their local area. Student halls, where they 
exist, are far more problematic to the local areas than are HMOs. To sort out the problems of nuisance behaviour please take 
more steps to ensure that problem tenants have action taken against them. Deal with problem students and landlords by 
introducing stricter noise and litter control and by following up student complaints against poor landlords, with subsequent fines for 
non compliance with the existing standards for accommodation which exist. The existing standards are adequate, but are 
currently not being applied. 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
No 
Q2a: Reasons: 
Large concentrations of students in specific residential areas will not solve the problem but is likely to create and exacerbate the 
problems, including HMOs springing up on the boundaries of any areas you set. 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
The current proposals penalise good tenants and landlords who are being asked to foot the bill for those who cause problems. 
Landlords will have to pass on the costs to their tenants, many of whom will be forced out of Brighton, despite being tax payers 
and assets to the city. The current proposal is short sighted and ill thought through and will not solve the key problems of anti-
social behaviour and poor housing. This requires a more targeted problem solving approach rather than a blanket policy which 
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seems ill equipped to deal with either of these issues and may in fact make things far worse. 
Officer Response: 
Objections noted.   No fee would be payable for a planning application arising from an article 4 direction and the additional costs 
to landlords are therefore considered to be low.  The Council intends to implement a related planning policy giving clear guidance 
on when applications for change of use to a HMO will be approved in order to provide certainty to potential developers.  
 
The comments about how anti-social behaviour is regulated are noted.  The Council and other organisations have a range of 
powers through which to address student housing and HMO issues.  Through the planning system, the Council intends to take a 
positive approach involving controlling the future location of HMOs and supporting the provision of additional purpose built student 
accommodation.  Impact upon the residential amenity of an area would be a material planning consideration in assessing any 
application for purpose built student accommodation.  The Council will work with other organisations such as education providers, 
student groups and residents to ensure that student accommodation is provided in a sustainable way and is well managed. 
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User Respondent Number: 44 Customer Name: Hazel McKay 
Customer Ref: 1029710 Organisation: The Regency Society 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons 
We support policies that would prevent further agglomerations of student dwellings and other HMOs. 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
Yes 
Q2a: Reasons: 
We would like to see policies that support the universities providing halls of residence, which would help to prevent further family 
homes becoming student dwellings. 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
Officer Response: 
The support of the Regency Society for policies to address over-concentration of Houses in Multiple Occupation and to encourage 
the provision of purpose built student accommodation is welcomed. 
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User Respondent Number: 48 Customer Name: Sandy Crowhurst 
Customer Ref: 1029574 Organisation: NLCA 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons 
The NLCA considers any figure above 10% of HMOs would not be beneficial to the area. 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
Partial Support 
Q2a: Reasons: 
The NLCA has concerns regarding large concentrations of students within the central area and therefore would not support the 
development of Pelham Street. We feel that with the development of the London Road Coop building into student accommodation 
for c400 students, together with the existing c300 international students on the New England Quarter we have reached capacity 
for the area. 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
The universities should take the lead with regard to the behaviour of students. In the North Laine we suffer from considerable late-
night noise and disruption and feel that major concentrations of students in the area could exacerbate the problems. 
Officer Response: 
The support expressed for an article 4 direction is welcomed.  The North Laine Community Association's view that a proportion of 
HMOs is excess of 10% is not beneficial to an area is noted. 
 
The NLCA's concerns about further developments for students within the central area are also noted.  Impact upon the residential 
amenity of an area would be a material planning consideration in assessing any application for purpose built student 
accommodation.  The Council is keen to work with the education providers, who already employ staff to liaise with local 
communities, to ensure that all student accommodation is well managed and this will be reflected in the policy. 
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User Respondent Number: 50 Customer Name: 
Customer Ref: 1029732 Organisation: Watkins Jones 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons 
The Council states a preference for Option 1as a means of reducing the over concentration of HMO’s. We support this Option 
although in our view, the policy won’t work just by adopting an article 4 direction which sets a limit on the proportion of properties 
within an area that could be occupied as houses in multiple occupation (HMO). This is because on the Council’s own admission 
(paragraph 2.2) the future demand for student accommodation is increasing and it is expected to lead to a continuous significant 
shortfall of bed spaces in purpose built student accommodation. The policy Option 1 therefore has to be matched with a genuine 
undertaking by the Council to increase the supply of purpose built accommodation in the consideration of planning applications on 
other suitable sites. 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
Partial Support 
Q2a: Reasons: 
Watkin Jones believes Option 1 and Option 2 would perpetuate uncertainty in the selection of potential sites for student 
accommodation and lead to delay in schemes coming forward. It therefore supports Option 3 especially as the policy provides 
more certainty in identifying the suitability or otherwise of sites for student accommodation. However, the wording of Policy Option 
3 is incomplete and should include a fifth site as a preferred site for student accommodation as follows: 
 
v)The former Co-op Department Store, London Road Brighton (DA4 New England Quarter and London Road Area). 
 
2.9 This site should be added because it has been identified as a preferred site by the University of Sussex. The Sustainability 
Appraisal Report prepared for the Policy Option by your Council confirms this to be the case as the site is actually listed by name 
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on page 49 of the document. There is no justification or explanation why the Co-op site has been excluded from the list of sites in 
the Policy Option 3. 
 
2.10 The purpose of the new build student accommodation policy is to guide developers to suitable sites and not put pressure on 
others which the Council want to see developed for needed market or affordable housing (Option Paper paragraph 4.5). In this 
regard, the Council has prepared a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) to identify potential housing sites 
and whilst inclusion in the SHLAA is not intended to infer Council support for a sites development, it has nevertheless shown its 
preferred housing sites as category 1 sites for development in the next 5 years. 
 
2.11 It should be noted that the SHLAA (March 2011) has not identified the Co-op site as a category 1 housing site for 
development in the next 5 years. Instead it has been identified as a possible housing site for development with a much lower 
priority in years 6-10 and a capacity of just 76 dwellings. But the site is not even needed to meet the Regional Housing 
requirements for Brighton & Hove as the total supply of housing identified in the SHLAA of 10,050 units far exceeds the 
requirement which is just 8,935 dwellings to 2026. 
 
2.12 The development of the Co-op site for student accommodation would not therefore impact on the Council’s aspirations to 
provide needed market or affordable housing on suitable sites because it hasn’t been identified as a suitable or preferred housing 
site in principle and there are other preferable housing sites ahead of it. 
 

                    Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
C Recommendation 
 
2.13 Watkin Jones agrees with the preferred approach to addressing the overconcentration of HMO’s – Issue A) Option 1 by 
adopting an article 4 direction which sets a limit on the proportion of properties within an area that could be occupied as houses in 
multiple occupation (HMO). But this policy objective has to be matched with a genuine undertaking by the Council to increase the 
supply of purpose built accommodation in the consideration of planning applications on other suitable sites. Otherwise the policy 
will cause a reduction in the amount of student accommodation for the future. 
 
2.14 Watkin Jones also agrees with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation which is 
Issue B) Option 3. This policy approach provides more certainty in identifying the suitability or otherwise of sites for student 
accommodation. However, the wording of Policy Option 3 is incomplete and should include a fifth site as a preferred site for 
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student accommodation as follows: 
 
v) The former Co-op Department Store, London Road Brighton (DA4 New England Quarter and London Road Area). 
 
2.15 Watkin Jones also believes that in combining the issues of HMO accommodation and new student accommodation into a 
single policy, it should be made clear that the 2 issues are interdependent and the objective of reducing the over concentration of 
HMO’s in certain neighbourhoods will only work if the Council supports and enables the appropriate development of purpose built 
student accommodation elsewhere in the City with a presumption in favour of sites that have the backing of the Universities 
themselves. 
 
 
Officer Response: 
Support for the article 4 direction is welcomed.  The Council accepts that control over the location of HMOs should be operated in 
parallel with a supportive approach to new purpose built student accommodation and the City Plan policy will reflect this. 
 
The comments about the Co-op's London Road site are noted.  The Co-op site is included as a potential housing site in the 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment.  It would not be appropriate to allocate a site with potential to make a significant 
contribution towards meeting the city's housing targets for another use.  In contrast, the allocated sites for purpose built student 
accommodation under this policy are in the control of the Universities, City College or the Council and located on or immediately 
adjacent to education campuses.  Most would not be suitable for general housing.   Any planning application for purpose built 
student accommodation on the Co-op site could be assessed using the criteria based part of the policy. 
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User Respondent Number: 87 Customer Name: c/o Tricia Winter 
Customer Ref: 1029497 Organisation: Brighton & Hove Arts Commission 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 

Q1a: Reasons 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 

Q2a: Reasons: 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
Student Housing - suggested inclusions: 
Where new accommodation is being proposed (4.5-4.6) - would re-iterate points 1.1 above and the 'SA Recommendations' 
comment above. 
Officer Response: 
The Arts Commission's comments regarding high quality design and the incorporation of public art within purpose built student 
accommodation are noted.  The Council agrees that these issues would be important for the success of such schemes, but 
considers that they can be fully addressed through other City Plan policies. 
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User Respondent Number: 88 Customer Name: 
Customer Ref: 1029406 Organisation: University of Brighton 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 

Q1a: Reasons 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
Partial Support 
Q2a: Reasons: 
Having reviewed the options paper in respect of the provision of new student housing, the University of Brighton considers that an 
amalgamation of Options 2 and 3 would present the most appropriate planning policy framework. Option 2 proposes a criterion 
based policy which emerging student housing proposals would be assessed against. Option 3 proposes the allocation of a series 
of defined sites for student housing development. 
 
A mixture of these approaches, which promotes favoured sites whilst also providing a set of criteria against which more 
speculative developments would need to adhere to, is considered to provide a more suitable policy framework. 
 
In respect of the sites identified for student housing allocations, the University of Brighton request that the policy is broadened to 
allow development across its campuses, rather than the limited sites identified. As such, it is requested that the Preston Barracks 
allocation is widened to refer to the Moulsecoomb Campus in its totality, including the Preston Barracks site. This would more 
accurately accord with the provisions of the Lewes Road (Preston Barracks and University of Brighton) Planning Brief. It is also 
requested that the University's Falmer Campus is added to the list of proposed sites. 
 
Whilst the University of Brighton is supportive of the allocation of preferred sites for student housing, it is also mindful that there 
may be occasions where other sites, suitable for student accommodation but not allocated become available. It is important that 
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there is a policy framework to assess these sites, to ensure that development of non-allocated sites is not precluded. 

Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
Officer Response: 
The policy will propose both a list of identified sites for purpose built student accommodation and a criteria based approach to 
assess those sites which may come forward for student housing but which are not specifically allocated.  The University's support 
for this approach is welcomed.  The site allocations will reflect the wider site area covered by the Lewes Road (Preston Barracks 
and University of Brighton) Planning Brief, rather than just Preston Barracks. 
 
The comments on Falmer Campus are noted.  However, as a specific site has not been identified, it would be inappropriate to 
allocate this site.  Development on the site could come forward though under the criteria based section of the policy. 
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User Respondent Number: 91 Customer Name: RE Cooper 
Customer Ref: 1029429 Organisation: n/a 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 

Q1a: Reasons 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 

Q2a: Reasons: 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
Ideally freshers of both universities should be accommodated on site. Sussex has ample space to build. Brighton may struggle 
due to smaller sites. Students generally don’t own cars and tend to use public transport. Older students from the universities could 
be housed with private families or be in rented accommodation that is privately owned. They could also go for multi occupied older 
properties or encourage private initiative / council sponsored purpose built accommodation on brownfield sites not suitable for 
families due to a lack of parking facilities. 
Officer Response: 
Comments noted.  Support for a range of different housing types for students, including purpose built accommodation, multi-
occupied properties and accommodation on campus is welcomed. 
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User Respondent Number: 92 Customer Name: Martin Perry (TCSL), Corrina O'Beirne (BACA), 
Jayne Ross 
Customer Ref: 0 Organisation: The Falmer Partnership 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
No position 
Q1a: Reasons 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
Yes 
Q2a: Reasons: 
The Falmer Partnership supports Option 3 in the consultation paper and requests that the city council include the Falmer Retained 
Land site in the list of sites proposed. The site firmly sits within an academic campus and the proposed student accommodation 
led mixed-use development of the site will meet many of the city council's and city's core community and economic strategic 
objectives - evidence for this is provided in attached strategic paper at Annex A 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
Sussex University and the University of Brighton make a significant economic contribution to Brighton and Hove and the south-
east region. A study published by Irsula Kelly and Iain McNicoll in 2010 stated that the two universities had a combined turnover of 
c£310 million, attract over 19,000 UK and international students who spent an estimated £124 million in the local economy. The 
universities employ over 4,200 FTE staff making them one of the largest employers in Brighton & Hove. 
 
In conclusion, The Falmer Partnership firmly believes firmly believes that the proposed student accommodation led mixed-used 
development of the Falmer Retained Land will support the city's student housing and economic aspirations. It will also complete 
the investment and significant regeneration of the Falmer area which has already created over 1,000 jobs for the city. 
Officer Response: 
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The support expressed by The Falmer Partnership for the preferred option in relation to purpose built student accommodation is 
welcomed. 
 
The proposed inclusion of the Falmer Retained Land as a site for purpose built student accommodation is noted.  The Council 
does not consider it appropriate to specifically allocate the site for student accommodation at this time.  In the absence of firm 
proposals for such accommodation, it would not be appropriate to allocate a site that may also have development potential for 
other uses.  However, the policy will include both allocated sites for student housing and also a criteria based approach for those 
other sites that come forward for development.  Any planning application for purpose built student accommodation on the Falmer 
Retained Land site could be assessed using the latter, criteria based, part of the policy. 
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User Respondent Number: 93 Customer Name: Rose Hedley 
Customer Ref: 0 Organisation: Triangle Community Group 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
Partial Support 
Q1a: Reasons 
We appreciate the effort made via the consultation option paper to address the issue of student housing, and it is good as far as it 
goes however it has limitations and has come too late for us.  Particularly over the last 10 years we have been forced to tolerate 
the impact of growing numbers of HMOs and extensions to properties in an area which has always been very densely populated. 
For too long, the issues we have been struggling with as a direct result of the rapid increase in student housing, and HMOs 
generally, have not been properly acknowledged or managed with care and attention. We commented many times that the area 
was neglected and did not receive appropriate investment. 
 
The Option Paper does not appear to account for the fact that areas around the 'Academic Corridor' already have a HMO 
concentration much higher than 10%. In the Triangle, most streets (excluding Park Terrace) have a HMO concentration of up to 
90%. The Option Paper also appears to have overlooked the fact that a growing number of HMOs that are homes to single people 
and young families. We hear the Council’s concern about the lack of family homes, but the reality here is that many families 
cannot afford a mortgage in the area. Of the existing young families in the Triangle, many find paying rent on a 2 bedroom 
maisonette a real struggle. 
 

          The impact of high HMO concentration here really needs to be addressed immediately, with particular attention to issues such as:  
 
•the strain on local services (especially Cityclean) – this needs to be treated as a matter of urgency, 
•noise pollution and anti-social behaviour, 
•under-regulation of properties to let (especially absentee landlords) and an apparent lack of tenancy relations offices within 
BHCC, 
•deterioration of housing stock due to little or no regular repairs and maintenance, 
•reduction in community cohesion, 



Consultation Statement 
City Plan Policy Options Paper Oct – Dec 2011 

222

•Lewes Road being saturated in alcohol outlets and takeaways, and 
•careless behaviour by some residents creating a generally dirty, neglected environment with rubbish scattered on pavements and 
roads (because bins are left out on any day of the week to be subsequently ripped open by seagulls). Also, inconsiderate bike 
parking, and broken bikes left chained to posts and railings for weeks creates hazards for our elderly residents.   When people 
move here and see how messy and dirty the streets are, they perceive this general carelessness as the accepted norm for this 
area, so that the behaviour perpetuates with the amount of rubbish and street obstruction increasing. 
 
In February 2012 the Triangle Community Group will be 6 years old. The original idea of forming a community group grew out of 
local anger and frustration about the growing number of extensions and developments, and general neglect in our area. We know 
that people in the Hartington Road area and Hanover areas have similar issues to ours. And we know from survey results 
produced by The Trust for Developing Communities in their ‘8-Area Scoping Project’  conducted in summer 2011, that 
communities in areas around us suffer from exactly the same problems. We propose that The Student Housing Option Paper is 
adapted to include questions based on the issues we are raising, and BHCC attempts to identify how it can effectively prevent or 
minimise such issues occurring in other areas of the city. If the Triangle Community Group is going to grow and evolve for the 
benefit of everyone, it urgently needs the Council and Universities to proactively help us to improve our area. 

  
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
Yes 
Q2a: Reasons: 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
Officer Response: 
The Triangle Community Group's support for the two preferred options is welcomed. The concerns raised about the impact of high 
HMO concentrations are noted. 
Whilst the proposed article 4 direction will not directly reduce existing concentrations, it forms part of a comprehensive approach to 
be taken by the Council to tackle concerns about the potential impact of HMOs.  The Council will be working with education 
providers, landlords and students to ensure that student accommodation is well managed. 
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User Respondent Number: 69 Customer Name: Mr Stuart Derwent 
Customer Ref: 1029741 Organisation: CPRE Brighton and Hove District 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons 
The use of HMOs is an inevitable consequence of having large and valued educational establishments in the City. However, it is 
important that the students are accepted in the areas where they are concentrated and the introduction of rules on avoiding new 
over-concentrations is sensible. Opportunities should also be taken to reduce concentrations in existing areas when they arise. If 
HMOs become unacceptable to the general population that would give rise to more pressure on land for development as halls of 
residence potentially on the countryside 'urban fringes' which would not be acceptable. 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
Yes 
Q2a: Reasons: 
The Council needs to take the lead on defining appropriate areas to make best use of current infrastructure, including public 
transport and the use of brownfield sites wherever possible. 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
Other comments relating to Student Accommodation and the housing numbers are included in our comments on Housing 
Delivery. 
Officer Response: 
CPRE's support for an article 4 direction is welcomed.  The comments regarding existing concentrations are noted, although these 
cannot be addressed through the planning system. 
 
Support for the Council's preferred approach of positively identifying sites for purpose built student accommodation and 
addressing related infrastructure requirements is also welcomed. 
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User Respondent Number: 70 Customer Name: Tina Khakee 
Customer Ref: 1029664 Organisation: Savills (Saunders Glassworks site) 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
No position 
Q1a: Reasons 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
Partial Support 
Q2a: Reasons: 
Summary: Feel that Saunders Glass Works, Sussex Place, Brighton should be listed in the policy as a site for student housing or 
left undesignated for the market to decide. Have mapped out the sites listed in the policy option under Appendix 2 along with the 
other university buildings. Have detailed planning history to the site and national policy outline. 
 
"This clearly sets out the close proximity and suitability of the site. The subject site is centrally located and accessible to a variety 
of existing educational facilities we have identified various existing educational facilities that are close to the site as shown in 
Appendix 2. Furthermore assessing the current locations of existing student accommodation the suitability of the site is 
appropriate. 
 
Also with the increasing need for student accommodation there is justification for an imperative approach to development, if one of 
the sites listed in the Options Paper (under preferred uption3) were to become unviable, then more sites should be assessed to 
further support and retain the economic vitality in the city. 
Therefore it is important for the council to over-provide on sites student accommodation in order to support to Universities and 
ensure that the city economy remains competitive. In addition if more allocated student housing sites are allocated other housing 
currently occupied by students is freed up for families and those in need. Furthermore this will reduce HMOs which is another 
issue addressed within the Options Paper. 
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Brighton University and Sussex University need to maintain their competitive position and continue to attract and retain students, 
therefore the current shortfall in student residences needs to be addressed and four preferred sites is unlikely to fulfil the 
increasing student demand. The city needs to maintain its respected university status, and therefore the council should recognise 
the requirement to ensure provision for future sites now and in the long term. 
 
We feel the criteria for assessing sites for student accommodation will be the same as the criteria for housing site allocation (policy 
alignment physical constraints, market attractiveness, ownership, current uses, accessibility and sustainability) therefore the site 
shall obtain the same high score reflecting its suitability. However, scheme must be deliverable and the above information has 
shown that the site has struggled to attract interest for a residential developer. Also with the increasing need for student 
accommodation there is justification for an earlier approach to development, further supporting and retaining the economic vitality 
in the city. 

Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 

Summary 

The subject site is centrally located and accessible to a variety of existing educational facilities (see appendix 2) where we have 
identified various existing educational facilities that are in close proximity to the site, also the location of the preferred sites set out 
within Option 3 of the Student Accommodation Options Paper. 
 
At the moment, the general boundary for policy DA4 Lewes Road DA does not look like it stretches to Saunders Glass Works, 
Sussex Place site. However we believe the zone should stretch all along the A23 corridor (and include the subject site) to ensure 
a mixed community throughout this zone and spread of student accommodation in sustainable locations. 
 
At the very least we feel the site shall be undesignated and left for the market to dictate its best use. 
 
This is coherent with policies SA6 and CP11 to improve housing choice and the requirement to ensure an appropriate mix of 
housing (in terms of housing type, size and tenure) including the provision of sufficient student housing across the city. Both of 
these policies are set out in the emerging core strategy therefore despite not falling within the university campus boundaries the 
site should still be considered. 
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We would welcome a meeting with you at your earliest convenience to table our sketches and discuss our thoughts. 
 
Officer Response: 
The comments about the Saunders Glassworks site on Sussex Place are noted.  The Saunders Glassworks site benefits from 
planning permission for 49 residential units, including 20 affordable units.  It is also included as a potential housing site in the 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment March 2011 Update.  It would not be appropriate to allocate a site with 
demonstrable potential to make a significant contribution towards meeting the city's housing targets for another use.  In contrast, 
the allocated sites for purpose built student accommodation under this policy are in the control of the Universities or City College 
and located on or adjacent to education campuses.  Most would not be suitable for general housing.  Any planning application for 
purpose built student accommodation on the Saunders Glassworks site could be assessed using the criteria based part of the 
policy. 
 



