
Local List of Heritage Assets  Consultation Responses 

Ref Individual/ 
Local Group 

Asset Support/ 
Object/ 
comment 

Summary of main comments Response 

LLHA
001 

Individual – 
owner/ 
occupier 

Hove Street, 
Regent 
House 

Support for 
inclusion 

I would argue that Regent House most certainly 
meets the criteria, due to having architectural, 
design, historic (former fire station), aesthetic 
design (conscious design, detail and fantastic 
example of public works of the 1920s), townscape 
interest (atypical of conservation area), intactness.  
Additional information regarding original stained 
glass window of art deco style which survives to 
flat 1. 

Support for inclusion of Regent House noted.   
 
Insufficient further evidence has been provided to meet 
the criterion for Historic Interest. 
 
Assessment revised to include mention of stained 
glass window. 

LLHA
002 

Individual Preston 
Circus, 
Brighton Fire 
Station 

Support for 
inclusion 

Strongly support inclusion of Preston Circus Fire 
Station.  The building is part of the Circus 
architecture, I hope consideration is given to 
preserving the banks and pubs exterior that form 
the circus as a whole, and enforcement action 
against the tenant who has been painting part of 
the exterior above Lloyds bank.  Not only is the 
station an exemplary example of 1930s functional 
design and sensibility, it actually serves the 
modern purpose perfectly.  Attention to detail is 
sublime; would strongly support making access 
available to members of the public with an interest 
in this period of architecture and interior design, 
even down to the hand rails, banisters, parquet 
flooring and original rear doors.  Lamentable that 
parts have fallen into disrepair and that the front 
doors have been replaced, but this should not 
detract from the importance of the building itself.  
  
History of the site is important, it having being 
used as a fire station for many years prior to the 
current building with many photos of the site 
surviving.  Strongly believe that the premises 
should not only be put on a register of protected 
buildings, but that a duty of care should be placed 

Support for inclusion of Brighton Fire Station noted.   
 
The Local List of Heritage Assets is focussed on 
individual buildings rather than being area-based.  As 
such, only buildings around the Circus considered to 
meet the criteria in their own right have been 
recommended for inclusion on the local list.  This 
includes The Joker, Preston Road and the Calvary 
Evangelical Church, Viaduct Road. 
 
Enforcement action does not form part of this review of 
the local list.  Any alleged breach of planning 
legislation should be reported to the Planning 
Enforcement team on: http://www.brighton-
hove.gov.uk/content/planning/planning-enforcement 
 
Duty of Care falls outside the remit of this review. 
 
Description revised to include indication of the survival 
of internal features and the site’s history.  Community 
value added. 
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on the Fire Service to maintain the heritage 
aspects of the building.  Brighton and Hove could 
attract tourists to the city with an interest in fire 
history museum/art deco architecture.  The 
Station should be protected from redevelopment.  
It is a beautiful building, a heritage building, a 
functional building, at the heart of the community, 
ultimately a public building that everyone loves 
and should be kept public so everyone can enjoy 
its experience.  London Road is changing rapidly, 
which is welcomed but challenging.  The changes 
are positive but only because there are still 
institutions that anchor residents to a community.  
Preston Circus Station is stunning architecturally 
in its own right, but it also remains one of the most 
functional buildings in the City on a practical, 
social and educational level.  Please stop any 
plans to change use, please campaign for more 
funding to restore this building to its former glory 
and please support fire cover in your community 
against the cuts. 
 

LLHA
003 

Individual Preston 
Circus, 
Brighton Fire 
Station 

Support for 
inclusion 

I support the inclusion of the wonderful old fire 
station on the heritage list.  I walk past it often and 
it is a marvellous building that should be grade I 
listed as far too many of these fire stations have 
been destroyed.  It is a building to be proud of and 
a real landmark for visitors to our city.  Well done 
BHCC keep protecting our heritage. 

Support for inclusion of Brighton Fire Station noted. 
 
Community value added. 
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LLHA
004 

Individual – 
owner/ 
occupier 

Highdown 
Road, 
48/48A/48B 

Comment Happy for the property to remain on the list, but 
the details you hold apply to numbers 48 and 48b 
which is the former bakery shop only.  48a sits 
behind number 48 and is the former bakery itself.  
There are some original features that remain, 
including the original bakery chimney and wooden 
beams in the main bedroom.  The courtyard is laid 
with engineering bricks, which may be original.  
The roof also has decorative crested ridge tiles, 
which match the ones on the roof of number 48.  
Nothing of number 48a can be seen from the 
road, aside from the external door that leads 
under number 48b. 
 

Description revised to include the additional 
information provided.  It is acknowledged that the 
bakery itself is not of townscape interest (as it is not 
visible from the street), but it is most appropriate to 
include the building in its entirety on the local list. 

LLHA
005 

Individual Preston 
Circus, 
Brighton Fire 
Station 

Support for 
inclusion 

I would like to add my support to have the 
Brighton Fire Station included in the heritage list; 
the building is one of our assets.  I work in the city 
centre, driving past daily I enjoy seeing this 
splendid old building standing there as a 
reassurance that our fire service is close by. 

Support for inclusion of Brighton Fire Station noted. 
 
Community Value added 

LLHA
006 

Individual – 
owner/ 
occupier 

Braybon 
Avenue, 
Fountain 
Centre 

Object to 
inclusion 

I have no reason to add our building as it has no 
identifiable attributes for historical reasons 

Objection noted. 
 
No new evidence has been provided to show that the 
building does not meet the selection criteria, and 
therefore the asset has not been re-assessed. 
 
The assessment has been revised to more accurately 
identify the special interest as relating to the church 
building only; the Church Hall is considered of no 
particular special interest. 

LLHA
007 

Individual – 
owner/ 
occupier 

Eastern 
Terrace 
Mews 

Comment Note that it is recommended to remove Eastern 
Terrace Mews from the local list, with a caveat 
that the Mews would be more appropriately 
‘protected’ by its inclusion in the conservation 
area.  Would you please confirm that you will be 
arranging for this to happen before removing the 
Mews from the Local List. 

Confirmed that the Mews is already within the 
conservation area and thus already benefits from this 
designation. 
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LLHA
008 

Individual Shaftesbury 
Place, 
London Road 
Station 

Support for 
inclusion 

It should definitely be listed, in fact I can’t believe 
it’s not already.  Well done to whoever is 
responsible for making it look so lovely, it lifts my 
spirits whenever I use it or glance up at it from 
Ditchling Rise. 

Support for inclusion of London Road Station noted. 

LLHA
009 

Local Group: 
Montpelier 
and Clifton 
Hill 
Association 

Street 
lighting 
thematic 
survey,  
 
Montague 
Place, 25;  

Support 
 
 
 
 
Comment 

I was just going to say you’ve got through an 
impressive amount of work on the local list and 
thank you for all your efforts.  I’m sure we’ll have a 
couple of comments (see below), but very 
impressive, thank you. 
- additional information on street lighting and 
corrections to numbers of lampposts in Powis 
Square, Clifton Terrace and St Nicholas’ 
Churchyard 
- additional information and inaccuracy to 25 
Montague Place 
 

Support for the local list noted  
 
The numbers of lamp posts in Clifton Terrace and 
Powis Square have been corrected. The additional 
lamp post in St Nicholas Churchyard (at the rear of 12 
Queen Square) has not been included as it is a type 3 
column and does not possess group value due to its 
isolated location. 
 
Since the consultation, 25 Montague Place has been 
statutorily listed.  As such, it is no longer eligible for 
inclusion and has been removed from the 
recommended local list. 
 

LLHA
010 

Individual Street 
lighting 
thematic 
survey 

Thematic 
Nomination 

Identification of a type 3 lamp post outside 44 
Belton Road which meets the thematic criteria 

This lamp post will not be added to the local list as it 
does not meet the criteria for type 3 lamp posts to be 
included. 

LLHA
011 

Individual Kings 
Esplanade, 
Medina 
House 

Support for 
inclusion 

I wish to support the inclusion of Medina House Support for the inclusion of Medina House noted. 

LLHA
012 

Local Society 
– Round Hill 
Society 

Street 
lighting 
thematic 
survey 

Support / 
thematic 
nomination 

I am delighted to see that 2 styles of early gas 
light standards (now electric) are to be added to 
the local list.  I would rather they were properly 
listed (perhaps as a group) with English Heritage 
within conservation areas. 
 
There are 4 type 1 posts on Princes Crescent, 
Round Hill which have not been included.  Two 

Inclusion on the statutory list is a matter for English 
Heritage. Anyone may nominate a building/structure 
for listing. 
 
 
 
All four examples mentioned will be added to the local 
list. 
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are on the non-conservation area side of the road, 
but it would be churlish to exclude them when 
they are so much a part of the character of the 
area. 
 

LLHA
013 

Individual – 
owner/ 
occupier 

Meadow 
Close, Court 
Ord Cottages 

Support for 
inclusion 

I very much welcome that the Council is now 
recognising the heritage aspect of these beautiful 
cottages.  They were built at the same time as the 
brick and flint Challoners Cottages on Falmer 
Road and also the flint cottages at the bottom of 
Nevill Road in Rottingdean.  Both of these are 
protected because they fall within a conservation 
area.  Whilst the level of local protection is not the 
same as that given by national protection, even so 
I welcome that at least some measure of their 
historic importance will now be recognised.  
Thank you. 
 

Support for inclusion of Court Ord Cottages noted. 

LLHA
014 

Individual Shaftesbury 
Place, 
London Road 
Station 

Support for 
inclusion 

I am writing to vote for yes to London Road 
Station being a heritage site in the city of Brighton.  
I feel the station and its surrounds offer a 
wonderful feel of openness amongst the relatively 
dense surrounding housing.  It offers lovely views 
along the track from the platforms and the bridge.  
It has allowed for a communal garden and lovely 
planted beds.  It offers a place for local residents 
to come together on the forecourt for community 
events including street play.  The rural feel of the 
track allows for invaluable wildlife and fauna.  The 
station building itself is a good example of 
Victorian architecture that sits well amongst the 
surrounding architecture. 
 

Support for inclusion of London Road Station noted. 
 
Communal value added to assessment. 

LLHA
015 

Individual Shaftesbury 
Place, 
London Road 
Station 

Support for 
inclusion 

I strongly support the inclusion of London Road 
Station and its immediate environs under Heritage 
listing or indeed any other protection available to 
conserve and protect this important local structure 

Support for inclusion of London Road Station noted. 
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LLHA
016 

Group – 
Letter Box 
Study Group 

Letter box 
thematic 
survey 

Thematic 
Nomination 

Additional examples of letter boxes in the city Additional examples which meet the thematic criteria 
added to the Thematic Survey 
 
A substantial number of lamp boxes have been 
identified dating to the 20

th
 century (EIIR).  These are 

not considered to be of significant interest as they are 
relatively modern examples.  The thematic criteria 
were produced partly based on rarity, which in the 
case of lamp boxes no longer appears to be the case.  
The thematic criteria have thus been amended to 
remove EIIR and GVIR examples of lamp and wall 
boxes.   
 