Consultation Statement 
City Plan Policy Options Paper Oct – Dec 2011 

227

 
 
                   User Respondent Number: 64 Customer Name: Jim Gowans 

Customer Ref: 1029739                             Organisation: Montpelier and Clifton Hill Associat

Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons 
The Association is generally in favour of the BHCC Preferred Option 1. 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 

Q2a: Reasons: 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
Officer Response: 
Support welcomed 
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User Respondent Number: 74 Customer Name: Elizabeth Cleaver 
Customer Ref: 1029744 Organisation: Highways Agency 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 

Q1a: Reasons 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 

Q2a: Reasons: 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
We note the contents of the Student Housing Paper but we do not have any comment due to its limited impact on the SRN. 
Officer Response: 
Comments noted. 
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User Respondent Number: 75 Customer Name: 
Customer Ref: 1029533 Organisation: CSMA Club (Motoring and Leisure Services Ltd) 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 

Q1a: Reasons 
Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
No 
Q2a: Reasons: 
An approach incorporating parts of Options 2 and 3 is clearly the most appropriate policy approach to facilitating new build student 
accommodation in the City. 
Whilst identification of certain areas already utilised as university accommodation such as Varley Halls is logical and can form part 
of policy wording, the shortlist of sites in the Paper are utterly dependent on large scale redevelopment of major sites in the City 
that could potentially be many years away from development. This is an overly prescriptive approach that has serious potential to 
a) delay badly needed student accommodation development on the named sites whilst large scale and mixed use development is 
both planned and funded, and b) frustrate acceptable development at other sites within the City where development of student 
accommodation is an immediate and viable proposition in challenging economic times. 
The City Plan should include a site and criteria based policy that identifies existing sites such as Varley Halls but acknowledges 
the difficulties of prescribing specific sites, the redevelopment of which are dependent on many other potentially delaying factors 
and sets out criteria against which to assess other potential development sites. Such criteria could include those that have been 
identified in background papers to the City Plan such as access or proximity to main transport links through the City, Central 
locations close to facilities and services, proximity or links to Universities or education establishments and other amenity and 
environmental requirements. 

Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
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The Council’s Paper on Student Housing should acknowledge under ‘disadvantages’ in Option 3, the risk of not delivering the 
level of student accommodation required through specifying only four sites in the City Plan, three of which are likely to be 
constrained by unknown and untimely economic and delivery factors. There should also be acknowledgement of the role of the 
development industry and the market in general in terms of growth, inward investment and delivering existing vacant sites and 
much needed student accommodation. 
Officer Response: 
Comments noted.  The Council accepts that the policy should be amended to incorporate both allocated sites for purpose built 
student accommodation and criteria based part against which any proposal for purpose built student accommodation on other 
sites could be assessed. 
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User Respondent Number: 86 Customer Name: Dr Janie Thomas 
Customer Ref: 1577 Organisation: The Kingscliffe Society 
Q1a: Do you agree with the preferred approach to addressing the over concentration of HMO's (Issue A Option 1)?: 
Yes 
Q1a: Reasons 
We strongly support the Council’s Preferred Option 1 – i.e. Adopt an Article 4 Direction and policy framework for managing HMO 
accommodation. 
 
Part of our conservation area is beset with HMO’s and we are fully aware of the difficulties that can arise when there is a lack of a 
policy framework for managing HMO accommodation, i.e. with the market ‘calling the shots’. 
 
The Preferred Option proposal that an application for change of use from house to HMO would not be permitted where there are 
already more than 10% of properties within 100 metres of the application site in HMO use is welcomed both as a means of 
retaining family housing and preventing uncontrolled proliferation of HMO’s . 
 
We would suggest that the words ‘already more than’ 10% of properties in use as HMO’s etc. should be amended to ‘where there 
are already 10%.  That is to say, the limit would be firmly set at 10%, (such as, we gather, is the case in Manchester). 
 
Although HMO’s come under the policy heading of Student Housing, we hope and presume that the policy set out in the Preferred 
Option under Policy Area 4 would apply to all HMO’s even when not housing students.  Further, we would urge that all properties 
housing unrelated people sharing basic amenities should come under this policy even if called something else (e.g. cluster flats).  
We note in the full option paper on this topic that HM0’s (class C4) are deemed to have 3-6 unrelated people with shared facilities 
whilst  properties with  7+ people in the same circumstances would not be class C4 but sui generis. We hope, logically, that the 
policy referred to in the Option Papers re HMO’s would apply to those larger shared properties. 

Q2: Do you agree with the preferred approach of managing proposals for new build student accommodation (Issue B 
Option 3) 
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Yes 
Q2a: Reasons: 
We support the Council’s Preferred Option 3.  The proposal for a pro-active policy to identify sites for student accommodation 
based upon recognition that the most appropriate will be close to campuses and in central (named) locations is eminently 
sensible, as supported by the Sustainability Appraisal.   The construction of new blocks of halls of residence in or adjacent to 
densely residential areas should not be too large and should involve a requirement of close and accountable management on the 
part of the higher education institutions responsible. 
Q3: Do you have any other comments to make on the Student Housing Options Paper? 
Officer Response: 
Support for the article 4 direction is welcomed.  The policy will apply to all HMOs, whether occupied by students or other residents 
and will apply to both C4 use class and sui generis HMOs. Support for the provision of new purpose built student accommodation 
on appropriate sites is welcomed.  The need for good management of student accommodation is recognised.  
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Appendix 7 (c) – Employment Options Paper: representations received and officer 
response  

 
 
 

 

 User Respondent Number: 68 Customer Name: 
 Customer Ref: 41 Organisation: National Grid Properties Ltd 

 Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 

 Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your 
answer: 

 Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 

 Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

 Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
 Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 

 Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
 Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
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Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1)  
 ?: 

Yes 
Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
To bring forward development. 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
Due to the very expensive decommissioning and remediation costs, it will not be viable to redevelop the site for employment purposes. The 
best that may be achieved is an element of employment use alongside other uses such as residential and/or retail. 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Welcome support. Your comments regarding decommissioning and remediation costs are noted however the Gas Work site, as an out of town 
location, is not considered an appropriate location for retail uses. The strategic allocation for the Gas Work site set out now in DA2 allows for a 
mix of employment and housing  
  
Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 
Yes 
1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
The Bell Tower Industrial Estate may have potential to be redeveloped for other uses in conjunction with the adjacent Gasholder Site and 
should not therefore be included in the hierarchy. 
Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
No 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 
Yes 
Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
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To facilitate beneficial redevelopment. 
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 
Option 3 
Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Many such sites can be beneficially developed for other land uses. 
Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
Bell Tower Industrial Estate is considered to offer good modern small industrial and business units which are eminently suitable for local 
businesses. This part of the site is not considered appropriate for redevelopment in short/ medium term. 
  
Note support for further flexibility of uses allowed for on industrial estate/ premises. CP3 includes limited flexibility for sui generis uses 
appropriate to industrial location and employing similar levels of employment. 
  
Note support for no general protection for secondary employment sites however it is considered that safeguarding employment land maintains 
the capacity for a diverse economic base in the city and provides jobs locally, reducing the need to travel. The policy sets out the test of 
redundancy that would be required before such sites can be considered for release, with the preferences for re-use set out in the policy. 
General employment comment: 
General employment officer response: 
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User Respondent Number: 55 Customer Name: Susan Solbra 
Customer Ref: 42 Organisation: Southern Water 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 

Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 

Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 

Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1) 
?: 

Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
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allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 

1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

  
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 

Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 

Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
General employment comment: 
Southern Water has no objection to any of the options considered in this paper. The impact of employment development sites on the sewerage 
and water distribution systems will need to be assessed when specific proposals come forward, and the likely demand can be quantified. It 
would be helpful if the planning authority encouraged developers to contact Southern Water as early as possible in the planning application 
process. 
General employment officer response: 
Welcome general support to the options put forward. Comments noted; Southern Water are a statutory consultee and are consulted as early as 
possible in the planning application process. 
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User Respondent Number: 47                                                                        Customer Name: Colette Blackett 
Customer Ref: 1050 Organisation: Adur District Council 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 

Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 

Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 

Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1)  
 ? 
Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 
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1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

  
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
It is noted that in Issue 5 Option 1 (b) refers to the existing quantity of employment floorspace being replaced. However, consideration should 
be given to the numberof jobs which can be generated (rather than floorspace) and it is possible that more or the same level of jobs could be 
accommodated in less floorspace (high tech office jobs for example). 
Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
   
Shoreham Harbour specific comments: 
   
The Shoreham Harbour employment sites are not listed as potential mixed use development opportunities and this is also not mentioned in the 
site assessment in the Appendix. From further discussions with BHCC officers it is understood that strategic employment sites in the harbour 
will be allocated within the Joint Area Action Plan. Perhaps it needs to be stated in the Shoreham Harbour site assessment that mixed-use 
redevelopment opportunities may be appropriate and will be identified through the JAAP process. 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 

Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 

Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
With regard to Issue 6 – Maintaining an adequate supply of appropriate affordable business, manufacturing and warehouse accommodation -  
option 2 is slightly unclear as it would seem to suggest that should redundancy of an existing employment site be proven, its re-use for 
affordable housing would be considered (as well as alternative employment generating uses. This would therefore indicate 100% affordable 
housing on a site which is unlikely to be deliverable. It is assumed, but needs to be made clear, that the option is seeking market housing with a 
proportion of affordable housing. 
Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
Issue 5 - Comments noted with regard to the preferred approach of no net loss of employment floorspace on those sites identified as suitable 
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for employment-led mixed use development. Policy CP3 Employment Land includes a list of considerations to be taken into account such as 
site constraints and job generation if proposals come forward with net loss of employment floorspace. 
  
Issue 6 - Comments noted with regard to the preferred alternative uses of secondary employment sites demonstrated to be redundant. The 
provision of affordable housing would accord with CP20 Affordable Housing. 
  
With regard to Shoreham Harbour, DA8 identifies the character areas and priorities for the parts of Shoreham Harbour within Brighton & Hove 
administrative area including the identification of South Portslade Industrial Area as a strategic allocation for employment/ mixed use. 
General employment comment: 
Adur is part of the wider economy and travel to work area of Brighton and Hove. The City is an important job provider for many Adur residents 
and will continue to be notwithstanding the general aim of the emerging Adur Local Plan to reduce out commuting and to attract more high 
quality jobs to the district. It is therefore important that sufficient jobs are provided in the City. The employment options in the main seek to 
protect existing employment floorspace as well as provide new floorspace and this is supported. The issue of allowing some flexibility for some 
secondary employment areas if proved redundant is pragmatic and can help to secure other types of jobs as well as some housing. This is a 
similar approach being taken forward in the emerging Adur Local Plan. 
 
General employment officer response: 
Welcome general support to the overall approach set out in the Employment Policy Options Paper. 
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User Respondent Number: 79                                                                        Customer Name: 
Customer Ref: 1215 Organisation: Newsquest 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 

Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 

Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 
Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 

Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1)  
 ?: 

Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 
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 No 
 1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

  
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
Option 3 is preferred (P. 12 of the Employment Policy Options Paper). 
  
The employment land proposals focus, essentially, on B1, B2 and B8 uses as being employment generating. This is too restrictive and 
precludes a wide range of other employment types which fall into other use classes and disregards the reality of market demand for commercial 
land and buildings within Brighton & Hove.  
There are numerous examples of an imbalance, in planning terms, between the demand for and supply of commercial land and buildings within 
Brighton & Hove caused as a result of a highly prescriptive Local Plan and a lack of flexibility to deviate from this. The problem typically takes 
the form of a business wishing to invest and take commercial property within Brighton & Hove who operate within a use class for which the 
supply of vacant accommodation is very limited. Some businesses in this predicament are deterred from investing immediately whilst others will 
pursue buildings / sites which are suitable, but which don’t have an appropriate prevailing planning consent, on a subject to planning basis. The 
planning process is rarely straightforward and has become increasingly expensive. Further, it often becomes necessary to prove redundancy of 
the existing use which, amongst other things, usually requires evidence of at least 12 months marketing without serious interest for the 
prevailing use. Planning applications for change of use are often unsuccessful and /or businesses are deterred by the time and cost of planning 
applications combined with the uncertainty of a favourable outcome. 
  
The result of the current system is that much business investment is deterred within Brighton & Hove whilst there remains a significant stock of 
vacant property. By way of further example we are aware of demand for a commercial use for the site which doesn’t conform with the Local 
Plan but which, if permitted, could generate circa 500 or so full and part time jobs. In addition there would be a significant number of 
construction jobs generated through the redevelopment of the site whilst the 100 jobs that Newsquest have on the site would be relocated 
within the city. The system should be more flexible and able to respond more quickly to business demand. 

Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
Hollingbury “Industrial” Estate, where our premises are located, are identified within the hierarchy set out under option 1 (P. 11 of the 
Employment Policy Options Paper). For the reasons set out above, we would far prefer: 
 - that recognition were given to all employment types - a much more flexible approach to land use. We agree with the protection of 
employment land but this should be for all types of employment – not just B1, B2 and B8. Consideration should be had to demand from 
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business rather than having too prescriptive planning policy. 

Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 
Yes 
Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
For the reasons set out above under 1a. Regard should also be had to use of the word “industrial”. The reality is that there are virtually no 
traditional industrial manufacturing businesses of any size now located on the Hollingbury Industrial estate with the exception of Talbot Tool 
who are, in any event, a shrinking business who need to relocate. We accept that the city needs to have the ability to provide production 
accommodation – particularly to smaller cottage and start-up businesses – but we do not believe that larger scale industrial / manufacturing 
uses have a future in Brighton & Hove. It is too expensive a location.  
  
Manufacturers, in the main, are locating in cheaper locations either within the UK (Newhaven for example at a local level) or overseas. We 
know through our own experience with the closure of our printing press in Brighton In respect of our premises at Crowhurst Road, and the 
Hollingbury area generally, we believe that a far wider range of commercial / employment uses should be considered and regard had to the fact 
that higher value commercial uses can unlock both development and can subsidise lower value uses. 
  
Failure to recognise this reality could result in there being no development and stagnation of this and other locations. We trust that the above 
information is clear and sufficient for your purposes and that our comments will be taken into account in your considerations. Please do not 
hesitate to contact the writer should you wish to clarify any issue. 
 
Issue 6 Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 

Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
The City Plan has introduced flexibility into the policies regarding employment land compared with the Local Plan through the introduction of a 
hierarchy of sites, with those identified on the basis of Employment Land Study assessment for continued B1, B2 and B8 use and those where 
mixed use housing/ employment uses will be allowed.  
  
Setting out a test of redundancy on secondary employment sites is considered an appropriate test for employment sites which are increasingly 
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at pressure for release to other uses and where it is considered that safeguarding employment land maintains the capacity for a diverse 
economic base in the city and provides jobs locally reducing the need to travel.  
  
Whilst there are some Sui Generis uses which could be considered appropriate in nature to industrial estates and in providing equivalent 
number of employment uses it is appropriate that there are safeguards in place to ensure the city retains and appropriate portfolio of 
employment sites. Hollingbury Industrial Estate is safeguarded for B1, B2 and B8 uses and is not restricted to large-scale industrial/ 
manufacturing uses. 

General employment comment: 
General employment officer response: 
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 User Respondent Number: 51 Customer Name: Roger French 
 Customer Ref: 1221 Organisation: Brighton & Hove Bus and Coach Company 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 
Yes 
Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

We would strongly support the preferred options for Employment Land and that Central Brighton should be protected as the city's primary office 
area. This make for efficient transport movements for people travelling to and from work as we are able to provide attractive high frequency bus 
routes with access to the city centre, which is not possible to the same degree and in some cases, not at all, if employment sites are located in 
outlying areas. Indeed the proposed use of Toads Hole Valley will need to be at a level which will justify the provision of a good frequent bus 
service if it is to be successfully served on a commercial basis. 
Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 

Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 

Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Welcome support for protecting Central Brighton as the city's primary office area. The development proposals for Toads Hole Valley (see DA7) 
is considered at a scale which will justify the requirement of appropriate public transport provision. 
Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1)  
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 ?: 

 Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
 Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
 Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
 allocations? 

  
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan? 

1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3)? 
Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 

Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 

Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
General employment comment: 
General employment officer response: 
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User Respondent Number: 77                                                                        Customer Name: Tony Mernagh 
Customer Ref: 1395 Organisation: Brighton & Hove Economic Partnership 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 
Yes 
Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

With its excellent bus service, proximity to the mainline railway station and varied leisure and retail offer the city centre is an attractive location 
for many sectors including fast growing digital media companies. However, it is not the preferred location for all sectors; the marketing of 
19,000m2 City Park office complex highlighted its close proximity to the A27/A23 junction and, in the words of the local agent, “could have been 
let three times over”. 
 14. While the City Plan is right to promote the city centre as the preferred location if must be careful not to exclude peripheral locations if they 
offer a superior economic, environmental and social benefit; we would like to see this caveat included. This would allow for the development of 
high quality, BREEAM Excellent office accommodation at Toads Hole Valley in addition to housing etc. 
 15. Patcham Court Farm is also a strategic location allocated for employment use for high-tech offices in the adopted Local Plan and, despite 
the anticipated sale of a lease to a hotel developer [in contravention of the Local Plan], it may return to the market and should continue to be 
earmarked for office use. Similarly Hangleton Bottom, currently allocated for a materials recovery facility, should be allocated for homes and 
employment use. 
 16. We welcome the inclusion of refurbishment of office space in option 1. There are some excellent recent examples of refurbishment e.g. 
Queensbury House and One Gloucester Place, which have raised both the commercial and environmental credentials of the buildings in 
question. The local authority should consider how it could play a greater role in ‘encouraging’ refurbishment and upgrade. 
 17. Including the caveat at paragraphs 14 – 16 the Economic Partnership broadly supports option 1 retaining the city centre as the preferred 
location for office development. 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 
Option 1 
Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
In the previous consultation the Economic Partnership expressed concerns over the deliverability of proposal to concentrate additional offices in 
two locations and we are pleased by the inclusion of other potential sites. 
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Brighton & Hove Economic Partnership supports option 1 which spreads the delivery of new floorspace across a wider range of sites [see 
appendix 2]. 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Yes 
Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 
Option 2 

The importance of affordable office space for fledgling companies in a city with an enviable reputation for creating new businesses is obvious. 
For many the leap from working in the ‘back bedroom’ to a dedicated office is the catalyst to changing from a lifestyle company to one that 
generates employment. 
  
For this reason option 2 – a general policy of protection [unless redundancy can be proven] and reuse only for employment and/or affordable 
housing – appears to be the most appealing. But the definition of ‘redundancy’ should be clarified with clear criteria to give certainty to owners 
and developers. 
  
We also have some concern about the determination in a later study of the proportion of affordable office space that could be considered for 
conversion to residential and/or mixed use. To an extent, support for this option is hindered by unanswered questions but the other alternative 
options are more unappealing. 
  
Good quality office space should be strongly protected but the city has large amounts of poor quality floorspace above shops, much of which is 
vacant. The City Plan could be more flexible in allowing the loss of such poor quality space to residential although we accept that permitted 
development rights may be introduced next year to allow this in any event. 
  
The Economic Partnership supports option 2 at this stage but would like to see more detail in the final City Plan around the definition of 
redundancy. 

Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
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Welcome the caveated support for the protection of office accommodation within central Brighton and caveats noted. The opportunities for new 
employment floorspace across the city are set out in the Development Area proposals including at Toads Hole Valley and the approach to 
protecting existing offices within Central Brighton won't preclude these opportunities coming forward.  
  
With regards to Patcham Court Farm this is included in the list of sites set out in CP3 Employment Land. Hangleton Bottom is currently 
allocated in the Waste Local Plan and the Waste and Minerals Site Allocations Document will assess its continued suitability for waste use.  
  
Comments noted regarding the council's role in encouraging refurbishment and upgrade this is set out in CP3 Employment Land and SA2 
Central Brighton. 
  
Welcome support for the identification of a range of sites within DA4 New England Quarter and London Road Area considered suitable to 
deliver new office floorspace to help identified need for office floorspace over the plan period.  
  
Welcome the support for the protection of secondary office accommodation with preference for re-use given to alternative employment 
generating uses and affordable housing and comments noted. The test of redundancy is clarified in the supporting text. 

Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1)  
 ?: 

Yes 
Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
The Economic Partnership supports Option 2 because it provides certainty at an early stage and supports opportunities for economic 
development at an early stage in the anticipated recovery of the UK economy. 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 

Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 

Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
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Welcome support for the further identification of strategic allocations within Development Area proposals. 
  
Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 
Yes 
1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
The city’s industrial estates, situated mainly in residential areas, were probably fit for purpose in the 1950s when most people walked to work 
but they are not a good fit with a 21st century city that is pursuing a knowledge-based economy. Nevertheless they are popular because they 
tend to offer cheap accommodation and are more-or-less fully occupied. 
 C/BHEP/LDF/Core Strategy/Consultation 2011/Options Papers Response/Mernagh30. However, with continued under-investment this aged 
resource has a limited shelf life; indeed some of the estates have probably already passed the end of their shelf life. It therefore makes sense 
to distinguish between those estates that have benefitted from capital investment, those that are likely to benefit in the near future and those 
that are likely to be starved of funds and deteriorate further. 
 31. In a city where all space is limited, no space can be left under-utilised. The hierarchy of sites for protection is well considered and the 
Economic Partnership broadly supports it subject to details of the mix of residential/employment space on each of the four sites outside the 
hierarchy of protection. 2. For some sites, it may prove impossible to get a quantum of employment use that is similar to the existing provision 
and the net loss of employment space overall will require careful consideration on a site-by-site basis. 
  
The Economic Partnership supports option 1 

Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 

Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 
Option 2 
Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
This is similar to Issue 5 and the Economic Partnership supports option 2 with the same caveats at paragraphs 23 about the definition of 
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redundancy, paragraph 24 about proportions of residential/employment space and paragraph 31 about consideration on a site-by-site basis 
Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
Welcome support for identification of a hierarchy of industrial sites and premises within the CP3 Employment Land. Comments noted about 
those sites identified for employment-led mixed use development and that in some instances it may not be possible to achieve no net loss of 
employment floorspace. This has been acknowledged in the supporting text. 
   