LLHA
017 

Individual – 
owner/ 
occupier 

Palmeira 
Avenue, 14-
22 even and 
13-21 odd 

Object to 
inclusion 

Strongly object to the proposal to include 14-22 
even and 13-21 odd Palmeira Avenue on the local 
list.  I am a careful, conservation minded, long 
term responsible owner of one of these properties.  
I do not consider this imposition of control 
necessary. 

Objection noted. 
 
No new evidence has been provided to show that the 
building does not meet the selection criteria, and 
therefore the asset has not been re-assessed. 

LLHA
018 

Individual- 
owner/ 
occupier 

Kingsway, 
173-187 

Object to 
removal 

Object to the property being removed from the 
local list.  I consider the property to be of 
significant architectural interest.  It might not quite 
share the same grand features and heritage of the 
likes of the Brunswick areas, however it is the 
type of building that would be sorely missed 
should it fall into disrepair, sprout unsightly 
additions or end up being replaced by a 
contemporary building. 

Objection noted. 
 
No new evidence has been provided to show how the 
building meets the selection criteria (or how it is 
atypical of the conservation area).  Therefore the asset 
has not been re-assessed. 
 
The assessment already acknowledges that the 
buildings are of architectural interest.  Its interest is 
reflected through its inclusion in the conservation area, 
of which the buildings form a characteristic part.  
Conservation area designation provides a greater level 
of protection against this property falling into disrepair, 
alteration and replacement than local listing.  As such, 
its interest is more appropriately and better protected 
through inclusion in the conservation area.   
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LLHA
019 

Ward 
Councillor 

Shaftesbury 
Place, 
London Road 
Station, 
 
Street 
Lighting 
Thematic 
Survey 
 

Support for 
inclusion 

Support as councillor for Preston Park ward for 
the inclusion of London Road Station, and also 
the historic street lights in the locality. 

Support for inclusion of London Road Station and for 
the Street Lighting Thematic Survey noted. 

LLHA
020 

Ward 
Councillor 

Shaftesbury 
Place, 
London Road 
Station, 
 
Street 
Lighting 
Thematic 
Survey 
 

Support for 
inclusion 

Support as councillor for Preston Park ward for 
the inclusion of London Road Station, and also 
the historic street lights in the locality. 

Support for inclusion of London Road Station and for 
the Street Lighting Thematic Survey noted. 

LLHA
021 

Ward 
Councillor 

Shaftesbury 
Place, 
London Road 
Station, 
 
Street 
Lighting 
Thematic 
Survey 
 

Support for 
inclusion 

Support as councillor for Preston Park ward for 
the inclusion of London Road Station, and also 
the historic street lights in the locality. 

Support for inclusion of London Road Station and for 
the Street Lighting Thematic Survey noted. 
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LLHA
022 

Individual – 
owner/ 
occupier 

Bristol Road, 
19-26 
consecutive 

Support for 
removal 

As the owner of the building I am fine with you 
denominating our building.  I am a huge fan of the 
local architecture in Brighton, it being one of the 
main reasons I moved here, but the building type 
of this terrace is typical of Kemp Town and does 
not stand out as particularly creative architecture.  
The building height is irregular, the colour scheme 
uncoordinated, a number of windows have had 
secondary glazing installed which detracts from 
the traditional sash style and the balconies are 
rusty.  It seems general maintenance of the 
buildings has been historically poor. 
 
Local conservation is an excellent scheme helping 
to preserve for locals the areas that would not 
receive regional national attention, but to run a 
scheme that covers any local building ever 
nominated is unmanageable and ultimately 
counterproductive to the original goals of 
conservation.  As such, I am more than happy you 
focus your efforts on the other infinitely more 
exciting parts of Brighton. 

Support for removal of 19-26 Bristol Road noted. 

LLHA
023 

Individual – 
owner/occup
ant 

Fonthill 
Road, 
Dubarry 
Building 

Support for 
inclusion 

I certainly agree with the recommendation that 
Dubarry House is included.  It is a unique building 
with its mosaic lettering and painted flowers on 
the front and is a Hove landmark.  I hope being on 
the list will help protect it from unsympathetic 
development on future. 

Support for inclusion of Dubarry Building noted. 

LLHA
024 

Individual Edward 
Street, 
AMEX 
House; 
 
 
 
 
 

Object to 
not 
including 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I would like to include AMEX House, it is one of 
the finest 70s style office buildings, not just in 
Brighton but also in the country as a whole.  I 
understand its demolition is part of a S106 
agreement, but with the shortage of good office 
space this surely must be brought back into 
commercial use. 
 
 

Objection noted.   
 
No new evidence has been provided to show how the 
building meets the selection criteria.  Therefore the 
asset has not been re-assessed. 
 
Support for the inclusion of assets associated with 
tram and trolleybus infrastructure noted. 
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Preston 
Circus, 
Brighton Fire 
Station;  
 
 
Ditchling 
Road, Tram 
Shelter,  
 
Coombe 
Terrace, 43-
45, (Brighton 
Corporation 
Tramways 
Depot) 
 

Support for 
inclusion 
 
 
 
 
Comment 
 

Could I suggest recognition of the eyelets on 
Brighton Fire Station.  These supported wires for 
our former (and still missed) trolleybus system 
(1939-61).  Perhaps paint them so the public can 
see them? 
 