Welcome the support for the protection of secondary industrial sites or premises with the preference for re-use given to alternative employment 
generating uses and affordable housing and comments noted. The test of redundancy is clarified in the supporting text. 
 
General employment comment: 
The option paper opens with the statement; 
  
“In a study produced by the HSBC [Future of Business Report 2011] Brighton has been recognised as one of 5 'Supercities' that will lead the 
country's economic recovery.”  
 
But the report actually predicts “the rise of ‘supercities’ such as Newcastle, Leeds, Liverpool and Brighton over the next 20 years” and infers 
that Brighton & Hove has the potential to be a ‘supercity’ but has not actually arrived yet. The Core Strategy will be of paramount importance to 
put the elements of our employment strategy in place to ensure that we achieve our ‘supercity’ potential. 
  
The provision of employment space in the city faces a number of challenges including the vast majority of office stock being old with a large 
carbon footprint, a requirement for an additional 20,000m2 post 2016, historic city infrastructure that militates against car-dependant office 
provision, at least in the city centre, and a lack of leasehold flexibility. 
 
General employment officer response: 
Comments noted. 
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User Respondent Number: 57                  Customer Name:   Selma Montford & Jeremy Mustoe 
Customer Ref: 1404                  Organisation: Brighton Society 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 

Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 

Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 

Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1)  
 ?: 

Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
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 allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 

1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

  
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 

Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 

Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
General employment comment: 
The Brighton Society welcomes the proposal to protect employment sites and premises and to encourage the re-use of redundant sites. 
We also support the use of under-used sites for mixed developments, which have the potential to encourage living close to employment and 
thus to reduce the need to travel. 
  
We would also like to see more encouragement for technology based companies, many of which are already based in Brighton.  Without 
necessarily calling them Science Parks which now is something of a cliché, sites specifically designated for these uses could become centres 
of excellence, perhaps linked to the Universities, and act as a catalyst for attracting firms with related skills and technologies from London and 
elsewhere, as well as providing additional space for local firms which need to expand. 
General employment officer response: 
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Support welcomed and comments noted. CP2 Sustainable Economic Development recognises the potential role of knowledge economy and 
growth sectors could have in driving economic growth. DA3 Lewes Road includes proposals linked to the Universtiy of Brighton four business 
school and employment floorspace and DA7 Toads Hole Valley includes proposals for modern office/ high tech business space. 
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 User Respondent Number: 86 Customer Name: Dr Janie Thomas 
 Customer Ref: 1577 Organisation: The Kingscliffe Society 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 

Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 

Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 

Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1)  
 ?: 
Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
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 Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 

1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 

Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 

Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
General employment comment: 
In principle we support the six preferred options 
General employment officer response: 
Welcome in principle support for the six preferred options. 
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User Respondent Number: 88                                                                        Customer Name: 
Customer Ref: 1029406  Organisation: University of Brighton 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 
Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 

Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 

Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1)  
 ?: 
Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 
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 1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

  
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 

Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 

Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
General employment comment: 
We have reviewed the employment option paper on behalf of the University of Brighton. We have limited comments to make on the majority of 
the paper.  However it is noted that Page 25 of the paper lists 'Proposed New Employment Site Allocations'. This includes the Circus Street 
site.  
  
The University of Brighton are unclear why this site is proposed for an employment allocation. The proposals for the site could allow for a 
limited number of small-scale units, suitable for media industries or retail, at its lower levels. It is not considered that the site has the capacity 
for employment uses beyond this. This would not be sufficient to warrant an employment site allocation. The site would more appropriately be 
allocated for a mix of uses with a focus on education and student accommodation uses. 
 General employment officer response: 
Comments noted. DA5 Eastern Road and Edward Street allocates Circus Street as a strategic allocation reflecting the mix of uses expected to 
come forward on this site including office accommodation. 
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 User Respondent Number:  63                                                                    Customer Name: Allison Keech 
 Customer Ref:  1029407                                                                              Organisation: J W Cook Estates Ltd & Pecla Investments 
Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 
Yes 
Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 

Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Our preferred option would be a combination of Option 1 and Option 3 as set out in the Employment Policy Options paper with an additional 
site included. 
  
The options within this issue rely solely on the New England Quarter/London Road Development Area being appropriate and suitable for new 
office development. This has been based on the conclusions from the Employment Land Study 2006. The concern is that this study did not 
undertake a robust site assessment of suitable sites for new business floorspace although it did reference New England Quarter as having the 
right ingredients for an office location. In addition, whilst we understand that sites have been assessed in order to establish whether they are 
available and suitable for new office development; we suggest that this policy should not exclusively focus on New England Quarter/London 
Road. There should be several other sites/areas outlined in this policy to allow for new employment development to come forward in a timely 
manner. 
  
Our interpretation of the words office accommodation is to include all the uses under Use Class B1. 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

No 
Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Preferred Option 
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Strategic allocation of New England Quarter/London Road Development Area and Toads Hole Valley to accommodate new additional Office 
and Research & Development facilities. 20,000 sqm to be provided at New England Quarter on the following sites: 
 • Vantage Point, Elder Place 
 • Trade Warehousing 
 • Richardson’s Scrapyard 
  
Circa 30,000sqm to be provided at Toads Hole Valley for research based/university linked eco-technology campus. 
We consider that the proposed option above allows for strategic employment sites to be brought forward within the city centre and includes the 
20,000sqm proposed in the Employment Land Study. However, by its nature of being located within the urban area, it will take several years 
before the total floor space can be completed. This site will appeal to businesses that wish to be located centrally. The suggested new policy 
also allocates THV as a strategic employment site that can be brought forward earlier in the City Plan timeframe and its focus is on a 
technology park linked in with the universities. It thus provides space for businesses wishing to be located in bespoke research facilities. Whilst 
the Employment Land Study suggests that there is a requirement of 20,000sqm new office floorspace, we consider this should be seen as a 
floor target with new employment floorspace being brought forward on appropriate sites in order to deliver against the City’s economic 
strategies and address the levels of out commuting as well as any under supply that is highlighted through the monitoring of planning 
applications. 
    
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 
Option 1 
Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
We consider it provides flexibility in the type of uses that could be appropriate for redundant office accommodation. 
  
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Welcome support for identification of central Brighton as the city's primary office area where office accommodation will be protected. 
  
Whilst DA4 does set out the approach to new office accommodation within this Development Area to help meet identified needs, the other 
Development Area proposals across the city also set out the need for new employment floorspace to meet the city's need over the plan period.  
  
In terms of definition of office accommodation, the Employment Land Study 2006 indicated the shortfall in B1a and B1b floorspace and this is 
reflected in the policy wording in DA4 although in terms of the mix of uses also considered appropriate for this site this would not exclude B1c. 
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Toads Hole Valley has been identified as a new Development Area for the city and the mix of uses identified as appropriate for this site 
includes modern office/ high tech business space.  
  
Note your support for protection of secondary office accommodation however it is considered appropriate to set out a preference for the re-use 
of these sites for alternative employment generating uses and affordable housing. 

Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1)  
 ?: 

Yes 
Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
We consider THV should be included as a strategic allocation for new employment floorspace. There is limited reference to sites that can 
deliver high quality technology campus style developments and this site is an opportunity to spatially plan for this type of development. 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Welcome support for further strategic allocations to be included with Development Areas. Comments regarding Toads Hole Valley noted the 
potential for modern office/ high tech floorspace is set out in a new Development Area proposal for Toads Hole Valley site. 

Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 
Yes 
1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
In essence we support Option 1 but this in effect contains two different policies one to identify and protect the primary industrial estates and the 
other to identify and allocate sites where employment led mixed use will be permitted. Our view is that Option 1 is confusing as it stands and 
should be considered as two separate policies. Sites identified for mixed use developments [Option 1 sub category (b)] should include THV as 
well as existing sites where some residential development is acceptable 
  
See suggested wording under issue 6. 
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Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 

Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 
 Option 1 
Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Our preference is that the first part of Option 1 of Issue 5 and Option 1 of Issue 6 are combined. This will mean that a new policy will set out 
those employment areas that fall into the primary business areas are listed and the policy also refers to the protection of secondary business 
sites. A separate policy should be written that deals with mixed use development on employment sites and new areas of mixed use 
development. 
  
 New Policy: Primary and Secondary Employment sites 
 Identify and protect primary industrial estates and business parks where business, manufacturing and warehouse (B1, B2 and B8) 
development will be promoted and loss will be resisted. On the basis of the findings of the ELS 2006 and 2009 update, this would include: 
 Centenary Industrial Estate 
 English Close Industrial Area 
 Home Farm Industrial Area 
 Hove Technology Park 
 Moulsecoomb & Fairways 
 Sussex House (including BT depot) 
 Woodingdean Business Park 
 Hyde Business Park 
 Bell Tower Industrial Estate 
 Hollingbury Industrial Estate 
 Hollingdean Industrial Estate 
 Victoria Road Industrial Estate 
 For all other 'secondary' business, manufacturing and warehouse (B1 b, B1 c, B2 and B8) sites/ premises accommodation will be protected 
unless redundancy proven.  
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 New Policy: Mixed Use Development 
 Alongside the strategic employment allocations within Development Area proposals, identify and allocate other sites where employment-led 
(residential and employment) mixed use development will be permitted in order to secure good quality modern, flexible employment floorspace. 
The starting point would be that the existing quantity of employment floorspace should be replaced. On the basis of findings of ELS2006 Study 
and 2009 update: 
 Franklin Road Industrial Estate 
 School Road, Hove 
 Melbourne Street Industrial Area 
 Portland Road Trading Estate (including EDF and Martello House) 
 Toads Hole Valley 
 
Officer response to issues 5 and 6: 
Welcome support for the identification of a hierarchy of industrial estates and premises noted. It is considered that CP3 Employment Land and 
the proposals for the Development Areas including DA7 Toads Hole Valley provides appropriate clarification. 
General employment comment 
 
We broadly support the policy stance that central Brighton is the city’s primary office location. This location is suitable for businesses that wish 
to be close to the station and city centre
 
General employment officer response: 
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User Respondent Number: 91        Customer Name:                              RE Cooper 
Customer Ref: 1029429 Organisation:                                    n/a 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 

Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 

Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 

Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1)  
 ?: 

Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
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allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 

1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

  
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 

Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 

Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
General employment comment: 
The engineering base has long gone. The council itself, NHS, AMEX. Office jobs, transport and of course shops, restaurants, hotels need to go 
ahead which serve building projects, housing, ice rink, i360, King Alfred, Brighton Marina, Royal Sussex. All infrastructure projects would 
generate employment. Improve transport to make it easier for shoppers/tourists, Tourism alone can sustain jobs. Encourage small business to 
come to Brighton - some of them succeed and expand. 
General employment officer response: 
Comments noted. 
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 User Respondent Number: 87 Customer Name: c/o Tricia Winter 
 Customer Ref: 1029497 Organisation: Brighton & Hove Arts Commission 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 

Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 

Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 

Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1)  
 ?: 

Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
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allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 

1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

  
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 

Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 

Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
General employment comment: 
In general terms, the Arts Commission would support policies that create a vibrant and flourishing city centre.  We would also support, in 
particular, policies that actively encourage the provision of flexible, affordable workspace accommodation for creative and cultural industries.  
The importance of the flexibility of workspace in terms of affordability and the ability to expand or contract is key. 
  
In terms of the specific sites referred to: 
  
New England House 
The Arts Commission would support the vision of New England House as a hub for creative and cultural industries.  The existing cluster has 
emerged in response to the availability of a flexible and affordable space and should be nurtured and built upon.  The promotion of this cluster 
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will also have a beneficial impact on the surrounding area.  The building has the potential to be a flagship development for the city, signalling 
the importance of this sector and building on partnership to deliver the refurbishment. 
  
Circus Street site 
The Arts Commission would support the inclusion of the provision of a space for dance in the Circus St site.  The inclusion of a cultural facility 
in a mixed use site will ensure that the site is successful as a used and owned space in the city.  Additionally, there is a need for a space for 
dance, it is a gap in the city’s cultural infrastructure and will deliver on many agendas. 

General employment officer response: 
Welcome the general support the approach to central Brighton. Welcome the support for the inclusion of New England House and Circus Street 
as strategic allocations. 
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 User Respondent Number: 83 Customer Name:  
 Customer Ref: 1029532 Organisation: Hargreaves 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 
No 
Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

The office development market needs to be able to respond flexibly to occupier requirements. The imposition of locational constraints limits 
necessary flexibility, harming the ability of the City to respond to changing requirements. 
Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 
Option 2 
Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Option 2 embodies some of the necessary flexibility required for the city to be able to respond to the needs and requirements of office 
occupiers. However, the nature of the office market is fundamentally changing and is likely to continue to do so. A greater level of flexibility is 
required than the Option envisages, with much greater emphasis on responding to market requirements, both in terms of scale, mix of uses and 
quantum of accommodation. 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 
Option 3 
Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
The approach should be to provide maximum flexibility for uses to change in response to market requirements. it is a fallacy that "protection" is 
required to ensure that appropriate levels of accommodation for "competing" uses is available. Neither is the Council well placed to be able to 
anticipate such requirements or to adjust policy swiftly as required. The market is best placed to ensure that the right balance is struck in this 
context. A framework of environmental safeguards should be the basis of the policy approach, rather than prescriptively to define locations, 
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sites or zones for particular use. 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
The protection of central Brighton office accommodation is not considered to impose locational constraints. The City Plan identifies through 
Development Areas proposals across the city a range of sites suitable for new office accommodation.  
  
DA4 New England Quarter and London Road - the preferred approach is to set out a minimum office floorspace requirement for a number of 
sites to address the priority for this area to bring forward new office floorspace to meet the needs identified in the 2006 Employment Land 
Study. The policy permits a mix of uses to come forward on these sites alongside the new office floorspace. It is considered that the policy 
provides the appropriate level of flexibility. The City Plan needs to set out how the development needs of the city are to be accommodated in 
the city and be able to demonstrate that they are justified, effective and deliverable. If is therefore considered that a level of detail regarded 
uses and amount of development is required.  
  
Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1) 
?: 
No 
Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
The Plan should identify "strategic sites", where major development should be encouraged, but should not be prescriptive as to specific uses. 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
The Freshfield site is appropriately identified as a site where strategically important development could be beneficially encouraged. However, 
the potential should not be seen as being confined to narrowly defined "employment" development. Residential, retail, and other uses could 
appropriately be located here, as part of a more intensive use of this well located site. 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
allocations? 
The land adjacent to the Freshfield site, to the south fronting Eastern Road (the Gala Bingo site), should also be identified as having significant 
potential to accommodate strategically important development. Its location on a major transport corridor, with a substantial residential 
catchment surrounding, makes it inherently suitable for a range of uses, including residential, retail, leisure and other uses. 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Welcome support for the identification of Freshfield Road Industrial Area as a strategic site. This new allocation is set out in DA5 and includes 
the Gala Bingo Hall site. As an out of centre location it is not considered appropriate to allocate this site for retail. 
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Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 
No 
1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 
The approach should be to provide maximum flexibility for uses to change in response to market requirements. It is a fallacy that "protection" is 
required to ensure that appropriate levels of accommodation for "competing" uses is available. Neither is the Council well placed to be able to 
anticipate such requirements or to adjust policy swiftly as required. The market is best placed to ensure that the right balance is struck in this 
context. A framework of environmental safeguards should be the basis of the policy approach, rather than prescriptively to define locations, 
sites or zones for particular use. 
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 
Yes 
Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 

  
The approach should be to provide maximum flexibility for uses to change in response to market requirements. it is a fallacy that "protection" is 
required to ensure that appropriate levels of accommodation for "competing" uses is available. Neither is the Council well placed to be able to 
anticipate such requirements or to adjust policy swiftly as required. The market is best placed to ensure that the right balance is struck in this 
context. A framework of environmental safeguards should be the basis of the policy approach, rather than prescriptively to define locations, 
sites or zones for particular use. 
 Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 
 Option 3 
 Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
The concept of "redundancy" is not an appropriate basis for a policy concerned with ensuring sustainable economic development. The 
approach should be to provide maximum flexibility for uses to change in response to market requirements. it is a fallacy that "protection" is 
required to ensure that appropriate levels of accommodation for "competing" uses is available. Neither is the Council well placed to be able to 
anticipate such requirements or to adjust policy swiftly as required. The market is best placed to ensure that the right balance is struck in this 
context. A framework of environmental safeguards should be the basis of the policy approach, rather than prescriptively to define locations, 
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sites or zones for particular use. 
Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
Freshfield Road Industrial Estate - welcome the support for the identification of the estate as a strategic allocation within the Eastern Road and 
Edward Street Development Area (DA5). Comments are noted regarding including the Gala Bingo Hall site and this has been included in the 
allocation. The allocation allows for residential use alongside B1 and B8 uses. It is not considered an appropriate location for retail 
development. 
  
Comments are noted regarding the level of prescription within the policies and request for maximum flexibility for uses to change in response to 
market requirements. It is considered that the City Plan needs to set out how the development needs of the city are to be accommodated in the 
city and be able to demonstrate that they are justified, effective and deliverable. If is therefore considered that a level of detail regarded uses 
and amount of development is required. 
General employment comment: 
General employment officer response: 
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User Respondent Number: 75                                                                         Customer Name: 
Customer Ref:     1029533                                                                                Organisation: CSMA Club (Motoring and Leisure Services 
Ltd) 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 
Yes 
Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Yes – We agree that the City’s primary office location should be both recognised and supported by the Council within the forthcoming City Plan 
but strongly feel that in the best interests of economic development the policy approach taken by the Council in the City Plan should not be 
overly prescriptive and add in flexibility in order to consider alternatives or a greater mix of development than solely B1 office development. The 
supporting text set out in Employment Options Paper recognises the resilience of the Brighton & Hove economy in the most difficult of 
economic climates. The evidence base also recognises that the environmental constraints to the City mean that much new employment 
floorspace in the future will have to be found by recycling existing employment sites, particularly post 2016 although many recent developments 
have been redevelopment of existing sites. What is clear is that many allocated employment sites in the existing Local Plan (2005) have lain 
vacant and undeveloped for a number of years during economically advantageous times and also the current recession. There needs to be 
greater recognition by the Council in City Plan policies of the needs of the market and greater flexibility delivered through its policies to allow 
sites to develop as a mix or as alternatives to B1 office development. It is important to note that the deliverability of sites included in the 
previous Masterplan for the New England Quarter has been slow. Block J still has no planning permission for redevelopment and the office 
element of Block K has still to be commenced. The land adjacent to  
Britannia House at Blackman Street has been marketed for a significant period of time for B1 office development with no interest. GB Liners 
has planning permission for major office development but this will not be developed until or if the market makes such a proposition viable. 
Therefore policy should be flexible in its approach to delivering development on the various key sites considered and also in the wider City. 
Although we have not answered ‘no’ to question 1 there is a ‘partial’ answer in terms of alternative policy options and approaches. As set out in 
response to question 1 the need to recognise, identify and support central  
Brighton as the City’s primary office location is not disputed but it is overly prescriptive and detailed policy that can harm future economic 
development in the City with more flexible policies needed to emerge in the City Plan. It is noted that Option 1 states that, ‘…the policy would 
include flexibility around changes of use and redundancy’ although this assumes such an approach on existing buildings whereas flexibility 
needs to be built into policy relating to existing sites, many of which lie vacant around the City and particularly in central Brighton. It is 
considered that such a policy could help safeguard and facilitate B1 office development whilst also recognising the need for additional flexibility 
through a range of criteria relating to viability, deliverability and benefits of alternatives and mixed uses. 
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Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 
Option 2 
Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Whilst the overall approach to the identification of New England Road and London Road Areas as the primary office location is generally 
supported, the proposed Option 1 would not constitute the ‘revised approach’ required to the withdrawn Core Strategy and referred to in the 
supporting text. Option 1 is overly prescriptive and detailed and will not facilitate development on the City’s key central sites without building in 
more flexibility to draft policies. The ‘Advantages’ listed under Option 1state that the approach provides flexibility to accommodate change 
should some of the sites fail to deliver although there is no evidence of this in Option1. Furthermore, in relation to the following ‘advantage’ it is 
difficult to see how a site specific policy could indicate a mix of uses considered acceptable to ensure viability. These are competing aims – the 
market determines viability and overly prescriptive policies can be harmful in achieving these and getting development off the ground. The 
approach to spreading the need across further sites is agreed with and in terms of policy text, listing identified sites can help facilitate and 
deliver new office development. However by taking a too prescriptive approach to delivery of floorspace on individual sites there is a risk of 
further vacant or undeveloped sites that cannot meet such requirements in a tough economic climate. Option 2, or a more detailed policy 
approach generally in line with Option 2, would safeguard central Brighton as a broad location for office development without being overly 
prescriptive and allowing flexibility that is badly needed. 
  
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 

Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Welcome partial support for the identification of Central Brighton as the city's primary office area where office accommodation will be protected.  
It is considered that the preferred approach to identify a range  of sites suitable to bring forward new office floorspace within the DA4 New 
England Quarter and London Road area does provide the sufficient level of clarity with regard to the role those sites are expected to play in 
delivering a minimum amount of new office floorspace but with the flexibility in the range of other uses permitted also on these sites alongside 
the office provision. 



Consultation Statement 
City Plan Policy Options Paper Oct – Dec 2011 

277

Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1)  
 ?: 

No 
Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
 It is agreed that Development Areas should be identified where opportunities for growth, regeneration and inward investment will be directed 
for the benefit of the City. There is also room for positive identification of employment sites within such a policy framework but it cannot be 
agreed that a prescriptive approach to allocating particular employment types i.e. B1a office development to particular locations will help to 
deliver development on the ground. This was the approach in the existing Local Plan and as acknowledged in the papers it is time for a revised 
approach. It is difficult to see how a site specific policy could indicate a mix of uses considered acceptable to ensure viability of development in 
a difficult economic climate. These are competing aims – the market determines viability and overly prescriptive policies can be harmful in 
achieving these and getting development off the ground. As set out in the Paper, this approach would best accord with guidance in PPS12 
relating to the role and content of Core Strategies. 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
 In relation to DA4, our comments under Issue 1 endorse the need to direct employment to central Brighton and DA4 although through a more 
flexible and market responsive approach. In terms of the DA4 site and in particular, the Site Assessment of the Blackman Street site this should 
reflect more flexible ‘Opportunities’ such as residential, B1(b) and (c) uses, D1 uses such as student accommodation and other uses that could 
help deliver a viable and appropriate development of this site. 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 

Note objection regarding further strategic allocations to be set out within Development Area proposals in the City Plan part 1. It is considered 
that in order to demonstrate how the housing and employment needs of the city are to be accommodated over the plan period this level of 
detail is required. It is considered that these strategic allocations reflect an appropriate level of flexibility with regard to the role these sites are 
expected to play in delivering employment and other uses.  
  
With regards to the Blackman Street, the councils approach to student accommodation is set out in CP21 Student Housing. 
Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 
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 1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 
 Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
 Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
 Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 

 Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 

 Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
 General employment comment: 
 General employment officer response: 
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 User Respondent Number: 60 Customer Name: 
 Customer Ref: 1029538 Organisation: Spen Hill Developments Limited 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 
Yes 
Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 
Option 1 
Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
All of the options set out under this issue seem to be inconsistent with the approach set out under issue 1, which is to focus new offices in the 
central area south of the station. 
  
Notwithstanding this, we have no objections to option 1, which is to accommodate a proportion of the identified 20,000 sq m of new 
employment space on a number of sites, which are all identified and which includes sites with existing commitments. However, it is essential to 
this strategy that viability of mixed use schemes is explicitly recognised as a central consideration in determining the mix of uses and the 
quantum of development on sites. The application of policy without flexibility to take account of viability would be likely to lead to sites 
continuing to fail to come forward. 
  
We act for Spen Hill Developments Ltd, which is a group company of Tesco Stores Ltd. Tesco Stores Ltd owns the freehold of the sites known 
as Vantage Point, together with the long leasehold interest of the adjacent site known as Longley Industrial Estate, 4-6 New England Street. 
The freehold of the Longley Industrial Estate is owned by Brighton and Hove City Council. Spen Hill has been discussion the redevelopment of 
the sites (particularly the Vantage Point site) for a number of years. However, the emergence of the policies in the (now withdrawn) Core 
Strategy, which sought a very significant quantum of offices at the sites, and the aspirations of the Council, meant that it was not possible to 
promote a scheme that was viable and broadly consistent with emerging policy. 
  
This has resulted in a delay in bringing the site forward. We are therefore pleased to see that the Council is likely to take this opportunity to 
reappraise the strategy for the sites. We feel it is vital that the City Plan incorporates the flexibility to ensure that development proposals are 



Consultation Statement 
City Plan Policy Options Paper Oct – Dec 2011 

280

viable and deliverable, otherwise major sites such as Vantage Point will remain vacant. 

Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 
 Option 3 

Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 

Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Welcome support for the identification of Central Brighton as the city's primary office area where existing office accommodation will be 
protected.  
Across the city, Development Area proposals identify opportunities for new employment floorspace to come forward over the plan period to 
meet the forecast need as indicated in the 2006 Employment Land Study. This includes the opportunities identified within DA4 New England 
Quarter and London Road development area for a number of sites including Vantage Point to deliver a specified minimum amount of office 
floorspace alongside an appropriate mix of other uses such as residential.  
It is considered this approach will provide sufficient clarity and flexibility to ensure that the employment land needs of the city are delivered.  
  
Note the preference for no general protection for secondary office accommodation however it is considered that this approach would lead to an 
uncoordinated and sizeable loss of valuable and accessibly located employment land which would affect the city's ability to meet its 
employment target of 6,000 new jobs by 2014. 
Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1)  
 ?: 

Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
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Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 

1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 

Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 

It is clear that there are many sites in the city where a fresh approach to development is needed, and a general policy protecting existing 
accommodation serves to prevent mixed use redevelopment opportunities coming forward.  
 
Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
General employment comment: 
We support the strategy of recognising central Brighton as the location for new offices, noting that the definition – which is central Brighton to 
the south of the station - excludes Vantage Point. We support the approach set out in option 1, and in particular the acknowledgement that a 
flexible approach to issues of changes of use and redundancy will be adopted. 
General employment officer response: 
Central Brighton was identified as the city's prime office area where existing office accommodation would be protected. The Vantage Point site 
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along with a number of other sites within the DA4 New England Quarter and London Road are identified for new office floorspace to meet the 
forecast need. 
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User Respondent Number:43                                                                          Customer Name: Helmut Lusser 
Customer Ref:   1029545                                                                                 Organisation: Hove Civic Society 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 

Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 

Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 

Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1)  
 ?: 

Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
We broadly agree with the recommended approach and support: 
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 - the Hove Station designation for employment uses 
 - the intensification of Goldstone Road Retail Park 
 - the intensification of Sackville Road Trading Estate 
 - The intensification of South Portslade Industrial Area 
  
 We would like to draw the attention to district heating opportunities in all cases. 

Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Welcome broad support for the preferred approach to identification of strategic employment sites within the Development Areas. With regards 
to the approach to DA6 Hove Station, following further consideration and in light of responses to the proposed strategic allocations it was 
considered appropriate to include only Conway Street Industrial Area as a strategic allocation. However the policy continues to encourage more 
efficient use of under-utilised sites within the area. 
  
Comments noted regarding the potential for District Heating. A City Energy study will be undertaken by the city council to identify opportunities 
for the delivery of energy infrastructure and to inform planning policies around low and zero carbon energy. 
Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 

1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 

Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 
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 Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
 General employment comment: 
 General employment officer response: 
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User Respondent Number: 48 Customer Name: Sandy Crowhurst 
Customer Ref: 1029574 Organisation: NLCA 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 
Yes 
Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 
Option 1 
Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
The NLCA would prefer to see existing office stock refurbished where this would provide good quality office accommodation. 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Yes 
Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 
Option 2 
Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
The NLCA feels this is the best protection for employment use. 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Welcome support for protection of offices within central Brighton 
Welcome support for the preferred approach to bringing forward new office floorspace in DA4 New England Quarter and London Road area 
and comments regarding encouraging existing office stock to be refurbished, this is encouraged in SA2 Central Brighton. 
  
Welcome support for the preferred approach to safeguarding secondary office floorspace. 
Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1) 
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?: 
Yes 
Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 

Melbourne Street should be retained for employment use. 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Note comments regarding Melbourne Street Industrial Area. CP3 Employment Land sets out that for those sites identified as suitable for 
employment -led mixed use that the starting point will be no net loss in employment floorspace. 
Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 
Yes 
1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 
No 
Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
The NLCA would not like to see large scale changes of employment use to residential. 
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 
Option 1 
Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
The NLCA feels that affordable employment space should be protected as this is in short supply for start-up and small businesses. 
Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
Comments noted. The limited flexibility of uses to be allowed on sites protected for B1-B8 uses does not include residential uses. The approach 



Consultation Statement 
City Plan Policy Options Paper Oct – Dec 2011 

288

to secondary employment sites is to continue to protect them unless a test of redundancy can be met but with the preference for alternative 
uses stated in the policy. 
General employment comment: 
General employment officer response: 
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User Respondent Number: 49 Customer Name: 
Customer Ref: 1029635 Organisation: Costco Wholesale 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 

Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 

Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 

Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1)  
 ?: 
Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
allocations? 
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Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 

1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 
This representation supports the advantages of providing flexibility regarding employment generating uses which are outlined within Option 3. 
These state that other employment generating uses (to be defined) other than B1, B2 and B8 could encourage new business investment and 
opportunities on these sites; the approach could recognise a wider definition of appropriate employment uses; the approach would be more 
flexible to respond to changes in the economy/the emergence of new business sectors. It is essential that the City Plan supports the widest 
range of employment uses. This approach is advocated by PPS4 (2009). 
 
Option 3 suggests that a disadvantage associated with the proposed approach is that unless appropriately defined, unsuitable uses on 
employment uses which could compromise the operation of existing employment uses could be allowed. Therefore, it is considered that the 
City Plan DPD should include a definition of uses appropriate on employment land, to recognise that other employment generating uses, 
including sui generis uses may also be an appropriate use for employment land or provide a criteria based policy to access the planning 
benefits of an alternative use. 
  
Proposed Amendment 
Definition of uses suitable for employment and industrial land, as follows; 
 “Appropriate development on employment and industrial land comprises all business falling within use Classes B1, B2, B8 and closely related 
uses not falling within a use classes, sui generis uses, (such as cash and carry businesses and builders merchants) but which are commonly 
found in industrial estates.” Or a criteria based policy by which employment generating uses can be tested, as follows; 
 “Within the Industrial and Employment Areas, planning permission will be granted for employment generating uses which would: 
 (i) Generate employment which is quantitatively and qualitatively comparable to uses within those Classes; and 
 mmk JLB0105 
 (ii) Not harm the continuation of existing uses within those Classes. 
 (iii) Meet other policies within the plan (for example in relation to retail). 
  
This is consistent with the draft NPPF, PPS4 (2009) and will facilitate a broad range of economic development. 
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 Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
 Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
 Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 

 Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 

 Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
 Policy CP3 Employment Land sets out the other permitted uses on allocated industrial sites and premises alongside B1, B2 and B8 uses. 
 General employment comment: 
 General employment officer response: 
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User Respondent Number: 65 Customer Name: Kay Collins (Savills) 
Customer Ref: 1029738 Organisation: Investec Private Bank 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 
Yes 
Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 

Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
We consider that the specific identification of sites for employment purposes should be a matter that is left to the future site allocations 
document. 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

No 
Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 
Option 3 
Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
We support option 3, which is to have no general protection of secondary office accommodation sites. There is ample evidence to show that 
secondary locations, such as Preston Road, are not appropriate locations for significant office floorspace. The demand simply does not exist to 
secure the necessary prelets that would enable developments to take place at these locations. The current high levels of vacancy at this 
location demonstrate this point. Sites such as Anston House are more appropriate for the provision of much needed residential 
accommodation. 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Welcome support for the identification of Central Brighton as the city's primary office area where existing office accommodation will be 
protected.  
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Note the objection to the specification of sites suitable for new office accommodation within the the Development Area proposals for DA4 New 
England Quarter and London Road area within the City Plan part 1. However it is considered that the preferred approach provides clarity how 
the employment land needs of the city are to be delivered.  
  
Note preference for no protection for secondary office accommodation in the city but is considered that this could lead to an uncoordinated and 
sizeable loss of valuable and accessibly located employment land which would affect the city's priorities to sustain and create jobs, specifically 
the employment target of 6,000 new jobs by 2014. 

Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1) 

No 
Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
We support the approach of leaving the identification of employment sites to the site allocations document (which we assume is “City Plan 2”). 
However, the options set out under appendix 2 appear to be confusing, and require further clarification. This is because the sites at 125-163 
Preston Road, which would include Anston  
House, are discussed under the heading “Previously Proposed Strategic Allocations.” This suggests that it is proposed to remove it from the list 
of strategic allocations. However, the text below the heading states: “Change required; update amounts of development to reflect the increased 
role certain sites will play in delivering housing numbers..” We support the proposal to give Anston House and other Preston Road sites a 
greater role in providing new housing, although the plan should be clear as to whether or not the sites are proposed to be “strategic” sites. 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Note comments regarding Anston House site, Anston house is still identified within a strategic allocation for 125-163 Preston Road within the 
New England Quarter and London Road Area (DA4) suitable for office and residential uses. It is considered that the inclusion of residential on 
this site should enable the provision of modern office accommodation. 
Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 
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 1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 
 Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
 Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
 Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 

 Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 

 Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
 General employment comment: 

We welcome the proposal to within Option 1 to focus the employment strategy on the central Brighton area, which is essentially the area south 
of Brighton Station. We also welcome the proposal to include a flexible approach toward changes of use and redundancy. This approach ought 
to include specific mention of the need to consider the viability of individual projects, both changes of use and new build, which would recognise 
the content set out in the draft NPPF. 
 
We support the proposal to increase the residential element of mixed use developments on existing employment sites. However, we feel that 
the strategy should be underpinned by acknowledging the important role that viability considerations will play in determining the exact mix on 
individual sites. With this in mind the strategy should contemplate the loss of employment sites in certain circumstances. 
General employment officer response: 
Comments noted. Taking into account that viability considerations are likely to change over the plan period it is considered that the 
Development Area proposals and strategic allocations provide a sufficient level of clarity and detail to ensure that the employment and housing 
needs of the city can be delivered. 
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User Respondent Number: 64 Customer Name: Jim Gowans 
Customer Ref: 1029739 Organisation: Montpelier and Clifton Hill Association 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 

Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 

Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 

Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1)  
 ?: 

Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
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allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 

1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

  
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 

Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 

Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
General employment comment: 
It is vitally important to protect sites for small scale employment within the existing built up area. Small shops and workshops contribute to the 
character of our conservation areas and are clearly required if the small businesses referred to here are to thrive. 
  
Too many employment sites remain unoccupied, however, becoming derelict and as a result eyesores. This is often because developers are 
hoping present policies will be relaxed, allowing a change of use and consequently greater profit. The policies protecting smaller sites for 
employment in central areas should be strengthened therefore. 
General employment officer response: 
Comments noted and welcomed. CP3 Employment Land sets out the approach to protecting unallocated employment sites unless a defined 
test of redundancy can be met. 
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User Respondent Number: 66                                                             Customer Name: Mrs Susan Moffatt 
Customer Ref:                   1029740                                                     Organisation: Kingsway and West Hove Residents Association 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 
Yes 
Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 
Option 1 
Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Option 1 enables flexibility in an uncertain future economy, whilst recognising the reality that in the specific constrained circumstances of this 
city there are only a limited range of sites potentially available. Securing future investment in bringing them forward will be best served by up- 
front clarity in this plan. 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Yes 
Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 
Option 2 
Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
1. Retaining accommodation for the city's characteristic small business and entrepreneurial economy is essential. However this aim is 
vulnerable in the situation of the constraints and conflicting demand pressures from other uses.  
  
2. There needs to be clarity about the issue of redundancy to forestall the construction of bogus redundancy cases to support redevelopment 
for higher value uses. Therefore the policy needs to be defined in terms such as there being no reasonable prospect of employment generating 
uses within the foreseeable future, with affordable housing being the fallback use at the end of such a process. .  
  
3. In the event of the government changing the rules to allow loss of such business premises a city wide article 4 direction would be a 
necessary safeguard for the city's iconic economy. 
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Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Welcome support for the protection of offices within Central Brighton. 
  
Welcome support for the preferred approach for meeting the identified needs for new office floorspace within the DA4 New England Quarter 
and London Road area. 
  
Welcome the support for the preferred approach regarding secondary office accommodation and comments noted regarding defining the test 
for redundancy which  
  
Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1) 
?: 
Yes 
Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
Accommodation for the city's business and entrepreneurial economy is essential. However such land is vulnerable in the situation of the 
constraints and conflicting demand pressures from other uses. Therefore there needs to be clarity and certainty to provide support to the city's 
economy. 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
SHOREHAM HARBOUR .  
1. The Kingsway and West Hove Resident’s Association considers that justification for loss of some or all port and employment land at 
Aldrington Basin in the part of the harbour that lies within the city will need to be set within the context of the overall strategy for safeguarding 
port and employment land resources at Shoreham Harbour. Port related employment is dependent on the overall strategy for the future of 
Shoreham Port. However not all current businesses in the Basin are port related. The value of the self-contained Basin area for non port 
employment uses for the city needs specific recognition in the City Plan, having regard to its current suitability for businesses that operate in 
ways or at hours not compatible with the mixed use future now envisaged for some existing city employment areas.  
  
2. The Joint Area Action Plan (JAAP) will consider the retention, relocation, or change of use of land currently in port and employment uses 
within the overall Shoreham Harbour. However it is not appropriate for the City Plan to be silent about the economic role of Aldrington Basin as 
it is an existing significant area of land currently providing space for both business and employment, whether or not it is port related.  
  
3. The issue of policy for this area is dealt with in detail in our comments relating to the housing options paper, where it is suggested that the 
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linkage between the policies in the City plan and the Joint Area Action Plan need to be recognised in the City Plan, and evaluated through its 
sustainability appraisal. Our comments on the housing options paper suggest the following policy statement, which would recognise the specific 
nature of change at a significant area of employment land in the city as a special case unrelated to the policies that would apply elsewhere in 
the city: ?In the event of the JAAP identifying land at the Aldrington Basin area of the Harbour as suitable for alternative use, its development 
as a mixed use 'urban eco village' Including employment uses and up to 200 homes should be assessed?. This would need to be supported by 
sustainability appraisal.  
  
 4. Specific recognition of Aldrington Basin as a special case employment area would increase the robustness of the City Plan by 
acknowledging the specific reasons why the policies applicable to the rest of the city would not be applicable there. It would also emphasise its 
future role in continuing to provide for new forms of employment and business, albeit it very different to the existing. .  
  
 5. The South Portslade Industrial Estate provides a valuable resource of employment sites, but dated premises. However this site is above the 
flood plain, whilst nearby Aldrington Basin is within the Shoreham Harbour floodplain area. Aldrington Basin currently is also a valuable 
resource of employment sites but is indicated as a possible area for mixed use regeneration including housing, which will of course be 
constrained by the flood risk issues. There is no indication of whether this has been set out in CP3 Employment Land. Question has been 
addressed of why the South Portslade site off the flood plain should be retained as an employment focus, whereas the nearby flood plain 
employment area is allocated for housing. If the importance of retaining South Portslade in employment use is increased by the loss of 
employment space that may be necessary to regenerate Aldrington Basin, this should be explained in the plan. 

Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Support welcomed and comments noted regarding further strategic allocations within Development Area policies.  
  
DA8 identifies the character areas and priorities for the parts of Shoreham Harbour within Brighton & Hove administrative area. 
  
The priorities for Aldrington Basin are to accommodate a vibrant mix of new and improved port operational facilities as well as new non-port 
employment uses in line with the adopted Port Masterplan. Another priority is to accommodate carefully located residential development as part 
of mixed use redevelopment schemes and further detail will be set out in the JAAP. The potential raised with regards to a mixed use 'urban eco 
village' can be explored as part of the preparation of a development brief for the area. 
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The comments regarding the potentially better suitability for housing at South Portslade Industrial Area compared with Aldrington Basin with 
regards to flood risk are noted and can again be explored as part of the more detailed policy development within the JAAP. 

Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 
Yes 
1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
This is an important component of the strategy to ensure that availability of land and premises for business and enterprise over the next 20 
years. 
Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 
Yes 
Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Yes, but only in terms of limited flexibility. From time to time new activities arise which don’t fall within classes, B1, B2 or B8 but for which office 
or retail premises would be unsuitable, and which would create business and employment (for example an indoor climbing wall centre). An 
indication of some limited flexibility would allow currently unpredictable types of business and employment activities could be accepted in the 
future. 
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 
Option 2 
Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
1. Retaining an adequate supply of appropriate and affordable accommodation for the city's business, manufacturing and warehouse economy 
is essential. However this aim is vulnerable in the situation of the constraints and conflicting demand pressures from other uses.  
  
2. There needs to be clarity about the issue of redundancy to forestall the construction of bogus redundancy cases to support redevelopment 
for higher value uses. Therefore the policy needs to be defined in terms such as there being no reasonable prospect of employment generating 
uses within the foreseeable future, with affordable housing being the fall-back use at the end of such a process.  
  
3. In the event of the government changing the rules to allow loss of such business premises a city wide article 4 direction would be a 
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necessary safeguard for the city’s economy in the circumstances of its extreme constraints and conflicting pressures. 
 
Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
Welcome support for the identification of a hierarchy of employment sites and comments regarding limited flexibility are noted and welcomed 
and reflected in the wording of CP3. 
Welcome the support for the protection of secondary employment sites. The supporting text clarifies the test of redundancy. 
 
General employment comment: 
 
General employment officer response:
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User Respondent Number: 69                                                                                Customer Name: Mr Stuart Derwent 
Customer Ref: 1029741 Organisation: CPRE Brighton and Hove District 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 
Yes 
Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 
Option 1 
Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Strikes a balance between being prescriptive and yet allowing some flexibility. It also includes many sites which are already developed, i.e. 
brownfield, with the possibility of major changes or rebuilding with the prospect of mixed-use development. This would regenerate areas both 
for employment and living in where the basic infrastructure already exists. The nature of the businesses envisaged, i.e. generally small and 
quiet in nature, lends itself to employment and living being co-located. This makes best use of our already built up areas and enables us to 
preserve our important countryside 'urban fringes' and countryside beyond.  
Allowance should be made in the office accommodation required for the increasing ability and desire to work at home. We believe that BT set 
up a ring of offices around the M25 some years ago providing a ?hot desk? facility for staff to remove the need to travel further into London. 
Initial indications were that many started to work more from home than to even travel to the hot desk facilities. This would seem to be a 
situation where our constrained nature would work for us by us being a dense urban area where excellent IT/Broadband links are more cost-
effective. This has benefits in taking pressure off our transport infrastructure making the City a better place to both live and work in. 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Yes 
Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 
Option 1 
Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 



Consultation Statement 
City Plan Policy Options Paper Oct – Dec 2011 

303

It is important that the correct balance is struck between employment and housing. Putting in controls to maintain employment areas is sensible 
and limits the amount of out-commuting thereby making best use of existing infrastructure and protecting the countryside. It would be ridiculous 
to put in any policy which results in insufficient employment to match the housing provided and vice versa. The other two Options do not 
provide sufficient control in an area where the Council will need to take a key role. 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Welcome support for the protection of Central Brighton as the city's primary office area. 
  
Welcome support for approach set out in DA4 New England Quarter and London Road area for accommodating the need for new office 
floorspace and comments noted. CP2  Sustainable Economic Development acknowledges that role of ICT infrastructure can play in the city. 
  
Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1)  
 ?: 

Yes 
Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
The Council needs to take the lead on these issues to ensure that the end result meets the needs and aspirations of the residents. Without 
reasonable definition the residents can hardly be expected to comment sensibly on the City Plan as they will not be able to see the vision of the 
future. 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
We will need to carry out a more detailed assessment later. However, at this stage, it is noted that the Council owns many sites throughout the 
City. This provides an excellent opportunity for the Council to take the lead in development of those sites and the City area generally. That does 
not necessarily mean being involved in financing development, rather leadership by putting together consortia to make things happen to suit the 
overall needs of the residents. 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
allocations? 
We will need to carry out a more detailed assessment later. 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Welcome support for the identification of further strategic allocations with Development Areas. Comments noted and further details regarding 
the strategic allocations are outlined in the Development Area proposals. 
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Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 
Yes 
1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
We will need to carry out a more detailed assessment later. 
Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 
Yes 
Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Note your support for the protection of secondary office space but without a preference being stated for alternative uses. The preferred 
approach is to protect secondary office space however should the test of redundancy be met the preference will be for the reuse of the site for 
alternative employment generating use or uses as they arise. Any changes in permitted use need to be controlled to best suit the needs of local 
residents. Opportunities should be taken to 'correct' any current inappropriate affordable housing.  
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 
Option 1 
Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Same as for Issue 3 
Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
Welcome support for the council's preferred approach to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan part 1. Note your support for 
further flexibility and comments noted. CP3 Employment Land sets out the limited flexibility proposed to be permitted.  
Note your support for the protection of secondary industrial space but without a preference being stated for alternative uses. The preferred 
approach is to protect secondary office space however should the test of redundancy be met the preference will be for the reuse of the site for 
alternative employment generating use or affordable housing. 
General employment comment: 
General employment officer response: 
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User Respondent Number: 76                                                                         Customer Name: 
Customer Ref: 1029745 Organisation: Unite Group Plc 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 

Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 
Option 2 
Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Should the council consider it necessary to promote specific areas for offices then Unite support Option 2 which involves the identification of 
New England Road and London Road area as a broad location suitable for accommodating 20,0000 sq m of additional office space with the 
allocation of site to be taken forward in the City Plan. In line with PPS 4 this option is thought to give the greatest flexibility as to how office 
accommodation should be brought forward in the future. This would spread the requirement across a wider area rather than focusing on one or 
two sites. This also allows more potential for a mix of uses across the wider area. 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 
Option 3 
Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
Unite support Option 3 - no general protection of secondary office accommodation. This option provides landowners and developers with the 
most flexibility for changes of use from employment land. This secondary office space could also be easily adapted to residential use and this 
would provide an additional source of housing to meet the housing delivery targets. 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Comments noted. It is considered that the broad location approach does not provide sufficient certainty over how new office floorspace will be 
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delivered. The policy does allow for housing as part of mix of uses permitted on these identifies sites however sets a minimum floorspace figure 
for office space that is expected to come forward on the sites. 
  
Comments noted with regard to preference for no general protection of secondary office accommodation. It is considered that this could lead to 
an uncoordinated and sizeable loss of valuable and accessible located employment land which would affect the city's ability to meet its 
aspirations regarding sustaining and creating jobs, particularly an employment target of 6,000 new jobs by 2014. 

Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1) 
?: 

Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 

1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 

Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 
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 Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
 General employment comment: 
 General employment officer response: 
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User Respondent Number: 78 Customer Name: Phil Frier 
Customer Ref: 1029746 Organisation: City Employment and Skills Steering Group 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 
Yes 
Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 
n/a 
Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 
Option 1 
Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
The city centre’s proximity to London and international markets via the railway station gives it ‘high market potential’. Option 1 includes the 
redevelopment and use of a number of employment sites which will improve the quality of business accommodation in the city and contribute to 
business growth. 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Yes 
Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
n/a 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 
Option 2 
Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
The protection of employment space is key for the city’s growth and should not be jeopardised; however we recognise that some office 
accommodation is not fit for purpose and may not be appropriate for current and future business needs. We support Option 2 but would like to 
see a clearer definition of the term ‘redundancy’ and the criteria that will be used to prove redundancy. 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
 Welcome support for the identification of Central Brighton as the primary office area where office accommodation will be protected. 
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Welcome support for approach set out in DA4 New England Quarter to identify a range of sites suitable to accommodate new office floorspace. 
  
Welcome support for the protection of secondary office accommodation and comments noted. The test of redundancy has been clearly defined 
in the supporting text to CP3 Employment Land. 
 Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1) 
?:  Yes 
 

Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
Option 2 will provide certainty to developers and the business community and will reflect the priorities for economic development and growth. 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
The Government set out its aims to put science and technology at the centre of its industrial strategy and to develop a better balanced, post-
recession economy. It identified low carbon, digital media, advanced manufacturing, life sciences and pharmaceuticals, professional and 
financial services and engineering construction as key sectors that could potentially drive future national economic prosperity. The City 
Employment and Skills Plan and the Business Retention & Inward Investment strategy identified key sectors for the cities business growth, 
many of which correlate with those identified at national level.  
 The CESSG is keen to ensure that these sectors have appropriate space for their needs and would like to ensure that developments that 
come forward take into account the needs of our key sectors. 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
allocations? 
One of the long-term aspirations of the CESSG is the creation of an Eco Technology Park able to support and grow environmental businesses 
and using the knowledge and expertise of our two universities to foster innovation and the creation of new markets.      
Toads Hole Valley has been identified as a possible location for additional housing within the policy options paper. We would wish to identify 
Toads Hole Valley as a strategic employment allocation; the allocation of this additional employment land could offer potential for an Eco 
Technology Park along with other employment uses. 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
Welcome support for the further strategic allocations to be identified in Development Areas and comments noted. With regard to the Toads 
Hole Valley, the City Plan proposes a new Development Area - Toads Hole Valley which will be identified for a mix of uses including modern 
office/ high tech business space. 
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Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 
Yes 
1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 
n/a 
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
We agree with the proposed hierarchy of sites 
Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
No 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 
No 
Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
We recognise that there is an urgent need for investment in some of the city's industrial estates and that enabling development may be needed 
to upgrade premises and / or bring them back into uses. However any net loss of employment space must be considered carefully on a case by 
case basis. 
  
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 
 Option 2 
  
Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
This is similar to issue 3. The protection of employment space is key for the city’s growth and shouldn’t be jeopardised. By protecting the 
existing employment space the city is encouraging new businesses to locate in Brighton & Hove, while supporting existing businesses to stay in 
the city.    
A clear definition of the term ‘redundancy’ in Option 2 is however needed. 
Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
Welcome support for the proposed hierarchy of employment sites. 
  
Note comments regarding no further flexibility of permitted use on industrial sites and premises but it is considered that limited flexibility could 
be appropriately included in Policy CP3 that limits it to use appropriate to an industrial location and has similar levels of job generation. 
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Welcome support for the protection of secondary industrial sites and premises and comments noted. The test of redundancy has been clearly 
defined in the supporting text to CP3 Employment Land. 
General employment comment: 
The City Employment & Skills Plan has a priority to support the creation of at least 6,000 new jobs by 2014. This priority is based on an 
estimate of the number of new jobs that the city may need to maintain its existing employment rate in light of a growing working age population.   
The expected job losses in the public sector; along with the slower than anticipated job growth in the private sector means that strategies to 
promote job creation need to remain a central employment and skills priority for the city.  
The CESSG considers it vital to support the city’s economy by identifying and safeguarding appropriate employment sites and commercial 
premises to meet demands for business expansion and growth in key employment sectors. Lack of appropriate commercial premises and 
employment land supply will impact negatively on business and employment growth in the city. 
General employment officer response: 
Comments noted. The policies in the City Plan seek to support the council's priorities to sustain and create jobs by providing an appropriate 
portfolio of employment sites. CP2 Sustainable Economic Development reflects the priorities set out in the City Employment & Skills Plan. 
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User Respondent Number: 81                                                                         Customer Name: Catherine Miller 
Customer Ref: 1029747 Organisation: BHCC 

Issue 1 Q1: Do you agree with the need to identify central Brighton as the city's primary office location within the city plan? 

Issue 1 Q1a:  If your answer is No, do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

Issue 2 Q1: What is your preferred option for accommodating the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace required post 2016? 

Issue 2: Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 2: Q2 If you agree with Option 1 do you agree with the sites identified to meet the 20,000 sqm additional office floorspace? 

Issue 2: Q2a If your answer is 'No', do you have alternative sites you wish to be considered? 
Issue 3: Q1: What is your preferred option for secondary office accommodation? 

Issue 3: Q1a Reasons for your answer 
Officer Response to Issues 1, 2and 3: 
Issue 4 Q1 Do you agree that strategic employment sites within Development Area's should be allocated within the City Plan (Part 1) 
?: 

Issue 4 Q1a: Please state reason for your answer: 
Issue 4 Q2: Do you have any comments on the strategic employment sites identified and their potential opportunities? 
Issue 4 Q3. Are there other sites located within the Development Areas you wish to be considered as strategic employment  
allocations? 
Officer Response to Issue 4: 
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Issue 5 Q1. Do you agree with the need to identify a hierarchy of industrial sites within the City Plan ? 

1a If your answer is 'No', do you support an alternative option? Please state which option and the reasons for your answer: 

  
Issue 5 Q1b If your answer is 'Yes', do you have any comments on the industrial sites identified (see Appendix 3) ? 
Issue 5 Q2. Do you have an industrial estate or premises you wish to be allocated under this hierarchy? 
Issue 5 Q3. Should further flexibility around permitted uses on allocated industrial sites be allowed? 

Issue 5 Q3a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Issue 6 Q1:What is your preferred option for secondary business, manufacturing and warehouse sites and premises? 

Issue 6 Q1a Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Officer Response to Issues 5 and 6: 
General employment comment: 
Agreed Points 
  
In broad agreement with the recommendations detailed in the Employment Policy Option Paper, particularly around protecting Central Brighton 
as the city’s primary office area.  
Want assurances that central Brighton will not be the sole focus for employment / business accommodation. 
Need more detail on how refurbishments are to be encouraged. 
Need to draw out the interrelationship between housing options and employment options. 
  
Group Notes 
  
Connection between housing and employment should be better drawn out in discussions on housing targets. 
Circus Street – question the locations for student housing; suitability and impact on bringing forward identified employment opportunities. 
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Recognised there were benefits of the student housing sites identified in the Student Housing Paper – close to university buildings, good bus 
links. Should not compromise the employment allocation. 
Central Brighton – spread of office uses outside Central Brighton, may need to redefine Central Brighton in the future.  
Concern that small and medium sized businesses are finding it difficult to find suitable sites to be able to stay in the city. Sustainable food 
businesses for example are frustrated by lack of suitable premises in the city. 
Discussion regarding the new proposals for Preston Barracks and inclusion of Student Housing – previous scheme was not financially viable. 
Need to be pragmatic about mix of uses to bring schemes forward. 
Examples elsewhere of flexible accommodation e.g. Olympic Village (athletics accommodation) or Westminster change of use of commercial to 
residential policy was more flexible and happens more regularly particularly period property.  Council’s approach needs to be more flexible 
given housing need issues. Best practice examples may be found from the Local Government Association or Planning Officer Society. 
How will the City Plan encourage refurbishment? May need to allow other commercial uses on ground floor; flexible permissions. In the future 
there may be local discretion around the use of business rates. 
Small businesses – need to be matched up with supply, but this will depend on the owner of the building eg Pension Funds will take a different 
view to the use of their building compared to a private owner e.g. Queensbury Road who took the initiative to refurbish the building to get it 
occupied. 
Retail units – sub-division into smaller units help independent retailers to be retained, the example of charity shops moving into empty units 
shows a flexibility to ensure alternative uses of empty properties can be found.  
Proposals for new office accommodation in Central Brighton or fringe should still allow for the situation if a superior out-of-centre proposal 
comes forward this should be considered.  
Listed buildings – constraints around adaptation and policies around safeguarding office accommodation should recognise this. 
Recognise also the quality issue – why people chose to relocate to Brighton, city centre location. 
  
Comments from the whole working group 
 
Working from home - discussion potential for developing ‘live & work’ units – combined studios. It was agreed that these had not been rated as 
successful in the past in regards to affordability. 
Boundaries should be blurred between residential and work accommodation allowing old sites to be developed for housing and vice versa. 
Fitting with the recommendation that there would be a hierarchy of industrial estates including those that would be safeguarded for commercial 
use and allowing older sites to be redeveloped for employment lead mixed use the group suggested that the Freshfield and Belltower areas of 
the city would be better used for residential accommodation and a new school 
The Economic Partnership has suggested that there is likely to be a more flexible attitude towards working from home in the future. 
The National Planning Policy Framework will be dropping Town Centres as the primary area for consideration for business accommodation. 
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Need to control changes of use within Brighton Town Centre – can’t let offices be converted to homes. 
 
General employment officer response: 
Welcome broad agreement with the preferred options in the Employment Policy Option Paper. 
  
Welcome support for the identification of Central Brighton as the primary office area where office accommodation will be protected. Policy SA2 
reflects the regional role of central Brighton for shopping, tourism, cultural and commercial facilities. Policy SA2 contains details regarding 
refurbishment and upgrade of office accommodation and the test of redundancy of office accommodation includes a criteria relating to change 
of use being the only practicable means of preserving a listed building. 
  
Development Area proposals set out the opportunities new office floorspace being delivered during the Plan period across the city for example 
DA4 New England  
Quarter and London Road immediately adjacent the city centre. The Spatial Strategy now draws out the interrelationship between housing and 
employment needs in the city. 
  
DA3 Preston Barracks and DA5 Eastern Road and Edward Street Area clarify the mix of uses considered appropriate and deliverable for these 
sites including employment uses. 
  
It is considered that the approach set out in CP3 Employment Land should ensure that the city retains an appropriate range of employment 
sites to meet the needs of small and medium sized businesses. 
  
General Group comments noted, Freshfield Road Industrial Area has been identified as suitable for a mix of housing and employment uses 
within DA5 Eastern Road and Edward Street however it is considered that the Bell Tower Industrial Estate continues to offer good small 
industrial and business units which are suitable for local businesses. The second stage of the consultation on the full City Plan due to take 
place in March and April 2012 will provide the opportunity to view and comment on plans as a whole and will illustrate the interconnectivity of 
the policy options. 
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Appendix 7 (d) – Transport Options Paper: representations received and officer response  
 
 

 User Respondent Number: 77 Customer Name: Tony Mernagh 
 Customer Ref: 1395 Organisation: Brighton & Hove Economic Partnership 
 Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 

 Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 

 Q2a If so, where: 
 Q2b If not, why Not: 
 Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
 journeys from the car onto public transport 
 Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
 attractive. Which option would you prefer? 

 Q4a: If neither please state why: 

Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why? 
Option 2 
  
Q5b: Reasons 
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 In the opinion of the Economic Partnership there are two potential sites for park & ride that fulfil most of the criteria for a successful facility: 
Braypool playing fields and Patcham Court Farm & adjacent allotments. A third site - Toads Hole Valley – although possible in theory, is not 
ideal. With the inclusion of Braypool in the South Downs National Park the site is beyond the reach of the city and must be excluded. Although 
the development of a hotel on Patcham Court Farm by De Vere Village Hotels is far from a fait accompli, the sacrifice of the adjacent allotments 
is probably not acceptable or deliverable and this site must also be excluded from a site search. 
35. The allocation of Toads Hole Valley for housing does not necessarily preclude a park& ride but the two functions do not sit well together. 
Reluctantly the Partnership has to conclude that the obvious sites are no longer available and the opportunity to deliver a meaningful facility 
may have passed. 
36. However, the paucity of detail surrounding the alternative strategies to address the city’s congestion problem prevents the Partnership from 
supporting the option to remove park & ride from the City Plan. As a matter of urgency the Administration must develop a detailed strategy for 
reducing city centre congestion while minimising the impact on the local economy. 
  
 37. Under these circumstances, Brighton & Hove Economic Partnership supports Option 2 to retain a criteria based approach to park & ride 
and would like to see substantially more detail on the alternatives. 

  
Park and Ride General Comment: 
Officer Response: 
Comments on the lack of availability of an appropriate site for a purpose built Park and Ride are agreed.  Concerns raised that there was a lack 
of information in the paper on alternatives to Park and Ride and to manage town centre congestion are noted.   
  
The city council will be revising policy CP9 to provide more detail on the measures proposed to manage traffic and congestion in the city.  One 
measure proposed to address traffic entering the city will be for the city council to work in partnership with the business community to facilitate 
and promote better use of existing large car parks on the periphery of the city to intercept traffic and transfer visitors on to sustainable modes of 
transport. 
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User Respondent Number: 78                                                                          Customer Name: Phil Frier 
Customer Ref: 1029746 Organisation: City Employment and Skills Steering Group 
 Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 
 Yes 
 Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 
 No 
 Q2a If so, where: 
 Q2b If not, why Not: 
 While we understand the rationale for option one due to the loss of key sites to the National Park and alternative development; we have 
concerns regarding the lack of a clear alternative traffic management strategy. 
  
 The road and rail services are already approaching capacity and it is unclear from the proposal how additional capacity would be secured. The 
reference to travel management systems lacks detail; the cost of parking in the city is already of great concern to the business community as it 
impacts on customers and the recruitment of staff.  
  
We would like to see a fully worked up traffic management strategy developed in consultation with residents and businesses.  
  
In view of the lack of detail in Option 1 we propose to retain option 2 which allows for a park & ride system if suitable sites come forward. 

 Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
 journeys from the car onto public transport 
 Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less 
attractive. Which option would you prefer? 
 Neither 
 Q4a: If neither please state why: 
 Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why: 
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 Q5b: Reasons 
 Park and Ride General Comment: 
  
Officer Response: 
  
Comments on the lack of availability of an appropriate site for a purpose built Park and Ride are agreed.  Concerns raised that there was a lack 
of detail in the paper on alternatives to Park and Ride and travel management systems and concerns about the cost of parking in the city are 
noted.   
 
The city council will be revising policy CP9 to provide more detail on the measures proposed to manage traffic and congestion in the city.  One 
measure proposed  
to address traffic entering the city will be for the city council to work in partnership with the business community to facilitate and promote better 
use of existing large car parks on the periphery of the city to intercept traffic and transfer visitors on to sustainable modes of transport. 
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 User Respondent Number: 80 Customer Name: Chris Todd 
 Customer Ref: 1583 Organisation: Brighton & Hove Friends of the Earth 
 Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 

 Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 

 Q2a If so, where: 
 Q2b If not, why Not: 
 Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
 journeys from the car onto public transport 
 Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
 attractive. Which option would you prefer? 

 Q4a: If neither please state why: 
 Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why:  

 Q5b: Reasons 
 Park and Ride General Comment: 
 4.The reasons for not pursuing park & ride need to be spelt out in a more positive way within a stronger and clearer transport framework, 
bringing together health, environmental, social and economic factors.   
 5.The transport impact of new development also needs to be taken more seriously, given that transport is responsible for nearly 20% of all 
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carbon emissions, air quality is poor in many areas and obesity is a serious and rising problem for the NHS.  Recent developments show that 
ignoring transport issues creates serious problems for the surrounding community while exacerbating the problems listed above.  This has 
been the case with the Amex stadium and could well be the case with the Royal Sussex County Hospital redevelopment, where over £10 
million is to be spent on creating a new car park while only a tenth of that is estimated to be spent on walking, cycling and public transport 
infrastructure. 
Officer Response: 
Concerns about strengthening the case for not pursuing Park and Ride are noted.  Concerns about the impact of new development in the city 
and the emphasis on car travel are also noted. Policy CP9 has been amended to provide more detail on the measures being undertaken 
reduce congestion in the city and to mitigate the effects of car travel.   
Detail has been added to the supporting text to emphasise the importance using transport policy to reduce carbon emissions and encourage 
active travel with its associated health benefits.  In terms of transport measures and contributions to mitigate the impact of new development, 
major schemes require a Transport Assessment and each case will be dealt with on its merits against policy CP9, area based policies and 
other city wide policies.  
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 User Respondent Number: 81 Customer Name: Catherine Miller 
 Customer Ref: 1029747 Organisation: BHCC 
 Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 

 Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 

 Q2a If so, where: 
 Q2b If not, why Not: 
 Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
 journeys from the car onto public transport 
 Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
 attractive. Which option would you prefer? 

 Q4a: If neither please state why: 
 There was a strong emphasis on the need for a more ambitious and positive approach to alternative measures, i.e. walking, cycling, public 
transport and demand management measures. 
 Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why: 
 Option 1 
 Q5b: Reasons 
 The whole group agreed with the Preferred Policy Option 1 to remove Park and Ride from the sustainable transport policy as: 
 i)It is a poor use of land (which is in short supply in the city) 
 ii)It is expensive 
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 iii)It is possibly not deliverable as previously envisaged with the National Park now confirmed. 
 iv)It can reduce journeys in and out of town (if accompanied by a reduction in city centre car parking) but has little impact on reducing the 
amount of in-city journeys 
Park and Ride General Comment: 
Group Notes 
  
Park & Ride – Need to ask what P&R is trying to solve, is it to address tourism, shopping, employment etc. 
  
Need to intervene at origin e.g. at train stations that connect to Brighton, signs that encourage train use (OPTION 1- work with train companies) 
Concerned about talking about simply removing P&R – negative rather than positive statement towards reducing traffic. Issue is about land use 
in the city which is critical.  P&R a poor use of highly valuable and constrained land. 
George Street cited as a success, with huge benefits but was initially resisted to by traders. 
  
Traffic must be viewed much more holistically; purpose as well as method should be identified. 
  
Need to consider use of the National Park, it is not just about getting people into the city but also to and from the National Park. 
   
Within the city there is a need for more sustainable travel and a reduction in local journeys. 
  