The tram shelters should be looked after, as 
should the former depot in Lewes Road 
 

Description for Brighton Fire Station revised to mention 
eyelets. 

LLHA
025 

Management 
company on 
behalf of 
residents 

Gloucester 
Road, 
Gloucester 
Mews 

Support for 
inclusion 

On behalf of all shareholders we would welcome 
inclusion on the local list 

Support for the inclusion of Gloucester Mews noted. 

LLHA 
026 

Consultant 
on behalf of 
owners 

Cumberland 
Road, 
Clermont 
Church 

Object to 
inclusion 

On behalf of its owner, this letter objects to the 
inclusion of Clermont Church on the council’s 
Local List of Heritage Assets.  The proposed 
listing does not accord with the local listing 
selection criteria.  The sense of completeness 
(criteria Fi) has been harmed by the erection of a 
large rear extension that is poorly designed and in 
need of replacement (photograph included).  The 
buildings to the rear detract from the church’s 
appearance – being square and lacking any 
vertical rhythm. 

Objection to inclusion of Clermont Church, 
Cumberland Road noted. 
 
It is acknowledged that the rear extensions are of 
limited architectural or historic interest.  However, it is 
not considered that these extensions significantly 
detract from the interest and sense of completeness of 
the main church building.  This is especially the case 
for views of the main elevation from Cumberland Road 
and the junction of Clermont Road and Cumberland 
Road.  The architectural style and materials of the 
Church contrast with those to the extensions such that 
a clear distinction is made. 
 
The objection does not provide further information that 
warrants the removal of Clermont Church from the 
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proposed local list.  The assessment has however 
been amended to explicitly exclude the later 
extensions, in order to provide greater clarity. 
 
The building and its extensions are located within the 
conservation area and thus the controls of this 
designation will still apply throughout the complex. 
 

LLHA 
027 

Consultant 
on behalf of 
owners 

Holland 
Road, The 
Brunswick 

Object to 
inclusion 

On behalf of its owner, this letter objects to 
inclusion of The Brunswick on the council’s local 
list of heritage assets.  The proposed listing does 
not accord with the local listing selection criteria.   
 
In relation to criterion aii, the building is neither a 
‘good quality’ nor ‘rare’ example of a particular 
building type.  The building is a relatively plain 
1930s design, with turrets rather than projecting 
bay windows.  Whilst such a design can be 
considered “quirky” it is not a significant enough 
feature to qualify the building as “rare”.  1930s 
buildings with clay tiled pitched roofs are a 
common feature through Brighton and Hove.  The 
building is not an example of good quality 
architecture.  The proportions of solid-to-void 
(between ground and first windows) appear to be 
too great. And the juxtaposition of the south side 
extension to the adjacent mansion block is poor.  
Consequently criterion aii is not fulfilled. 
 
Given that the site is located within the Brunswick 
Town Conservation Area, we presume the council 
is referring to criterion Ci, not Cii as stated in its 
assessment.  With regard to criterion Ci, whilst the 
building is clearly atypical of the conservation 
area, we do not consider it to make a positive 
condition [sic] to the character of the area.  Were 
an application for this type of building to be 
submitted for planning approval today, the most 
likely outcome would be refusal of planning 

The objection is noted. 
 
The objection does not provide further information or 
evidence relating to the building. 
 
The building has a relatively strong architectural 
composition and style, which may not conform to 
tradition proportions but is effective in its own right.  
The poor junction with the neighbouring building is not 
considered a sufficiently poor/dominant feature to 
outweigh the architectural interest of the building as a 
whole. 
 
Although 1930s buildings with clay tiled pitched roofs 
could be considered relatively common throughout the 
city, they are rare in the immediate area of central 
Hove/Brunswick Town.  For these reasons, it is still 
considered that criterion Aii has been met. 
 
There is agreement that the building does not conform 
to the character of the conservation area as set out in 
the Brunswick Town Conservation Area Character 
Statement.  It is nevertheless considered that the 
building contributes positively to the streetscene in 
being an individual building of architectural interest in 
contrast to the predominant character of the 
conservation area.  As such, it is still considered to 
meet criterion Ci.  The assessment has been corrected 
to indicate criterion Ci rather than Cii. 
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permission for being out of character with the 
conservation area.  This can be clearly seen with 
references to the following extracts from the 
Brunswick Town Conservation Area Character 
Statement (which does not even mention the 
subject premises). 
 
“The character and appearance of this 
conservation area … is of a planned 19

th
 century 

estate where both architecture and uses have 
been developed and controlled in a manner 
creating formality and order.  The architecture is 
distinctly classical, first in the Regency style, and 
subsequently Italianate or similar.”  The subject 
building interrupts the formality and order of the 
conservation area, and is of a style of architecture 
which is contrary to established architectural 
forms (Regency or Italianate). 
 
“The principal streets have a strong sense of 
scale and rhythm, each with similar designs and 
consistent roof heights.”  Holland Road is a 
principal street, with 4 or 5 storey buildings 
extending close to the edge of pavement.  The 
subject premises are two storeys beneath a 
pitched roof, and with a large open area on the 
north site representing a hole in the urban grain of 
the conservation area. 
 
“The continuity of slate roofs, is important to the 
area; Adelaide Crescent is a splendid example, 
but in lesser streets the character of the area is 
spoiled by the use of other materials such as red 
concrete tiles.”  The site accommodates clay tiles, 
which are clearly not a feature of the area.  
Criterion Ci/Cii is therefore not complied with. 
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LLHA
028 

Group - 
Ditchling 
Rise and 
Area 
Residents 
Association 

Shaftesbury 
Place, 
London Road 
Station 

Support for 
inclusion 

We, the Ditchling Rise and Area Residents 
Association (DRARA) are happy to offer support 
to the initiative to give LONDON ROAD STATION 
on Shaftesbury Place heritage status.  
The matter was discussed at the last DRARA 
meeting (Tues, Feb 17th) and residents were 
widely consulted. The result is a resounding ‘YES’ 
to recognising this station as an important 
heritage building in Brighton. We strongly agreed 
with all the points already made by the Round Hill 
Society (Conservation). However, we have put 
together our own statement (main points set out 
below) to provide a wider context for the building. 
We look forward to positive developments on this 
matter and hope we have been of some 
assistance. 
 
Townscape and Historical Interest: The Station 
building of 1877 is a key landmark defining the 
‘Viaduct’ community (BHCC Urban 
Characterisation Study).  The study notes the 
viaduct itself, but the station building is the 
human/accessible side of the railway which 
stimulated the growth of the area.  Thousands of 
local people interact regularly with the much-loved 
station, either by catching trains or crossing the 
bridge.  Shaftesbury Place forms one of our few 
‘square-like’ local spaces, which forms a calm 
space shared between road users.  Many 
community events such as street parties, planting 
days and a railway celebration have been held 
there. 
 
Communal Value: Since 2011 the London Road 
Station Partnership has engaged in enhancing, 
protecting and developing the London Road 
Station site, encouraging greater interaction with 
local people.  In 2013 the station was judged 
Southern’s ‘Community Station of the Year’ and 

Support for the inclusion of London Road Station is 
noted. 
 
Community interest set out in accompanying statement 
has been added to the assessment, as well as the 
townscape value of its association with The 
Signalman. 
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the LRSP was awarded Brighton & Hove City in 
Bloom’s Edward Furey Cup for ‘community spirit’.  
The group have created flourishing food and 
decorative gardens, as well as maintaining a good 
standard of tidiness and safety.  DRARA have 
worked with the city council and Southern Rail to 
improve the approach to the station.  The station 
itself is also regularly used for community events. 
 
A drink in the Signalman pub looking up at the 
station framed by Shaftesbury Place should 
confirm the townscape value and intactness of the 
building. 
 

LLHA 
029 

Individual – 
owner/ 
occupier 

Mile Oak 
Road, 479-
481 

Support for 
inclusion 

We think that as it was an early part of life in Mile 
Oak and there were very few houses in 1900 
when these houses were built, it would be good to 
add these to the heritage list 

Support for inclusion of 479-481 noted 

LLHA
030 

Individual Old 
Shoreham 
Road, 126, 
Sellaby 
House; 
Queen’s 
Park Road, 
Duke of 
Beaufort Pub 

Comment Thanks for the good work on this project.  Just 
some minor observations on the recent draft local 
list: 

- Sellaby House, 126 Old Shoreham Road 
is already included on local list, suggest 
amending to show as included/retained 
on local list 

- Duke of Beaufort, Queen’s Park Road.  
Recently repainted in black and gold and 
renamed ‘The Islingword Inn’.  Other than 
colour scheme, no apparent change to 
exterior layout or interior though.  
Photograph submitted. 

Amendments/corrections made to reflect the 
comments. 

LLHA
031 

Individual Letterboxes Thematic 
Nomination 

I have identified 3no VR boxes are situated at: 
(i) the junction of Stanford Ave and Waldegrave 
Road. 
(ii)  in the wall opposite 67 Preston Drove and  
(iii) 46 Florence Road. 
 
Anonymous boxes are situated ( I think): 

VR boxes: 
 
i) Already included on local list, but amended to 

confirm it is a VR box 
ii) Already included on local list 
iii) Added to local list 
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(i) in a wall pier Springfield Road on the north side 
and a little distance north of Beaconsfield Road 
(ii)near corner of Stanford Ave and Southdown 
Road. 
 
ER VII boxes are situated at: 
(i) in wall at 84/86 Beaconsfield Road and 
(ii) outside 148 Preston Drove (nr Fiveways). 

ANON boxes: 
 
i) Added to local list 
ii) Added to local list  
 
ER VII 
 
i) Added to local list 
ii) Does not meet the thematic criteria for 

inclusion on the local list 
 

LLHA
032 

Individual – 
owner/ 
occupier 

Tidy Street Object to 
removal 

I have spoken to several Tidy Street residents 
who were confused about your letter.  Difficulties 
viewing the information at the Customer Service 
Centre.  The information was presented 
apparently unconnected and in alphabetical order.  
This was not an appropriate form in which to 
assess how many North Laine streets were 
included as I had hoped to do.  As a previous 
chair and environment co-ordinator for the North 
Laine I have in-depth knowledge of both the 
conservation office and North Laine persona.  
Therefore from the North Laine perspective it 
seems strange and divisive to provide the 
proposal on one street without the comparison of 
what has been proposed for the other North Laine 
streets and with very little comprehensive 
information.  Most of the North Laine streets are 
very similar, perhaps with some additional point of 
interest in each one, but as it has not been made 
clear what your criteria is for the local list it is 
difficult to determine what this might be.  For 
instance, Foundry Street was mentioned as 
another possible removal, although whilst not a 
street of great beauty it does have the interest of 
original light industrial and storage buildings.  Tidy 
Street meanwhile is remorselessly being ground 
down by excessive parking and the daily passing 
through of motorbikes and service lorries so it is 

Clarification letter sent, as below: 
 
Tidy Street and the surrounding streets are all within 
the North Laine Conservation Area.  This is an area-
based designation.  Conservation Area Designation 
provides additional planning protection for buildings 
that contribute to the ‘special architectural or historic 
interest’ of the area.  Tidy Street is in keeping with this 
interest/the character of the area, and is therefore 
clearly worthy of inclusion in the conservation area.   
 