Concerning inward and outward journeys – linked to employment and the need to create more high quality jobs in the city, at present there is a 
need for residents to travel to keep a balanced economy – a one hour journey is considered sustainable in terms of personal travel time (not 
necessarily environmentally). 
  
Group agreed that P&R is a costly option. 
  
Group were concerned by the use of 2001 transport data in the Sustainability Appraisal and stressed the need for more data re: transport in the 
city. 
  
There is a need to be explicit and position the alternatives to P&R more positively within the City Plan including more pedestrian priority and 
reducing parking spaces in town centre. 
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How do plans fit with other city plans and strategies, particularly the SCS target to reduce CO2 emissions by 42% by 2020 and reduce car use 
by 10-20% by 2026.  
How is this going to be achieved? 
  
Imbalance in spending - Parking at the hospital is costing £10milliion and only £1million (approximately) is going towards sustainable transport. 
  
Sustainability Appraisal (p3) comments re: lower car ownership – negative. 
There should be monitoring of developments that are less car-based to measure the impact. One Brighton and Sainsbury’s in the New England 
Quarter were cited. 
Sainsbury’s has not suffered from lack of parking due to location – in fact car park demanded by developers has not been needed as it is rarely 
full, if ever. 
  
Comments from whole working group 
  
The Policy Option ‘alternative strategy’ had been criticised at the Public Service Board meeting for being ‘aspirational’ rather than strategy.  
  
There is no real detail of what an alternative strategy will look like but it was felt that it could be prescriptive and possibly unpopular with the 
public.  
The strategy will need to restrict car use and there is a reluctance to be explicit about this up front. It was felt that this issue was for the 
politicians to solve and that measures will have to be ambitious to hit agreed targets. 
  
The group agreed that shifts in the need for travel and modes of transport were connected with employment and housing and asked how we 
were going to achieve the targets laid out in the Sustainable Community Strategy, i.e. 10-20% reduction in road traffic by 2026. Plans are 
detailed in the Local Transport Plan 3, the One Planet Framework and the Climate Change Strategy. 
  
Travel to schools and allocation of places was also raised as an issue as was studentification and the increase they had on travel within the city 
during term time, therefore the travel policy needed to be considered alongside the education policy and schools allocation policy. 
  
There is a danger that transport is seen as the ‘Cinderella’ area in policy and is the first to be cut. 
  
The whole group agreed with Option 1 but felt that more positive planning was needed in regards to an alternative policy covering what could 
be done and that this should be tied to existing strategies in the city. 
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Officer Response: 
Support for removing Park and Ride from the policy alongside a more positive planning approach to alternatives is noted.   
The working group has set out a number of comments and concerns that are detailed in the comments and will be considered in redrafting the 
policy.    
The city council will be revising policy CP9 to provide more detail on the measures proposed to manage traffic and congestion in the city along 
with measure to promote sustainable transport.  There will be a stronger emphasis on the importance of transport policy in helping to reduce 
carbon emissions in the supporting text.  One measure proposed to address traffic entering the city will be for the city council to work in 
partnership with the business community to facilitate and promote better use of existing large car parks on the periphery of the city to intercept 
traffic and transfer visitors on to sustainable modes of transport. 
  
Comments made on the Sustainability Appraisal have been passed onto the SA Officer for response. 
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User Respondent Number: 83 Customer Name: 
Customer Ref: 1029532 Organisation: Hargreaves 
 Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 
 No 
 Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Park and ride relies on use of the private car, for at least part of a journey. As such it does little to encourage those making trips to seek 
alternative more sustainable solutions. 
 Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 
 Yes 
 Q2a If so, where: 
 Q2b If not, why Not: 
 Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
 journeys from the car onto public transport 
 Substantial enhancement of public transport network, in terms of density of routes, frequency, reliability and cost. 
 Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
 attractive. Which option would you prefer? 
 Increase parking charges 
 Q4a: If neither please state why: 
 Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why 

 Q5b: Reasons 
 Park and Ride General Comment: 
 Officer Response: 
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User Respondent Number: 31                                                                         Customer Name: Mr Richard Cleminson 
Customer Ref: 1029695 Organisation: n/a 
Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 
Has a part to play 
Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
The flow of traffic into Brighton is appalling. The option of Park and ride with a fast service in, Tram or monorail as well as bus should be 
considered. If it is efficient people will use it. 
Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 
Yes 
Q2a If so, where: 
Clearly, it would have to be on the outskirts. Green land may have to be used by A23 and A27. Reclaim land at Marina too a possibility. 
Q2b If not, why Not: 
Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
journeys from the car onto public transport 
More efficent public transport. Tram and monorail possible solution along A23 corridor to A 27, Also laterally to Shorham and Saltdean. 
 
Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
attractive. Which option would you prefer? 
Increase parking charges 
Q4a: If neither please state why: 
Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why: 
Option 2 
Q5b: Reasons 
Keeping the options open provides for mature consideration. Excluding solutions before review lacks vision. 
Park and Ride General Comment: 
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Officer Response: 
Comments on reducing car journeys and improving public transport by providing monorail or trams and a preference for Option 2 (retention of 
P&R with a criteria-based policy) are noted. 
The city council is concerned that Park and Ride is expensive and will be hard to deliver given the lack of sites available in and outside the city. 
The choice of sites has narrowed since the designation of the National Park.  Provision of trams or monorail for the city would also be a very 
expensive option as both require investment in infrastructure.    
  
The city council will be revising policy CP9 to provide more detail on the measures proposed to manage traffic and congestion in the city.  One 
measure proposed to address traffic entering the city will be for the city council to work in partnership with the business community to facilitate 
and promote better use of existing large car parks on the periphery of the city to intercept traffic and transfer visitors on to sustainable modes of 
transport.  A bus-based rapid transport system will be retained as part of the policy as a measure to improve bus services in the city.  
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 User Respondent Number: 16 Customer Name: Mr Bill Impey 
 Customer Ref: 1029552 Organisation: n/a 
 Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 

 Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 

 Q2a If so, where: 
 Q2b If not, why Not: 
 Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
 journeys from the car onto public transport 
 Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
 attractive. Which option would you prefer? 

 Q4a: If neither please state why: 
 Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why: 

Q5b: Reasons 
Further to your consultation Proposals for park and ride which I fully support, I wonder if you have considered the Gas Works site above the 
Marina as a possible park and ride car park. I feel that there is a need for parking for those working in the city from the villages to the East who 
do not have easy and conveniently accessible access to bus services to and from the city at peak hours. 
Park and Ride General Comment: 
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Officer Response: 
Your comments on an alternative site for Park and Ride are welcomed and noted. 
  
The Gas Works Site has been identified for mixed use development that will go towards meeting the city's needs and improve the appearance 
of the site.  It has therefore been discounted for use as a Park and Ride Site. 
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User Respondent Number: 51                                                                         Customer Name: Roger French 
Customer Ref: 1221 Organisation: Brighton & Hove Bus and Coach Company 
Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 

Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
We acknowledge that there has been a long standing ambition in policies and plans over the years to develop Park and Ride, and that “in spite 
of this…it has not been delivered” as the consultation states. However this has been more a reflection of a lack of political will and no 
consensus in any of the political parties over the years, than for any practical or technical reason. A site at Braypool confirmed as feasible in a 
consultant’s report has been available for years, and could have been achieved if there’d been the will to make it happen but a coalition of 
political views ruled this out when a commitment of no development north of the A27 was established. A similar coalition of views scuppered 
the proposed use of Patcham Court Farm.  
  
We would question the three changes which are stated as leading to a justifiable reason to review the Park and Ride policy now. The ‘severe 
public spending restraint’ is not stopping the Council coming forward with proposal to develop and pursue other initiatives, for example the 
Brighton Station gateway and furthermore the new plan is stated as being application for the next 30 years! 
  
We note for example that only recently, funding has been secured from the Local Sustainable Transport Fund for developments in Lewes 
Road. We would suggest that the ‘designation of the South Downs National Park’ is an opportunity rather than a constraint as we would 
suggest the National Park Authority will have a pressing need to introduce a transport management strategy if villages such as Ditchling are not 
to become gridlocked with cars. It may well be that a Park and Ride car park on the northern edge of the city with bespoke buses taking tourists 
into the National Park would make for a very sensible transport strategy. The third change namely ‘increased pressure for development land in 
the city’ nothing new and for so long as Park and Ride has been part of policy agendas, so has the issue of scarcity of development land. 

Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 

Q2a If so, where: 
Q2b If not, why Not: 
Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
journeys from the car onto public transport 
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We note that option 1 ‘remove park and ride from the sustainable transport policy’ is the preferred option and that it should be replaced with 
more viable and deliverable alternative measures including a) working with rail and bus companies to increase patronage for longer distance 
journeys ; b) improve their affordability and c) link up rail and bus journeys.  
These ideas are at best vague and at worst give little confidence anything will change to the degree needed to make an impact to the extent of 
removing Park and Ride as a policy. Increase patronage on longer distance journeys.  
  
This company has been experiencing unprecedented growth on its frequent long distant bus routes to the east of the city along the coast to 
Eastbourne and on the A27/A26 to Lewes and Tunbridge Wells. For some time there has been a 10 minute frequency on the former corridor 
with additional buses operating limited stop journeys at peak times. Before the bus lanes were introduced along the A259 there were eleven 
journeys in the morning peak coming into Brighton. Now there are seventeen journeys with almost capacity loads. Further development of this 
corridor is planned, but there is now a need to consider the original plan of extending the bus priority measures further east beyond Telscombe 
Cliffs towards Newhaven, which is outside the jurisdiction of the City Council. Similarly on the A27/a26 corridor, the frequency of service has 
been increased from every 15minutes to every 10 minuses between Brighton and Lewes and patronage has consequently increased. But 
further investment at peak times calls for assistance for buses to avoid getting caught up in congestion in Lewes itself at Earwig corner, east of 
Lewes and in Uckfield which are all outside the jurisdiction of the city council. 
 
We are aware that the Stagecoach bus company has experience growth on its bus route running west out of the city to Worthing and beyond 
and this now runs every 10 minutes. Also we are aware that Southern and First Capital Connect have experienced patronage growth on the 
East and West Coastway lines as well as the main London to Brighton line. 
 
The City Council will be aware of the considerable success we have worked together to achieve in growing bus patronage over the last 18 
years in the city. 
 
We therefore question what more the city council has in mind can be done as despite all this investment and growth, so too, it seems has the 
number of cars and private vehicles entering the city from the west, north and east increased being with them resulting congestion. It is our 
view that unless a Park and Ride facility is provided on the northern edge of the city to intercept these vehicles then northing will change – as 
evidence by the foregoing.    
 
Furthermore, there is evidence that despite this company making relatively simple requests for changes to be made which would assist the 
operational reliability of our bus services and therefore make them more attractive and potentially increase patronage, the city council is unable 
to deliver these. We therefore question how meaningful the phrase ‘working with rail and bus companies’ is. There may be a will to work 
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together, but this is not always followed through into ‘delivery’.  
 
Examples of such suggestions are (a) the need to curtail the number of vehicle rallies which take over Madeira Drive at a weekend and bring 
severe congestion of the road network and regular gridlock on a Sunday afternoon, as well as some Saturdays; (b) the need for a banned right 
turn from West Street 9aouthbound) into Churchill Square car park to avoid the regular problems on busy days in the summer and pre- 
Christmas when queues of cars use West Street and Queens Road southbound as a place to queue with the consequential disruption to all the 
frequent bus routes aiming to serve Brighton Station c) the need to review the layout of the car park at Rottingdean due to the regular blocking 
of a bus on route 2 when a lorry is parked in the loading bay outside Tesco Express.  
 
Based on these experiences of relatively minor solutions to pertinent issues impacting on the provision of bus services in the city we are 
sceptical of vague statements such as ‘work with bus companies to’ when to implement schemes which stand any chance of impacting on the 
thousands of cars entering the city from outside would need far more racial solutions than the foregoing.  
 
For the record, some solutions which have been suggested which we believe would assist the City Council in achieving its objectives if a Park 
and Ride Policy were to be removed so that some sense of the issues which need to be addressed can be given are: 
  
 • Curtail north-south traffic across the Clock Tower 
 • Make Terminus Road restricted to buses, taxis and cyclists only in a southbound direction 
 • Provide bus priority measures for buses heading north in London Road between Cheapside and Preston Circus 
 • Provide bus priority measures in Edward Street (westbound) and in Eastern Road.  
 
  
 Finally we note there are plans for Lewes Road as part of the Local Sustainable Transport Fund Project and support these. 
 
The second item ‘improve their affordability’ is puzzling as the council does not have any jurisdiction over the pricing of public transport. We 
already offer extensive discount schemes for commuters, young people and online purchasing and will be extending the latter with our new 
smartcards over the next few months, but there should be no illusion that the costs of providing public transport are inexorably rising and these 
costs have to be met by Customers paying more.  
  
Another cost increase we are facing is the cost of congestion. Increased congestion in Dyke Road for example is having increasingly 
detrimental effects on the reliability of route 27 and we are facing the burden of increasing the number of buses in the route just to maintain the 
current timetable due to the length of delays now being experience at peak times. This adds considerably to the cost of provision which as to be 
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met by passengers paying higher fares. The provision of bus priority measures does help to mitigate this impact as additional buses become 
unnecessary to counteract congestion, but there are currently no plans to improve Dyke Road.  
 
The third item ‘link up rail and bus journeys’ makes eminent sense except for the concerns arising from the consultation currently out for 
comment on Brighton Station gateway where there is a proposal to reduce the space available for buses at Brighton Station which, if pursued 
will have completely the opposition effect and ‘unlink; rail and bus journeys. It is hoped that good sense will prevail and such outrageous 
proposals will not be pursued but the fact they have become part of consultation is something which is a concern.  
 
Indeed the opposite trend should be happening and we have plans to increase the number of links between buses and trains and develop more 
integrated ticketing as outlined in our responses to the Brighton Gateway consultation. 
 
 
Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
attractive. Which option would you prefer? 
Neither 
Q4a: If neither please state why: 
The suggestions of increased travel management measures and increased car parking charges are excellent examples of work that can be 
done to influence choice, but we would observe that even with relatively high car parking charges at the weekend, the number of cars entering 
Brighton continues at high levels and queues are still evidence to the car parks and resultant congestion. 
Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why: 
Option 2 
Q5b: Reasons 
We would support Option 2 - retaining the proposal for Park and Ride. Furthermore we would suggest the obvious location for a site is now 
within the proposed development at Toads Hole Valley. Indeed representatives of the developers of this site met with us some time ago to 
make the suggestion of utilising part of the site for this purpose. Its location close to the A27 would make it ideal to intercept traffic from the 
west and due to the close proximity of the A23 junction, traffic from the north would also find it convenient.  We would also suggest that 
retaining the concept of Park and Ride rather than its "removal" would allow the Council to continue with the advertised facility at Withdean (still 
signed from the London Road) and using the conventional bus service and open up possibilities on the A259 from the east o the city at, for 
example, Saltdean Lido (which was once used for a Saturday Park and Ride) and the informal arrangement which already exists for Park and 
Ride from the Marina using existing bus routes.   
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We would not favour Option 3 - the small sites Park and Ride policy in the erstwhile Core Strategy for the reasons we explained at the time of 
that policy being consulted on. Four of five small sites around the city will not provide an effective solution and nor would they be financially 
sustainable. 
 
Park and Ride General Comment: 
Officer Response: 
Your comments are welcomed and noted. 
  
In relation to the point that expense should not prevent delivery of Park and Ride given the other projects being delivered in the city - Park and 
Ride costs not only involve identifying, delivering and laying out of facilities, but will also lead to possible ongoing costs for transport links.  This 
must be weighed up against the uncertain benefits, success and purpose of Park and Ride. 
  
Generally, in response to the comments made, policy CP9 will be revised to provide more detail on the measures proposed to manage traffic 
and congestion in the city to 2030.    
  
Detailed comments are made on the three types of alternative measures to Park and Ride set out in the paper.  In terms of improving 
patronage of public transport, you make comments on the improvements to patronage of B&H Buses as well as use of services provided by 
other transport operators.  These improvements are acknowledged and welcome.  However, in line with the Sustainable Community Strategy, 
the aim of the policy is to continue this good work and increase public transport patronage year on year.  More detailed measures will be set out 
in the policy.  Detailed comments on suggested road measures to reduce congested are noted and will be passed on to the Highways and 
Transport Strategy Teams. 
  
Comments made on the issue improving affordability of public transport are noted along with the welcomed measures taken by B&H Bus 
Company to provide discounts and integrated ticketing.  Continued work with the city council to provide and improve these measures will be 
welcome.  In addition work to link bus and rail services is also welcome and comments made on the Station Gateway Project are noted and will 
be passed to the Project Manager. 
  
Your support for Option 2 is noted along with the suggested sites for Park and Ride.  One measure proposed in the revised version of CP9 will 
be to address traffic entering the city will be for the city council to work in partnership with the business community to facilitate and promote 
better use of existing large car parks on the periphery of the city to intercept traffic and transfer visitors on to sustainable modes of transport.  
Toads Hole Valley has been discounted as a possible site for Park and Ride as it would conflict with the other mix of uses that are being sought 
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on the site. 
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User Respondent Number: 52                                                                   Customer Name: John Lister 
Customer Ref: 1150 Organisation: Natural England 
Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 

Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 

Q2a If so, where: 
Q2b If not, why Not: 
Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
journeys from the car onto public transport 
Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
attractive. Which option would you prefer? 

Q4a: If neither please state why: 
Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why: 

Q5b: Reasons 
Whilst park and ride may be difficult to fund and implement in the plan period, if options 1 and 2 are to be pursued, there should be confidence 
(possibly drawing on successes elsewhere) that the alternatives will generate similar levels of access, vitality and viability and air quality 
improvements as option 3 
  
Informal consultation on possible new housing, employment or park and ride allocations would be welcome if and when they arise. 
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Park and Ride General Comment: 
Officer Response: 
Your comments are noted. 
  
Policy CP9 will be updated to provide more detail on the measures being undertaken in the city to manage traffic and congestion to 2030.  One 
of the measures proposed to address traffic entering the city will be for the city council to work in partnership with the business community to 
facilitate and promote better use of existing large car parks on the periphery of the city to intercept traffic and transfer visitors on to sustainable 
modes of transport. 
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User Respondent Number:                                                                  55              Customer Name: Susan Solbra 
Customer Ref: 42 Organisation: Southern Water 
 Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 

 Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Southern Water has no comments to make on the options in this paper. 
 Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 

 Q2a If so, where: 
 Q2b If not, why Not: 
 Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
 journeys from the car onto public transport 
 Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
 attractive. Which option would you prefer? 

 Q4a: If neither please state why: 
 Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why: 

 Q5b: Reasons 
 Park and Ride General Comment: 
 Officer Response: 
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User Respondent Number                                                                57                 Customer Name: Selma Montford & Jeremy Mustoe 
Customer Ref: 1404 Organisation: Brighton Society 
Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 

Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 

Q2a If so, where: 
Q2b If not, why Not: 
Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
journeys from the car onto public transport 
Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
attractive. Which option would you prefer? 

Q4a: If neither please state why: 
Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and  

Q5b: Reasons 
Park and Ride General Comment: 
  
The Brighton Society is disappointed at the lack of strategic thinking behind the proposal to abandon plans for park and ride and to adopt 
alternative measures to reduce city centre traffic. 
It is true that previous attempts to develop park and ride solutions have not been successful.   However, ruling out park and ride as “one of 
weapons” in the traffic planners’ armoury seems unjustified.  Unforeseen park and ride opportunities may arise in the future which traffic 
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planners should be ready to investigate and possibly adopt.  Removing park and ride from the sustainable transport policy makes this less likely 
to happen. 
A policy of retaining Park and Ride as a planning option needs to be accompanied by a reduction in central city parking spaces. We believe that 
this is in the best interests of the city and will help reduce the number of cars attracted into central Brighton.  It will help free up public transport 
and release further space for expansion of shopping facilities in the central area. 
The alternative measures referred to in the consultation paper are not true alternatives to park and ride.   They can be given greater 
prominence in the policy without the need to abandon park and ride altogether. 
However, these alternatives are themselves disappointing in their lack of detail.   They read like a list of idealistic aspirations rather than the 
basis for an achievable policy. 
How can bus companies increase patronage when their buses are struggling to stick to timetables because of congestion?   How can they be 
expected to reduce fares when they are currently considering abandoning some services made unprofitable by congestion?   Is the Council 
proposing a subsidy for services?    
How can travel management and employment policies reduce the need to travel and dependence on cars?   Many journeys are made not 
because of a need to travel but because of a desire for travel for its own sake.  People depend on their cars because in many circumstances 
they provide the most attractive means of getting around (in spite of the delays caused by congestion).   Improvements to the A23 will 
encourage yet more people to drive to Brighton. 
Are the proposed “fiscal” measures, such as increased car parking charges, intended to reduce the number of cars in the city (thus threatening 
the retail and tourist industries) or to generate extra revenue (which is the main aim of the planned improvements to the Regency Square car 
park)?  
There may be good answers to these questions but, without them, the alternative measures referred to in the preferred option are 
unconvincing. 
 
Officer Response: 
Your comments are noted and welcomed. 
  