The Local List of Heritage Assets is a list of individual 
buildings, parks and gardens of special interest.  
Whereas conservation areas are an area-based 
designation, the local list is therefore focussed on 
specific buildings and assets. 
 
In contrast to conservation area designation, inclusion 
on the Local List of Heritage Assets does not provide 
additional statutory protection.  As such, inclusion in 
the conservation area provides more power to protect 
the special historic and architectural interest of the 
street/area. 
 
For the above reasons, local listing is not considered to 
be the most appropriate ‘tool’ through which to protect 
the special interest of whole streets, such as Tidy 
Street.  As such, we have not undertaken a systematic 



Local List of Heritage Assets  Consultation Responses 

not surprising that elements such as doors are 
being replaced. 
 
I believe there was a previous proposal to retain 
only Kensington Place and Robert Street on the 
list, owing to the pure and mostly undamaged 
terraces in those streets, but nothing seemed to 
happen about this and in the present 
consideration I really think that if a letter of the 
kind received in Tidy Street is sent out then it 
should be explained what the proposals are for all 
the North Laine streets, so that we can all see 
clearly what the implications would be.  
Alternatively, if it isn’t going to make much 
difference, what is the point of the exercise?  
North Laine is a clearly defined, compact and 
individual area.  Unless we can receive 
information on all North Laine streets for your 
local list, I submit an objection to the removal of 
Tidy Street from the local list. 

review of each street in the conservation area.  It is not 
intended to include any full ‘streets’ of buildings as 
such, as they are more appropriately and better 
protected through inclusion in the conservation area. 
 
In the North Laine Conservation Area, it has only been 
proposed to include those buildings which are not 
typical of the area.  Those recommended for inclusion 
in the area therefore for example include: 
 
- Gloucester Mews (the old drill hall), Gloucester Road 
- Galeed Strict Baptist Chapel, Gloucester Road 
- Heart in Hand public house, North Road 
- Brighthelm Centre Rest Gardens 
 
Foundry Street and Tidy Street were included on the 
old local list (last reviewed in the 1990s).  It is unclear 
why these were on the list; the approach does not 
seem to have been very systematic.  As part of the 
review it seemed appropriate to remove them in order 
to streamline the list and make it more focussed, and 
because they are more appropriately and better 
protected by being in the conservation area.   
 
In addition, Queen’s Gardens was nominated by a 
member of the public for inclusion on the local list.  
This street has similarly not been recommended for 
inclusion, for the same reasons as above. 
 
Removal from the list, in the case of all three of these 
streets, does not change its protection or recognition 
as being of special architectural or historic interest. 
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LLHA 
033 

Group – 
Brighton 
Society 

Street 
lighting 

Thematic 
Nomination 

I just want to pass on my thanks for preparing 
such well researched and comprehensive 
documentation.  I have spent many hours trawling 
through the sheets – an outstanding piece of 
work. 
 
I have submitted examples of post types 1, 2, 3, 
and 4 that are still in place within the Preston Park 
Conservation Area. Most of the roads between 
Ditchling and Beaconsfield Roads contain these 
examples.  They meet the criteria specified in the 
thematic survey for street lighting. 
 

Noted with appreciation. 
 
 
 
 
 
All of the type 1 and type 4 lamp posts submitted have 
been added to the local list. None of the type 2 and 
type 3 lamp posts submitted are considered to match 
the criteria for inclusion. 

LLHA
034 

Individuals - 
5 owner 
occupiers 

Palmeira 
Avenue, 14-
22 even and 
13-21 odd 

Support for 
inclusion 

We believe the house should be listed for the 
following historical reasons: (1) the brown plaque 
marking a former residence of Sir Jack Hobbs 
(famous cricketer and well known Hove 
landmark).  Made famous again more recently by 
the film Slum Dog Millionaire; (2) it is the known 
and recorded site of a bronze age burial site 
where the famous amber cup was found, now in 
Hove museum (further information provided on 
the Amber Cup from 
http://portsladehistory.blogspot.com/ and 
http://www.bbc.co.uk/ahistoryoftheworld/objects/G
pvpAzj3T2yFUYIM96lcew) 

Support for inclusion on the local list noted. 
 
Further evidence has been submitted regarding the 
history of the site.  Sir Jack Hobbs lived in Hove 
between 1946 and 1963.  In this time, he lived at four 
different properties, of which 13 Palmeira Avenue was 
his last.  It does not appear that Hobbs made any 
major changes to the building which could be reflected 
in its current architecture, nor that he resided at the 
property for a significantly long time (nor at the height 
of his career).  The historic interest of Hobbs’ 
occupancy is therefore most appropriately reflected 
through the existing plaque. 
 
The Amber Cup was found within the Hove Barrow, 
which is understood to have been removed in 1857-58 
to make way for housing, and its site is now the back 
garden to 13 Palmeira Avenue.  The Amber Cup is of 
great archaeological significance, but has limited 
association with the present building at 13 Palmeira 
Avenue.  
 
For these reasons, it is not considered that the 
information meets the criterion for Historic Interest.  
However, the submitted information provides 
informative background information to the asset, which 
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has been added to the description section of the 
assessment.    
 

LLHA
035 

Group – 
Sussex 
Gardens 
Trust 

Parks & 
Gardens 

Support for 
local list / 
Comment 

I am writing on behalf of the Sussex Gardens 
Trust to thank you for your notification.  The Trust 
is pleased that a local list has now been 
completed for Brighton & Hove.  The Trust 
appreciates that those historic parks or gardens 
not considered for inclusion in this list, have 
protection by virtue of their inclusion within 
conservation areas and/or invariably provide the 
setting for listed buildings.  In these circumstances 
the Trust accepts the draft list, and looks forward 
to its adoption as a Supplementary Planning 
Document in due course. 
 

Acceptance of draft local list noted. 
 

LLHA
036 

Individual – 
owner/ 
occupier 

Meadow 
Close, 1-8 
Court Ord 
Cottages 

Support for 
inclusion 

I was most interested to receive your letter of 29 
January 2015.  I have lived in one of the cottages 
since September 2012 and feel that these 
buildings are a fine example of rural terraced 
dwellings (see The English Terraced House by 
Stefan Muthesius) and they should become listed.  
They are also of historic (local) interest as I 
believe Bob Copper was born at number 5. 

Support for inclusion of Court Ord Cottages noted. 
 
It has not been possible to confirm that Bob Copper 
was born at number 5; a blue plaque on 1 Challoner 
Cottages states that the family dwelt here between 
1898 and 1969. 
 

LLHA
037 

Group – 
Brunswick 
and Adelaide 
Residents’ 
Group 

General 
 
Hove Lawns 

Support 
 
Comment 

Thank you for the completed draft list and for all 
your hard work.  Brunswick and Adelaide 
Residents’ Group are pleased that most of our 
proposed buildings have been accepted.  There is 
one query concerning Hove Lawns – we proposed 
that The Lawns listing should start at the Peace 
Statue, but this is not clear from the list.  Perhaps 
you could confirm that the Lawns from the Peace 
Statue are included.   

Support noted. 
 
The assessment for Hove Lawns has been amended 
to clarify exactly which parts are included (to start from 
the Peace Statue, King’s Road to Courtenay Gate, 
Courtenay Terrace). 
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LLHA
038 

Individuals 
(owner/ 
occupier) 

Temple 
Street, 7 

Object to 
removal  

The building qualifies in three categories: A(i) (ii) 
(v), C (i) (iv) and F (i).  The building is an unspoilt 
1830s bow windowed property in a variegated 
street of the same age.  Its frontage and rear are 
unaltered other than a kitchen extension, it is 
partially of bungaroosh construction and the 
window frames and glass appear to be largely still 
the originals. 

The architectural interest and intactness of the building 
are already acknowledged in the assessment.  The 
townscape interest is recognised; the building 
contributes greatly to the conservation area but is 
typical of the conservation area.  It therefore forms a 
clear part of the conservation area designation, which 
provides a greater level of control than local listing.  
Although viewed in association with listed buildings, 
they are of differing design which limits their 
association.   
 
Removal from the local list does not devalue the 
special interest of this building, which is appropriately 
and better protected through inclusion in the 
conservation area. 
 

LLHA
039 

Individual – 
owner/ 
occupier 

Windlesham 
Road, 
Temple 
Heights 

Support 
inclusion 

I have lived in Temple Heights since its 
conversion into flats and would thoroughly 
endorse the recommendation for listing.  The 
assessment needs editing as it is repetitive. 

Support noted. 
 
Assessment edited to remove typing error 

LLHA
040 

Architect The Cliff, 
White Lodge 

Object to 
inclusion 

Under the local authority’s Approved Selection 
Criteria (ASC), we aim to demonstrate that the 
buildings at White Lodge are not of significant 
enough interest to be included on the Local List of 
Heritage Assets.   
 
The Department of Culture, Media and Sport 
commented in 2001 that significant alterations, 
enlargement of windows, refenestration, filling-in 
of the loggia and addition of a sun lounge meant 
that there could be no recommendation for listing.  
Although the relationship between Lutyens and 
Lady Sackville was close, the Lutyens additions 
were relatively minor and later alterations 
outweigh the historic connection.   
 
The local authority records show that since 

Local listing is different to statutory listing; it is based 
around local significance rather than national 
significance, and has different selection criteria to 
reflect this.  Its rejection for statutory listing in 2001 
therefore does not necessitate that it does not meet 
the criteria for local listing. 
 
The majority of information submitted as part of 
objections LLHA040 and 041 has already been viewed 
as part of the original assessment.  However, further 
investigation has been completed in order to fully 
establish the degree of survival of the building and 
gardens, and how this impacts on their interest. 
 
As part of this, further historic interest was revealed as 
part of the additional research.  For example, it has 
been established that Mrs Fanny Martineau – for 
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Lutyens’ extensions, there have been 20 different 
references numbers for various conversions, 
alterations, rebuilding and extensions to the 
property.  This is important in ascertaining the 
validity of the above conclusions.  Significant 
works were carried out in 1947/8 (conversions to 
flats and infilling of loggia), further conversion 
works in 1955, alterations in the late 1960s and 
extension in 1971.  Further works were 
undertaken in the 80s and 90s. 
 
The historic narrative of the relationship between 
Lady Sackville and Edwin Lutyens is of obvious 
historic interest, however its physical 
manifestation at White Lodge is certainly 
questionable.  Comparison of architects drawings 
of the 1904 building and 1923 proposed 
alterations show how many changes the buildings 
have been through.  It is difficult to ascertain any 
elements that remain within the current building. 
 