Your concerns about the need for more detail on alternatives to Park and Ride are noted.  Policy CP9 will be amended to provide more detail 
on the transport measures proposed to manage traffic and congestion in the city to 2030.  One of the measures proposed to address traffic 
entering the city will be for the city council to work in partnership with the business community to facilitate and promote better use of existing 
large car parks on the periphery of the city to intercept traffic and transfer visitors on to sustainable modes of transport. 
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User Respondent Number:  36                                                                   Customer Name: Mr Martin Lawrence 
Customer Ref: 1029727 Organisation: n/a 
Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 
No 
Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Park and Ride schemes encourage car use and increase traffic downstream. They are costly to implement and involve ongoing subsidies. They 
take up valuable land space. 
Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 
No 
Q2a If so, where: 
Q2b If not, why Not: 
Lack of suitable space. Huge capital and ongoing subsidy costs. 
Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
journeys from the car onto public transport 
Improved rail services 
Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
attractive. Which option would you prefer? 
Neither 
Q4a: If neither please state why: 
If we do not adopt a P&R scheme there is no need to make the city centre parking less attractive! 
Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why: 
Option 1 
Q5b: Reasons 
P&R schemes increase traffic and are very costly. 
Park and Ride General Comment: 
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 Officer Response: 
 Your comments are welcomed and noted. 
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User Respondent Number: 39                                                                                  Customer Name: Rose Freeman 
Customer Ref: 1220 Organisation: Theatres Trust 
Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 

Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
We have no particular view on this topic and note at para.5.1 that the preferred option is to remove Park and Ride from the Sustainable 
Transport policy. Although it is desirable to reduce traffic and congestion in the city we are concerned that residents and visitors should have 
reasonable access to your theatres and performance spaces to provide vitality to the evening economy.  There are occasions where public 
transport is not good or is subject to frequent interruptions in the service resulting in increased car use.  With regard to theatres in general, the 
economics of theatres are reliant on audiences being able to get to the venue by public transport and especially by car, being able to park their 
cars and bikes, and being able to get home safely after a show.  Controlled Parking Zones around theatres can have serious implications for 
their economic viability as would the removal of city centre parking spaces.  We would strongly urge any planning policies concerned with 
parking provision to consider the presence of theatres in the locality. 
Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 

Q2a If so, where: 
Q2b If not, why Not: 
Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
journeys from the car onto public transport 
Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
attractive. Which option would you prefer? 

Q4a: If neither please state why: 
Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why:  
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 Q5b: Reasons 
 Park and Ride General Comment: 
 Officer Response: 
 Your comments relating to the need to consider and support Theatres in relation to access and parking are both welcomed and noted. 
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User Respondent Number: 45                                                                                 Customer Name: Steve Ankers 
Customer Ref:  1362  Organisation: South Downs Society 
Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 

Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 

Q2a If so, where: 
Q2b If not, why Not: 
Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
journeys from the car onto public transport 
Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
attractive. Which option would you prefer? 

Q4a: If neither please state why: 
Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why: 
Option 1 and  
Q5b: Reasons 
In contrast to the Park and Ride Options paper we believe that the measures listed in Option 1 should be adopted as policy and pursued as a 
matter of urgency, but that the search for suitable Park and Ride sites should not be abandoned.  Rather, Option 2 should be adopted 
alongside the measures listed under Option 1, with the criteria-based policy defined to examine the separate needs for Park and Ride to serve 
commuters, shoppers and tourists and the search for sites widened to avoid impinging on the cityscape or on the SDNP. 
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Park and Ride in Urban Areas: The evidence to date 
  
Park and Ride has been introduced in a large number of urban areas across the UK (and overseas) with the intention of reducing traffic 
congestion within the urban area.  Whilst it is recognised that Park and Ride is not a panacea, the large majority of authorities where it has 
been introduced report that it has been successful in achieving its objectives. 
Park and Ride services are used to varying degrees (depending on the particular urban area and location) by: 
 i)commuters; 
 ii)shoppers; 
 iii)tourists. 
  
Option 2 
 
The principal concerns with Park and Ride are: 
  
 i)the difficulty of identifying appropriate sites on the periphery of the urban area that do not impinge upon green field sites; 
 ii)the local traffic implications of access to the Park and Ride site(s); 
 iii)the fact that there is likely to be some abstraction of customers from conventional bus services; 
 iv)the potential need for continued subsidy for the Park and Ride facility. 
 
In addition, it must be recognised that conventional transport models do not have the capability to represent the impacts of the introduction of 
Park and Ride facilities or the tightening of parking supply within the centres of urban areas. 
  
Consequently, despite the successes in those authorities where Park and Ride schemes have been introduced, there remain a number of 
authorities that find it difficult to progress Park and Ride schemes. 
 
Given this information it would seem that the primary sources of commuting travellers to attract to Park and Ride facilities would be those from 
the east and the west. So if the Park and Ride sites are primarily to serve commuters, they should be located at the east and west extremities 
of the city.  We have no information on origins of shoppers and tourists, although observations on the A23 on summer weekends indicates that 
the primary tourist demands are from the north. The A27 Brighton by-pass forms a relatively tight boundary to the urban area, and is tight 
against the boundary of the SDNP, with the SDNP crossing the A27 at a number of locations. This places severe restrictions on the potential 
locations of Park and Ride sites at the periphery of the city. This implies that the most suitable location for Park and Ride sites may lie in other 
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administrative districts, such as Adur, Lewes or Mid Sussex, which is not an easy option to pursue, but that does not mean it should be ruled 
out without further examination. One such option could be the consideration of Hickstead, which is only fully utilised on a few summer 
weekends, as a tourist Park and Ride site for traffic from the north.  
 
Review of the Proposed Options 
Option 1: Remove Park and Ride from the sustainable transport policy 
It is stated that this option also requires alternative measures to mitigate the impact of increased car movements entering the city including: 
i)working with rail and bus companies to increase patronage for longer distance journey, improve affordability and better integrate services; 
ii)increase the use of travel management measures and employment policies to reduce the need to travel and/or dependence on the car; 
iii)to consider fiscal measures to influence travel decisions and manage car use in the city centre. 
 
We believe that the above measures are an essential part of any forward-thinking transport policy and should be pursued whether or not Park 
and Ride is retained as a policy.  The advantages claimed for Option 1 are primarily about the cost and deliverability of Park and Ride.  We 
believe that costs and deliverability should be part of a criteria-based policy for the selection of Park and Ride sites. 
 
Option 2: Retain proposal for Park and Ride in the form of a revised criteria-based policy incorporated into the Sustainable Transport policy 
The advantages of this option appear unassailable.  The disadvantage in terms of possible criticism that a site has not been identified can be 
overcome by acknowledging the difficult constraints for Brighton and Hove and its proximity to the SDNP. The disadvantage in terms of cost 
possibly outweighing benefits can be framed as part of the criteria-based policy.  As expressed earlier it is possible that the benefits of Park and 
Ride (particularly in conjunction with the measures included in Option 1) have been under-estimated. 
 
Option 3: No change – retain part 4 of Sustainable Transport policy 
It may be argued that Option 3 is simply one possible outcome of Option 2 (and the sustainability appraisal reports that their impacts are not 
distinguishable). Consequently, the same arguments on disadvantages apply. 
 
The Potential for Park and Ride in Brighton and Hove 
Brighton and Hove serves as a commercial, shopping and tourist centre, each attracting considerable volumes of traffic and creating 
congestion and pollution on the streets of the city, at essentially different but overlapping times of the day and week.  Park and Ride facilities 
could be harnessed to serve any or all of the three segments of demand. The existing small Park and Ride site at Withdean serves primarily 
commuters, whilst the seasonal Park and Ride at Moulsecoomb serves Christmas shopping and that at Mill Road is used on match days for 
travel to the Amex stadium. 
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The Park and Ride Transport Options paper refers to the use of the existing transport model to examine the impacts of Park and Ride.  It is 
assumed that this refers to a conventional transport model representing one (or more) peak periods.  Consequently, it is likely that the majority 
of travel covered by that model comprises commuting journeys, and probably escort journeys for travel to schools. The small impact on 
congestion index reported in the sustainability appraisal for the Park and Ride options presumably refers only to the impact on commuters.  As 
stated above, conventional transport models are not good at representing the impacts of Park and Ride schemes, and so some concern must 
be attached to the use of such models in assessing their impacts. 
 
The table below, reproduced from the Brighton and Hove Economic Strategy 2008-2016, produced by the Brighton & Hove Economic 
Partnership, demonstrates that in-commuting is dominated by travel from the east and the west (ie A27, A259 and coastal rail and bus 
services).  Traffic from the north (Mid-Sussex, Crawley and Horsham (A23 and London to Brighton line and bus services)) forms a relatively 
small part of the in-commuting.  It would be interesting to see the modal shares for these various sectors of the in-commuting market. 
  
Park and Ride General Comment: 
 
Officer Response: 
Your objection to the preferred option is noted as is your support for option 2.  The useful and balanced comments made on the effectiveness 
of park and ride are welcomed. 
 
Policy CP9 will be revised to provide more detail on how traffic and congestion will be managed in the city to 2030.  One of the measures 
proposed to address traffic entering the city will be for the city council to work in partnership with the business community to facilitate and 
promote better use of existing large car parks on the periphery of the city to intercept traffic and transfer visitors on to sustainable modes of 
transport.  
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User Respondent Number: 47 Customer Name: Colette Blackett 
Customer Ref: 1050 Organisation: Adur District Council 
Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 

Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 

Q2a If so, where: 
Q2b If not, why Not: 
Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
 journeys from the car onto public transport 
Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
 attractive. Which option would you prefer? 

Q4a: If neither please state why: 
Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why: 

Q5b: Reasons 
Option 1. There is a concern that if Park and Ride is removed from the transport policy CP8) then this removes consideration of a rapid 
transport system to serve the City and potentially beyond along the coast. It is the issue of prejudicing a consideration of alternative solutions to 
solving the wider transport problems in the area which is of concern to Adur, rather than the specific removal of the Park and Ride in this option. 
Congestion on the A27 and the A259 is a significant problem in the wider area and various studies have put forward measure to hep address 
this, one being consideration of a coastal transport system (bus based) along the A259.  
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Whilst CIF funding has put in place along the A259 some much needed improvements to support future growth at the major regeneration site of 
Shoreham Harbour, these were in preparation for the future implementation of CTS to link to Brighton and Hove’s RTS. Whilst subsequently 
CTS did not receive Government funding at the time, this may be a possibility at a later date and consideration is being given to alternative 
sustainable transport solutions. Some reassurance is needed in the City Plan that if Park and Ride is to be removed then this will not impact on 
consideration of alterative transport measures which could include a CTS or modified form of this. 
Park and Ride General Comment: 
 
Officer Response: 
Your concerns are noted.   
As part of the amendments to policy CP9 it can be confirmed that provision of bus priority measures and facilities to enable implement a future 
bus-based rapid transport system (RTS) will be retained. 
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User Respondent Number:    48         Customer Name: Sandy Crowhurst 
Customer Ref:                      1029574  Organisation: NLCA 
Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 
No 
 Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Park and Ride encourages car use. Funds to Park and Ride is subsidised for just a few which is money diverted from funding which would help 
to support public transport. There is no land space large enough that would actually cope with thousands of cars a day, particularly at 
weekends. Piecemeal Park and Ride is just not viable as it would not perform any function in shifting traffic to public transport. People like to 
use their cars just for a short ride - most local use is for distances of under 5 miles. Car use behaviour must change. 
Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 
No 
Q2a If so, where: 
n/a 
Q2b If not, why Not: 
There are few suitable locations and there would be a need for direct transport links. 
Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
journeys from the car onto public transport 
Persuading rail companies to invest in park and ride alongside those stations that have parking facilities. 
Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
attractive. Which option would you prefer? 
Increase parking charges 
Q4a: If neither please state why: 
Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why: 
Option 1 
Q5b: Reasons 
As above. 
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Park and Ride General Comment: 
Officer Response 
Your support for preferred Option 1 is noted. 
In terms to alternatives to Park and Ride your suggestion to encourage rail companies to provide more parking facilities is noted.  This proposal 
will form one of a number of more detailed measures set out in a revised version of policy CP9 Sustainable Transport. 
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 User Respondent Number:  87                                                         Customer Name: c/o Tricia Winter 
 Customer Ref:                            1029497  Organisation: Brighton & Hove Arts Commission 
 Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 

 Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 

 Q2a If so, where: 
 Q2b If not, why Not: 
 Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
 journeys from the car onto public transport 
 Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
 attractive. Which option would you prefer? 

 Q4a: If neither please state why: 
 Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and  
 Option 2 and  
 Q5b: Reasons 
 Option Two: Retain proposal for park and ride in the form of a revised criteria-based policy incorporated into the sustainable transport policy. 
  
 We favour this option which would aim to use park and ride as one of a series of measures to improve sustainable transport in the city. 
  
 Genuine searches should be made for sites which are convenient, sizeable and placed near the A23 where the need is greatest. 
  
 To the east and west of the city, there is no room for park and ride because of other urban developments but there is evidence of informal park 
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and ride taking place at car parks in Saltdean and near Hove Town Hall. 
  
 Park and ride should have as little impact as possible on the South Downs national park or on neighbouring housing. But as the perfect site 
does not exist, inevitably there will have to be some compromise. 
  
It increases the flexibility of transport into the city, not just for big events, but also for people enjoying artistic experiences in Brighten and Hove 
ranging from concerts to visiting artists’ open houses. 
 
Without park and ride, there is an increasing danger that many people living north of Brighton and Hove who might have been tempted into the 
city by its cultural offer will instead give up and conclude it is not worth the effort of getting there.  
 
Option Three: No change to existing policy. 
 
We favour this option only if Option Two is ruled out for any reason. Currently the policy is to provide three to five small park and ride sites in 
strategic locations. 
 
While these would have less impact on neighbours and the environment than larger park and ride car parks, there is a danger that they will be 
ineffective and not viable. 
 
No sites have been identified all the time this policy has been in effect and it is unlikely that there is any room for them in such a tightly packed 
city, even in suburban areas.  
 
Option One: Remove park and ride from the sustainable transport policy. 
  
We oppose this option. Park and ride could play a significant role in bringing people into the city for major events such as White Night without 
their cars.  
  
Coupled with the removal of some city car parking spaces, it would lead to fewer car journeys in a city with narrow, congested streets. 
  
Experience from other cities, such as Oxford and York with well established park and ride on many different sites, shows how effective it can be 
given proper investment and commitment. 
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The existing park and ride scheme at Withdean Stadium has been half abandoned and should not be viewed as a proper example. It is small, 
poorly served and not visible from a main road. 
  
  
Park and Ride General Comment: 
I think that park and ride is essential for the arts to thrive in the city in the future, not to mention all the other reasons for a park and ride service.  
   
I would also add that if we are to attract people to continue to visit our heritage sites/cultural venues whether it is the sites for which the council 
has responsibility or in effect actually enjoy what many people, some 84% of visitors, come to Brighton for which is to soak in the ambience i.e. 
its heritage architecture which is a cultural experience (see results of TSE surveys 2010) then it is essential. Oxford and York have exemplary 
Park and Ride services. 
   
Officer Response: 
Your objection to Option 1 and support for Park and Ride and Option 2 is noted. 
   
Your concerns about dropping Park and Ride and the impact this may have on Arts in the city is noted. 
  
Policy CP9 will be revised to provide more detail on how traffic and congestion will be managed in the city to 2030 without formal Park and 
Ride.  One of the measures proposed to address traffic entering the city will be for the city council to work in partnership with the business 
community to facilitate and promote better use of existing large car parks on the periphery of the city to intercept traffic and transfer visitors on 
to sustainable modes of transport. 
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User Respondent Number:                   89                                                              Customer Name: Rosemary Shepherd 
Customer Ref:                                     1520   Organisation: Roedean Residents Association 
 Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 

 Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 

 Q2a If so, where: 
 Q2b If not, why Not: 
 Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
 journeys from the car onto public transport 
 Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
 attractive. Which option would you prefer? 

 Q4a: If neither please state why: 
 Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why: 

 Q5b: Reasons 
 Park and Ride General Comment: 
 For years Brighton and Hove have delayed on implementing a first class Park and Ride service which most major cities have. The Withdean 
scheme is quite half baked and badly advertised with no longer a dedicated bus service. All entrances to the city, north, east and west are 
grossly congested and would benefit from a well run Park and Ride scheme such as Oxford and given the will suitable sites could be found. 
Why not visit some of these schemes to learn how they can be made to work and relieve congestion? Increasing car parking charges is not the 
way to go and will turn visitors and shoppers away elsewhere thus ruining business. Congestion within the city is getting worse every year 
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creating high levels of pollution.  
Finally I am enclosing a letter together with local maps from one of our residents and a committee member of our association. He is born and 
bred in Brighton and knows than land better than most so I hope his letter will receive the attention it deserves (see respondent 0090). 
Officer Response: 
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 User Respondent Number: 91 Customer Name: RE Cooper 
 Customer Ref: 1029429 Organisation: n/a 
 Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 

 Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 

 Q2a If so, where: 
 Q2b If not, why Not: 
 Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
 journeys from the car onto public transport 
 Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
 attractive. Which option would you prefer? 

 Q4a: If neither please state why: 
 Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why: 

 Q5b: Reasons 
 Park and Ride General Comment: 
 B&H needs an integrated parking policy. 
 Enhance existing open air and covered sites where possible. 
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Build a covered P&R at Portland Street  site vacant for years 
Build four large P&R sites adjacent to A23, A27 east and West and A259 cost road. Charge moderate rates all day. Free transfers to city centre 
of Old Steine and return Bendy Buses  
A27 east facility could solve football parking problems. 
 Officer Response: 
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User Respondent Number: 69                                                                          Customer Name: Mr Stuart Derwent 
Customer Ref: 1029741 Organisation: CPRE Brighton and Hove District 
Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 
No 
Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
The CPRE (Campaign to Protect Rural England) B&H District do not believe that P&R is essential and would be concerned about additional 
pressure on land and on our countryside urban fringes in particular. However, what are we going to do? Traffic levels are unacceptable seven 
days a week and will only get worse unless imaginative measures are taken. 
Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 
Yes 
Q2a If so, where: 
With the South Downs National Park to the north and the sea to the south, there is no prospect of a single P&R site of a suitable size to serve 
the whole area. Smaller sites serving the main feeder roads would be the only likely option. Such sites would need to be viewed with the overall 
plan for the City linking housing and employment development into an integrated package. 
Q2b If not, why Not: 
Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
journeys from the car onto public transport 
This consultation Options Paper is deficient in detail on the alternatives proposed. There are sensible comments about the integration of public 
transport of rail and bus and some general comments about increased walking and cycling and the benefits to health, but what will actually 
make the significant behavioural change to have any real impact? There needs to be much more flesh on the bones before the full consultation 
in March/April 2012 so that people can see what is actually being proposed as the vision for the future. Measures to reduce the impact of 
school traffic could be sensibly included as an important element of the alternatives.  
This would appear to tie in well with the use of public transport, more school buses, plus walking and cycling and form part of a coordinated 
programme including the health benefits which would arise. This could also look at the benefits of staggering school hours. 
This should not cover just journeys where parents drive their children to school, but also the increasing use of cars by older students. 
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Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
 attractive. Which option would you prefer? 
 Neither 
Q4a: If neither please state why: 
We would support both of these, particularly the reduction in city centre parking spaces, but there seems little evidence to date that the limited 
parking spaces or increased parking charges have changed behaviour. Roads are still congested and, as an example, West Street frequently 
has huge queues waiting for a space in the car parks. In the longer run there may be an impact on behaviour and that may detract from the 
financial success of the City with people no longer treating B&H as a major regional centre. This is why the alternative options need to be spelt 
out in more detail. How do we achieve that behavioural change in an imaginative way. Just talking of making life more difficult and expensive 
for motorists plus more walking and cycling is unlikely to inspire people to change. It needs something more positive and as just one suggestion 
the improvement of bus services from rural areas into the city and for those from further afield the ability to get to their local train station and 
then travel by train into the city. 
 
Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why: 
Option 3 
Q5b: Reasons 
If it had been available the answer would have been None of these, but having to choose then Option 3 is the only one with a positive proposal. 
We, and CPRE nationally, have reservations on P&R, but what are we going to do? We would favour the adoption of an alternative style of 
P&R where people remote to the City might leave home in their car where there is no suitable public transport local to them and then park at a 
railway or bus/coach station before taking the train or bus/coach into the City. Once in the City, they have our effective public transport systems 
to use and we would all gain through the reduction in congestion; a more pleasant and safer place to walk and cycle; and improved airquality. 
We would see this as a concept featuring in the City Plan and being worked on with other authorities and public transport providers. It has the 
added benefit that the Sussex countryside would also have significant benefits through the reduction in traffic. 
Park and Ride General Comment: 
Officer Response: 
Your objections to Option 1 and support for Option 3 are noted.  Your concern about the lack of detail on alternative measures to Park and Ride 
are also noted. 
  
Policy CP9 will be revised to provide more detail on how traffic and congestion will be managed in the city to 2030 without formal Park and 
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Ride.  One of the measures proposed to address traffic entering the city will be for the city council to work in partnership with the business 
community to facilitate and promote better use of existing large car parks on the periphery of the city to intercept traffic and transfer visitors on 
to sustainable modes of transport. 
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 User Respondent Number: 71 Customer Name: Tessa Sweet-Escott 
 Customer Ref: 1029742 Organisation: East Sussex County Council 
 Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 

 Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 

 Q2a If so, where: 
 Q2b If not, why Not: 
 Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
 journeys from the car onto public transport 
 Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
 attractive. Which option would you prefer? 

 Q4a: If neither please state why: 
 Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why: 
 Option 1 
 Q5b: Reasons 
 The following comments are East Sussex County Council officer comments. 
  
 Option 1, the preferred option in the Park and Ride Transport Options Paper  - to remove Park and Ride from the Sustainable Transport policy 
- is supported.  
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The justification for this approach is clearly outlined in the paper. The disbenefits of introducing Park & Ride , i.e. the costs of providing facilities 
and linked bus services, will outweigh the benefits derived in terms of reducing traffic and congestion in the city, and benefits will be limited 
unless accompanied by a reduction in parking stock in the city centre. 
Park and Ride General Comment: 
Officer Response: 
Your support for Option 1 is noted. 
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User Respondent Number: 64                                                                           Customer Name: Jim Gowans 
Customer Ref: 1029739 Organisation: Montpelier and Clifton Hill Association 
Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 

Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 
Q2a If so, where: 
Q2b If not, why Not: 
Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
 journeys from the car onto public transport 
Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
 attractive. Which option would you prefer? 