There appear to be wide ranging conclusions 
about what it attributed to Lutyens.  The Local 
Authority sheet states “New features included its 
distinctive outline shape with prominent gables 
and tall, angular chimneys.”  The architects 
drawings show these were part of the Simpson 
design. 
 
Each criterion is considered in turn; it is 
considered that none of the criteria are met. 
 
In Summary: There is no disputing the compelling 
historical narrative of the site, but these narratives 
are not supported by the building as it stands 
today.  This rich historical background has led to 
many conclusions and assumptions being made 
of the building that are not supported by 
documented evidence, whether within the existing 

whom the house was built – was related to James 
Martineau (philosopher, father), Harriet Martineau 
(novelist, sister) and Penelope, Dorothy and Millicent 
Lawrence (founders of neighbouring Roedean School, 
Martineau’s nieces).  The location of White Lodge was 
chosen in particular to be near to her nieces at 
Roedean School (grade II listed and by the same 
architect as White Lodge) and it is understood that in 
the early years some Roedean girls boarded at White 
Lodge.   
 
It is acknowledged that the building has been much 
altered over time, and does not meet the criterion for 
Intactness.  The overall form of Simpson’s building 
nevertheless survives, including the chimneys, canted 
bays and verandah as well as two wings to the north.  
The Lutyens extensions doubled the footprint of the 
building.  The alterations were much less grand than 
originally proposed and comprise a relatively modest 
example of Lutyens’ work at a national level.  At a local 
level, however, the building and its garden are good 
examples of the work of a national architect, of which 
few survive in the city.  The works transformed the 
original building to give the impression of a small 
country house.  The overall roof-form of the buildings 
survive (two storey central Simpson building with two 
lower flanking wings – as viewed from the south), as 
well as the garages, entrance hall and lobby, terrace 
and well-preserved sunken garden.  It is acknowledged 
that the windows have been replaced and some 
resized; there is evidence to show that some of the 
enlargements were undertaken by Lutyens.  Inspection 
by experts, written documents (although not drawings) 
and comparison to Lutyens’ work elsewhere has 
established the sunken garden as Lutyens’ work.  It is 
considered that the work of Simpson and Lutyens 
survive sufficiently to meet the criteria for Architectural 
Interest and Rarity. 
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building or through historical records.  It is unclear 
where the building meets the ASC.  The building 
has changed beyond any recognisable original 
form, or significant historical form, and would be 
placed on the list because of a background 
narrative rather than the physical asset itself.  As 
it stands, the local authority does not have enough 
evidence or information to satisfy its own criteria 
for placing this building on the local list. 
 

It is therefore still considered that the building and 
garden meet the criteria for Architectural Interest, 
Historic Interest and Rarity and that they should be 
included on the local list of heritage assets. 
 
The assessment has been amended to add the further 
historic interest, reflect further research, further clarify 
how it has been altered over time and confirm where 
possible those parts that are not of special interest. 
 

LLHA
041 

Individual – 
owner/ 
occupier 

The Cliff, 
White Lodge 

Object to 
inclusion 

I am writing to express my concern and opposition 
to the proposal for listing the building my flat is 
within.  It is my understanding that the building 
has once already been considered in 2001, and 
was rejected under the grounds of ‘significant 
alteration to the building’.  Since then numerous 
further alterations and changes have been made 
to the building by its various owners.  In fact a 
large part of my flat (kitchen and entrance 
hallway) was only built in 1971 as was the case 
with the house next door which Freeholds the 
second floor above. 
 
May I point out: (1) the building as it stands now 
looks nothing representative of Simpson’s original 
design; (2) There is almost nothing left of the 
original alterations made by Lutyens; (3) Over the 
past 50 years there have been numerous changes 
to both the outside and internal composition of the 
building; (4) All windows in the building have been 
replaced and in some cases resized; (5) White 
Lodge is not a property of significance nor is it in a 
conservation area, it is merely a mismatched 
block of flats amongst the large variety of houses 
in Roedean.   
 
In conclusion I strongly oppose the listing of White 
Lodge based on the grounds it has nothing left to 
offer in terms of evidential interest, culture of 

See above 



Local List of Heritage Assets  Consultation Responses 

distinctiveness.  It is neither rare nor intact.  
Therefore is does not meet the ASC criteria 
required for listing and it didn’t meet this 
requirement in 2001.  
 

LLHA
042 

Individual Shaftesbury 
Place, 
London Road 
Station 

Support 
inclusion 

I would like to support the local listing of London 
Road Station.  It is a lovely building, in a peaceful 
setting.  I am very glad the conservation area was 
extended south to include the remaining station 
buildings.  It is a pity the Italianate station house 
on the other side of the track from the ticket office 
was permitted to be demolished in about 1991.  
How the railways got permission at the time for 
that act of vandalism is beyond me.  I hope that if 
there is ever any plan to build on the scaffold yard 
behind the east-bound platform it will be restricted 
to re-instating that building.  It should not be 
difficult to reconstruct the design.  There are lots 
of photos, and Portslade [Station] was by the 
same architect. 
 

Support for inclusion of London Road Station noted. 

LLHA
043 

Individual Shaftesbury 
Place, 
London Road 
Station 

Support 
inclusion 

I would like to support the local listing of London 
Road Station in Shaftesbury Place 

Support for inclusion of London Road Station noted. 

 