Q4a: If neither please state why: 
Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why: 
Option 1 
Q5b: Reasons 
Option 1 which removes the park and ride scheme is seen as better than the other options. There is concern, however, that “travel 
management measures” may include more costly, insensitive and often unsuccessful redesigning of pavements and carriageways, together 
with more road signs which would be both unsightly and in many instances unread. 
Park and Ride General Comment: 
Officer Response: 
Your support for Option1 is noted.  Your concern about the implications of 'travel management measures' is noted and will be passed on to the 
Transport Team. 
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User Respondent Number: 73                                                                          Customer Name: Andrew Coleman 
Customer Ref: 1128 Organisation: 
Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 

Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 

Q2a If so, where: 
Q2b If not, why Not: 
Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
journeys from the car onto public transport 
Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
attractive. Which option would you prefer? 

Q4a: If neither please state why: 
Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why: 
Q5b: Reasons 
Park and Ride General Comment: 
Park and Ride – needs to be considered as part of an integrated transport strategy, including public transport providers, cycling and walking. 
Officer Response: 
Your comment is welcomed and noted. 
Policy CP9 will be revised to provide more detail on how traffic and congestion will be managed in the city to 2030 without formal Park and 
Ride. 
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User Respondent Number:  74                                                                           Customer Name: Elizabeth Cleaver 
Customer Ref: 1029744   Organisation: Highways Agency 
Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 

Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 

Q2a If so, where: 
Q2b If not, why Not: 
Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
journeys from the car onto public transport 
Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
attractive. Which option would you prefer? 

Q4a: If neither please state why: 
Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why: 
Option 1 
Q5b: Reasons 
 We recognise the need to review the overall park and ride policy at this time and note that within this consultation the preferred option is 
Option1. Locations chosen for Park & Ride sites must be extremely carefully selected as unsuitable sites can increase travel by car and 
associated congestion. With respect to individual sites, we have always had reservations in relation to park and ride sites at Patcham Court 
Farm and Braypool in particular as they have potential to attract trips to the A27 and A23.  
  
The analysis appears to indicate that the anticipated park and ride strategy would not deliver significant reductions on trips on the network, we 
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would therefore support the proposal to remove Park and Ride from the sustainable transport policy. 
 
In the absence of the park and ride strategy we would be keen to understand the supporting measures Brighton & Hove City Council propose to 
achieve the aim of reduction of car based transport. 
  
We hope that the contribution and comments that we made in previous consultations will be taken into account, namely the long term aspiration 
that the level of congestion experienced on the A27 and A23 should be no worse at the end of the Plan period 

Park and Ride General Comment: 
Officer Response: 
Your support for Option 1 is noted. 
Your comments on the need for more information on the supporting measures to achieve the aim of reducing car based transport and not 
increasing traffic on the trunk roads are noted.  To that end Policy CP9 will be revised to provide more detail on how traffic and congestion will 
be managed in the city to 2030 without formal Park and Ride.   
  
One of the measures proposed to address traffic entering the city will be for the city council to work in partnership with the business community 
to facilitate and promote better use of existing large car parks on the periphery of the city to intercept traffic and transfer visitors on to 
sustainable modes of transport. 
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User Respondent Number: 85                                                                          Customer Name: Jill Sewell 
Customer Ref: 1029559 Organisation: Kemp Town Society 
Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 
Yes 
Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
Kemp Town Society holds that if the Council’s long term planning objective is to reduce car use within the City it must create sustainable Park 
and Ride facilities as long distance public transport links are either by coach, often slow and inconvenient to access from a home not within a 
city centre or by train which is very expensive for a family and often unreliable at week ends due to engineering works. It is also difficult to 
transport e.g. children’s cots pushchairs etc or anything heavy on public transport. To travel by train in peak hours is extremely expensive, 
especially at short notice. 
Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 
Yes 
Q2a If so, where: 
Falmer Stadium - on non match days there is vast underused parking here; In holidays (most of the summer) using University parking spaces; 
In an area near one or more of the railway stations within 2/3. stops of Brighton; Adjacent to the A27 bypass near Holmbush In all cases with a 
frequent bus service into Brighton City Centre ; In all cases the parking should either be free with charged travel, or charged at a below cost 
rate for travel to and from the centre of Brighton on bus/train, the parking ticket giving a free travel option; 
Q2b If not, why Not: 
Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
journeys from the car onto public transport 
Preventing Railtrack carrying out engineering works at week ends, Providing co-ordinated bus services from all over the City to the central 
station to deliver to a time (trains waiting if late) and collecting to a time (bus waiting if train late) 
Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
attractive. Which option would you prefer? 
Neither 
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Q4a: If neither please state why: 
The alternative options of increasing Parking Charges further and/or reducing parking within the City will have a serious adverse effect on the 
vital tourism industry,  impact adversely on commercial activity and therefore jobs, and penalise the less well off and those with reduced mobility 
not bad enough for a disabled badge. Indeed the A23 entrance to the City should be improved to give better access to visitors who can spend 
up to an hour after they have arrived at the floral roundabout before they reach their destination within the City. 
Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why: 
Option 1 

Q5b: Reasons 
or Option 2. Given the failure to identify any large or small Park and Ride Site to date, one has to question whether either Option 1 or 2 is 
sustainable but either would be preferable to none in option 3 
Park and Ride General Comment: 
Officer Response: 
Your objection to Option 1(removal of Park and Ride) is noted. 
  
Your concerns about congestion are noted as are your suggested alternatives to Park and Ride and improvements. 
  
Policy CP9 will be revised to provide more detail on how traffic and congestion will be managed in the city to 2030 without formal Park and 
Ride.  One of the measures proposed to address traffic entering the city will be for the city council to work in partnership with the business 
community to facilitate and promote better use of existing large car parks on the periphery of the city to intercept traffic and transfer visitors on 
to sustainable modes of transport. 
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 User Respondent Number: 86 Customer Name: Dr Janie Thomas 
 Customer Ref: 1577 Organisation: The Kingscliffe Society 
 Q1: Do you think Park & Ride is essential in helping to achieve the council's long-term planning and transport objectives? 

 Q1a: Please state the reasons for your answer: 
 Q2: Do you think Park and Ride is deliverable within Brighton and Hove? 

 Q2a If so, where: 
 Q2b If not, why Not: 
 Q3. What do you think would be the most successful alternative measures to Park & Ride in helping to transfer longer distance  
 journeys from the car onto public transport 
 Q4: We believe that to be effective Park and Ride must be carried out alongside measures to make city centre parking less  
 attractive. Which option would you prefer? 

 Q4a: If neither please state why: 
 Q5a: On the basis of the information set out in the paper, which of the three options do you prefer and why 
 Option 2 
 Q5b: Reasons 
We have noted, and understand, the several indications as to uncertainty in relation to formulating a policy on this somewhat controversial 
issue.   
We recognise the need to reduce car travel within the city but have doubts around some possible measures to influence travel decisions, (e.g. 
significantly increased car parking charging). Whilst environmentally friendly modes of travel should be encouraged it cannot be gainsaid that 
sometimes car usage is essential (walking and cycling just aren’t options in many instances.  In other situations public transport cannot fit the 
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bill, although we are strongly in favour of good and wide coverage public transport facilities). 
  
On balance, and in principle, at this stage we favour Option 2, i.e. the retention (in the medium to long term) of Park and Ride in the form of a 
revised criteria-based policy incorporated into the sustainable transport policy. Our preference in this respect includes the other points included 
under Option 2. 
Park and Ride General Comment: 
Officer Response: 

Your objection to Option 1 (removing Park and Ride) and support for Option 2 is noted. 
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Appendix 7 (e) – Options Papers Sustainability Appraisal: representations received and 
officer response  

 
 

 

User Respondent Number: 80 Customer Name: Chris Todd 

Customer Ref: 1583 Customer Organisation: Brighton & Hove Friends of the 
Earth 

Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal? 
BHFOE is also concerned about a number of omissions and errors in the Sustainability Appraisal which could undermine it and the City Plan’s 
soundness.   
These are listed below: 
  
1.No mention is made of the bid for the city and its surrounding environment to become a Biosphere Reserve.  This will influence how and 
where development comes forward and how green space is managed. 
  
2.Information on Brighton & Hove Climate Change Action Plan is incorrectly stated (p19) as being in the process of being updated by the 
Council.  This is incorrect. The Climate Change Strategy has just been updated by the City Sustainability Partnership (CSP) on behalf of the 
Brighton & Hove Strategic Partnership. 
  
3.Under air quality and health (p21 & 22) there is no mention of the number of premature deaths caused by poor air quality.  This should be 
included, even if only extrapolated from national or regional data to give a sense of the scale and seriousness of the problem in the city. 
  
4.Technically, the South Downs were designated a National Park in 2002 (p31), but the Order to confirm the designation was not made until 
2009 and came into effect in 2010. 
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5.The description of the area included in the South Downs National Park (p31) omits mention of the large area stretching east from the eastern 
side of Sheepcote Valley and south from Woodingdean to include Red Hill and Mount Pleasant along with Roedean School and St Dunstans 
right down to the coast.  Given its apparent containment within communities living within Brighton & Hove it deserves special mention. 
  
6.Under the assessment of Open Space (p33), BHFOE would query what assessment has been made of facilities for youngsters?  For 
example, young footballers need different sized, but generally smaller, football pitches (and goals), but the quality and availability of such 
facilities in the city is somewhat lacking.  This does not appear to have been picked up. 
  
7.The main health issues locally (p38) are listed from the Sustainable Community Strategy, but within the paragraph that lists these concerns, 
air pollution is also mentioned, but this is not carried over to the Sustainability Appraisal.  This needs to be rectified. 
 
8.The above point becomes an issue when considering how the overall health impact is scored.  Given that poor air quality leads to a not 
insignificant number of premature deaths every year, BHFOE would question how a positive health impact can be attained when air quality and 
other environmental assets which have an impact on health are degraded.  The scoring of health impact needs to be reassessed. 
  
9.In the summary impact tables (p50 onwards) it would be helpful to have the sustainability objectives cross-referenced with the numbers 
across the top of the table as it is difficult to remember which is which and awkward to keep having to turn pages to work them out. 
  
10.In appendix A in the list of plans, policies and guidance, no mention is made of Section 62 of the National Parks and access to the 
Countryside Act 1949 and the Council’s legal duty to have regard to the purposes of the South Downs National Park when carrying out its 
duties. This is a major omission. 
  
11.It is stated that there are no areas in the city exceeding PM10 National Air Quality Objectives (p118).  Yet how can this be certain when 
there is only one measuring point and it is on the edge of, if not outside the city centre, on a more open area of land next to Beaconsfield 
Road?  BHFOE would question the validity of this assumption. 
  
12.It states (p120) that there is no current shortfall of allotment sites yet the Council is actively looking for more allotment sites at present.  This 
needs correcting as it could have an impact on other land use choices and in measuring the true pressure for land. 
  
13.No mention is made (p120) on the increased cost of taking the bus into the Downs, particularly the 77 and 79 services. 
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14.Congestion rates from visitors to the South Downs (p121) is a meaningless indicator and wrongly titled if measuring the breakdown of how 
people accessed the South Downs.  A better measure might be measuring the number of safe and convenient routes into the Downs from the 
city. 
  
15.Investment in public transport, walking and cycling infrastructure needs to be compared to the investment in car based infrastructure for new 
developments (p122 – 125).  The latter often exceeds the former, thereby contributing to worsening air quality, increasing carbon emissions 
and poor levels of health and fitness. This needs to be explicitly monitored to highlight this problem. 
  
16.BHFOE questions whether it is correct to state that:  “as a general principle, the denser the housing development the less opportunities 
there are for incorporating biodiversity into the design.”  Given the advances in green roof designs and other biodiversity features in new 
developments, BHFOE does not believe that this statement is necessarily true. 
  
17.It is not possible to state that development within the city’s built-up area won’t have an impact on the South Downs (p166 & 167).  This very 
much depends on where the development is and how tall it is.  Given that the National Park comes right up to the edge of, and even into, the 
city (such as around Hollingbury, at Sheepcote and around Woodingdean, Ovingdean and Rottingdean), it is quite likely that development 
within the city could have a negative impact upon it. 
  
18.The concerns around increasing car ownership could be largely addressed by pursuing mainly ‘car-free’ developments within the city and by 
investment in alternative forms of transport so that people are given a real choice of travel. 
  
19.The statements around park & ride (p167) should be clearer and stronger.  Research from elsewhere shows that park & ride increase car 
use overall and is likely to lead to an increase in carbon emissions when the impact of the buses serving a park & ride site is also considered.  
It can also undermine the viability of existing public transport services serving the city as people switch from catching a bus or train close to 
home, to driving to the outskirts of the city to use park & ride.  Even a small switch in passengers can lead to services becoming unviable, 
which can also have social and equalities implications.  All these points need to be better drawn out when considering this issue. 
  
SA Officer Response:  
Overall, a main concern is the way that the policy options appear to have been developed in silos to some extent.  Housing, employment, 
student housing, transport and other community requirements such as schools and access to open space need to be developedin tandem.  
While, being generally supportive of what is being proposed, BHFOE is looking for further reassurances and work around the Sustainability 
Appraisal to show more fully what the overall impacts of these proposals might be. 
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 User Respondent Number:  82                                                                  Customer Name: John Holmstrom 
   
 Customer Ref: 1029690 Customer Organisation: Brighton Housing Trust 
  
 Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal? 

 SA Officer Response: 

 

User Respondent Number: 84                                                                  Customer Name: Polly Troughton 
Customer Ref: 1029523 Customer Organisation: X  Leisure 

 Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal? 

 SA Officer Response: 
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User Respondent Number: 22 Customer Name: Chris Gilbert / Michael Cornes (1029717) 

Customer Ref: 1234 Customer Organisation: QED / Study Group UK Ltd 

Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal? 

SA Officer Response: 

 

User Respondent Number:                                                        55            Customer Name: Susan Solbra 
Customer Ref: 42 Customer Organisation: Southern Water 

Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal? 
Southern Water has no comments to make on the Sustainability Appraisal. 
SA Officer Response: 
 

User Respondent Number: 43 Customer Name: Helmut Lusser 

Customer Ref: 1029545 Customer Organisation: Hove Civic Society 

Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal? 
Reference to District Heating System - we welcome the SA recommendations for Toads Hole Valley, which refers to the need to maximise 
opportunities for a district heating system. We believe this will need to be reflected and anchored in a citywide infrastructure plan for renewable 
energy. We believe there will be many opportunities for district heating nodes which eventually can connect to an entire network, provided this 
is planned for. Any larger aggregations of housing should include 'boiler nodes' for such as emerging district heating system. The opportunities 
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for connection should certainly be considered for any new development of say six units. We refer to our existing objection to the Core Strategy 
relating to the need for planning the renewables infrastructure for the city as part of the Infrastructure Plan. 
SA Officer Response: 

  

User Respondent Number: 50 Customer Name: 
Customer Ref: 1029732 Customer Organisation: Watkins Jones 

Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal? 
Page 49 lists the Co-Op site as a preferred site identified by the universities for new purpose built accommodation. It should therefore be 
identified in the list of site in policy option 3 as site v) the former Co-Op Department Store, London Road, Brighton. 
SA Officer Response: 
 
 
User Respondent Number: 87       Customer Name: c/o Tricia Winter 
Customer Ref: 1029497 Customer Organisation: Brighton & Hove Arts Commission 

 Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal? 
 SA Recommendations of the preferred option relating to Housing Delivery: 
  
The importance of high quality design in building and outdoor areas that contribute to a pleasant environment overall - that residents want to be 
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in - this is important to retain/increase wellbeing (sitting out which in term encourages neighbourliness, walking places rather than driving, cafes 
and outdoor culture, local pride and a visible sense of place, contributing to the local distinctiveness that gives Brighton & Hove its character. 

SA Officer Response: 

User Respondent Number: 66 Customer Name: Mrs Susan Moffatt 

Customer Ref: 1029740 Customer Organisation: Kingsway and West Hove 
Residents Association 

Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal? 
The Kingsway and West Hove Residents Association’s comments on the housing and employment issues papers emphasise the omission of 
sustainability appraisal of the significant changes proposed for Aldrington Basin, the area of Shoreham Harbour that lies within the city. Whilst 
recognising the interrelationship with the Shoreham Harbour Joint Area Action Plan, the city plan also needs to give clear indications about the 
approach to this area in its city-wide context, supported by sustainability appraisal related to the City's Sustainability Appraisal Objectives. 
SA Officer Response: 
 

 
User Respondent Number: 73                                                                  Customer Name: Andrew Coleman 
Customer Ref: 1128 Customer Organisation: 

Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal? 
There should be a clearer connection between the sustainability issues and the SA appraisal objectives e.g. ecological footprint and surface 
water flooding are not referred to in the SA objectives. I suggest you consider a new SA objective (or changing no 10)  to state: Reduce flood 
and coastal erosion risk to people, property and the environment 
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SA Officer Response: 
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User Respondent Number: 85                                                                        Customer Name: Jill Sewell 

Customer Ref: 1029559 Customer Organisation: Kemp Town Society 

Do you have any comments on the Sustainability Appraisal? 
Kemp Town Society agrees with the Sustainability Assessment that the cliffs east of Black Rock are of Regional geological importance and an 
SSSI. They need protection from building too high and too close. The cliff height restriction on building accidentally omitted from the Brighton 
Marina Act has repeatedly been promised reinforcement by the Council. It should be prominent in the Sustainability Assessment as a condition 
for sustainable development within the Marina and a statement should be included that any development of residential or commercial units 
resulting in the height restriction being exceeded will be deemed unsustainable and will not be granted Planning Permission. Kemp Town 
Society is wholly against the 2000 residential units proposed in addition to the more than 800 already having planning permission in the Marina 
being assessed as sustainable: We are pleased to see that in the Sustainability Assessment the unjustifiable designation of the Marina as a 
District Centre is to be removed; We think the Marina should be designated an area for leisure and tourism. 
  
The designation of the Marina as suitable for tall towers should be removed. Blocking of views west from the East Brighton Promenade and 
Pier by continuous or massed high blocks along the Western Breakwater should be prohibited as impacting adversely on tourists and residents 
alike and so being unsustainable. Before any building is permitted on the Western Breakwater independent wind speed data should be 
collected over several years. Brighton developers use Shoreham Airport wind speeds for all wind sustainability tests. Shoreham Airport is some 
miles north and inland of the Marina and so not exposed to South Westerly gales to anything like the same extent. The Western Breakwater 
walk and the Walkway from the Car park to the Board Walk are closed regularly several times a year as being unsafe. Kemp Town Society has 
never heard that Shoreham Airport has been closed to pedestrians due to wind speeds. Brighton Marina is the only large port safe for sailors 
caught in bad weather between Dover and the Solent which is the main reason it was allowed to be built. Tall towers in the Marina will affect 
the wind force and direction in the sea entrance in a manner which cannot be known with current wind speed data. The Sustainability  
Assessment categorises the Marina as 3a - an area liable to coastal flooding. How can putting a housing development here be sustainable 
development?  
  
Substantial development in the Marina will take up virtually all Public Open Space in the Marina to the detriment of residents and visitors alike 
as well as causing shadowing of almost every area at some part of the day especially in winter. Substantial residential development in the 
Marina will only lead to many more second homes; Substantial residential development in the Marina will create traffic chaos at peak hours on 
Marine Parade and create rat runs of the roads in the Kemp Town and Kingscliff Conservation Areas. Are the number of new homes proposed 
for the City sustainable if their effect will be to alter the appearance and character of Brighton, lead to residents being forced to live in 
undersized residential units with out enough open space and overcrowd facilities in a City which physically can only grow up to its geographical 
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boundaries. Kemp Town Society agrees with the Sustainability Assessment that the cliffs east of Black Rock are of Regional geological 
importance and an SSSI. They need protection from building too high and too close. The cliff height restriction on building accidentally omitted 
from the Brighton Marina Act has repeatedly been promised reinforcement by the Council. It should be prominent in the Sustainability 
Assessment as a condition for sustainable development within the Marina and a statement should be included that any development of 
residential or commercial units resulting in the height restriction being exceeded will be deemed unsustainable and will not be granted Planning 
Permission. Kemp Town Society is wholly against the 2000 residential units proposed in addition to the more than 800 already having planning 
permission in the Marina being assessed as sustainable.  
  
We are pleased to see that in the Sustainability Assessment the unjustifiable designation of the Marina as a District Centre is to be removed. 
We think the Marina should be designated an area for leisure and tourism. The designation of the Marina as suitable for tall towers should be 
removed. Blocking of views west from the East Brighton Promenade and Pier by continuous or massed high blocks along the Western 
Breakwater should be prohibited as impacting adversely on tourists and residents alike and so being unsustainable. Before any building is 
permitted on the Western Breakwater independent wind speed data should be collected over several years. Brighton developers use Shoreham 
Airport wind speeds for all wind sustainability tests. Shoreham Airport is some miles north and inland of the Marina and so not exposed to 
South Westerly gales to anything like the same extent. The Western Breakwater walk and the Walkway from the Car park to the Board Walk 
are closed regularly several times a year as being unsafe. Kemp Town Society has never heard that Shoreham Airport has been closed to 
pedestrians due to wind speeds. Brighton Marina is the only large port safe for sailors caught in bad weather between Dover and the Solent 
which is the main reason it was allowed to be built. Tall towers in the Marina will affect the wind force and direction in the sea entrance in a 
manner which cannot be known with current wind speed data.  
  
The Sustainability Assessment categorises the Marina as 3a - an area liable to coastal flooding. How can putting a housing development here 
be sustainable development? Substantial development in the Marina will take up virtually all Public Open Space in the Marina to the detriment 
of residents and visitors alike as well as causing shadowing of almost every area at some part of the day especially in winter. Substantial 
residential development in the Marina will only lead to many more second homes; Substantial residential development in the Marina will create 
traffic chaos at peak hours on Marine Parade and create rat runs of the roads in the Kemp Town and Kingscliff Conservation Areas. Are the 
number of new homes proposed for the City sustainable if their effect will be to alter the appearance and character of Brighton, lead to 
residents being forced to live in undersized residential units with out enough open space and overcrowd facilities in a City which physically can 
only grow up to its geographical boundaries. 
 
SA Officer Response: 
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