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Helen Gregory

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

11 March 2013 14:20
LDF
Submission City Plan part one  Policy DA7

Despite several attempts, I find it impossible to send the completed 
pdf response orm by email.  Perhaps this is because I use a Mac  
computer.

My objection is based on the lack of soundness of the Plan.  This is  
because the proposal to include Toad's Hole Valley for development  
WILL NOT deliver sustainable housing in accordance with the objectives 
of the Plan and will result in the loss an area of attractive downland  
that ought to  be protected from development.  Additional housing  
should be provided within the urban area.  Toad's Hole Valley should  
be included within those areas to which policies SA4 apply.

I would support the City Council's sustainability policies if the 
proposal for development of the Valley was to be withdrawn.

I would wish to give evidence at the inquiry probably by written 
representations.

Please acknowledge receipt of my objections.

Dr Michael Ray 

Respondent 1
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From: 

Sent: 12 March 2013 11:00

To: LDF

Cc: Anne Pissaridou

Subject: Dear Local Development Team.When considering further proposed development of this 
area of West Hove,

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Red

Page 1 of 2

14/03/2013

Marmion Road Residents’ Association ���� 
 A Multi-Cultural. Non-Political. Self-Funding Group. 

(92 Members)

 Tel,      Date as e-
mail. 

Local Development Team Brighton & Hove City 

Council Room 410 Hove Town Hall 

Norton Road 

HOVE BN3 3ZZ 

Dear Team, 

When considering further proposed development of this area of West Hove, 
local residents ask that you take into account these existing infrastructure 
problems.   

Over the years there has already been a significant amount of development of 
existing commercial buildings, turning them into full time residential units and that 
has greatly increased the local population, this in turn has put much pressure on our 
delicate infrastructure, like Stoneham Park. Because most of the local housing have 
only small back yards as play / recreational areas, and as a result the Park at 
times becomes too full to be safely used. and residents are also concerned about the 
lack of green open space here.  

The local West Hove Schools have a small Catchments area, and local parents are 
naturally very concerned on the impact that any family housing, will 
detrimentally effect their children's education, re placement at their local schools; 
The vast majority of housing here is Terraced with no off Road Parking, this alone 
leads to traffic / parking congestion, which is compounded by the fact that because 
of the existing Railway Line to the North, this area is for the most part a cull-de-sac, 
indeed two roads from school road re Bolsover Road is a far as can be travelled 



West. 

Many of the Roads in the area are very narrow and so become traffic congested very 
quickly, Marmion Road by the Schools/ School Road area regularly becomes 
congested with schools and other traffic, and poses both vehicle and pedestrian 
road traffic parking safety issues, indeed there have been in the past when the 
Schools Road Industrial estate / offices were in full use and so under more traffic 
pressure, there was serious road rage / parking incidents, any more full time 
traffic development of school road should take account of this, and also that any 
required equality duties are fully implemented, including those regarding the elderly 
and less able who do become isolated.  

Perhaps now is the time to take stock and acknowledge, that there is no where else 
in the City that suffers our combined inbuilt disadvantages and that we are in fact 
unique in this respect, so that instead of the piecemeal development that is causing 
so many problems here.  

That this area is now given it's Own Local Plan that fully takes into account all future 
Proposed Development, Based On Proper Consultation, and True Sustainability, 
Fairness. and Equality.  

Yours sincerely, 

Derek Rist. 

Chair; Marmion Road Residents' Association. 
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LDF Team 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
Room 407-410 
2nd Floor 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
Hove 
BN3 3BQ 

14th March 2013 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 – Proposed Submission Version (February 2013) 

Further to the Draft City Plan being issued for consultation on 25th February, we write to object to the 
document on grounds of soundness.   

Whilst we recognise the considerable amount of work which the Council has undertaken in preparing 
the City Plan, there is a substantial risk that the document could be declared unsound by a Planning 
Inspector.  It is vital for the future of the City that the Plan is robust and complies with the 
requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework.  As such, we request that the Council’s 
approach to housing land supply and other issues set out in this letter is reviewed before submission 
to the Secretary of State. 

Housing Land Supply 

The Draft City Plan identifies a housing requirement of 15,800 new homes by 2030 but only plans to 
provide for a minimum of 11,300.  This target is based on the estimated capacity of the City rather 
than actual housing need.  Such an approach is wholly inconsistent with paragraph 47 of the NPPF 
which requires local planning authorities to: 

“Use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plans meet the full, objectively assessed 
needs for market and affordable housing…”    

The capacity-led approach adopted by the City Plan directly conflicts with paragraph 182 of the 
Framework which requires plans to be consistent with national policy and to be positively prepared in 
order to be sound.  This conflict was acknowledged in the BHCC Policy & Resources Committee 
agenda for the meeting on 31st January 2013 which stated: 
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“The fact that the city’s housing delivery target does not match the assessed full level of 
housing requirement is a soundness risk to the City Plan.  The Council has sought to 
minimise this risk by undertaking its ‘duty to cooperate’ with the city’s neighbouring local 
authorities.”  
 
However, the Duty to Cooperate Compliance Statement (Feb 2013) concludes that agreement could 
not be reached with neighbouring authorities to accommodate the unmet housing need outside of the 
City.  Whilst the City Council has sought to cooperate with other authorities, the identified housing 
need continues to be unmet.  As such, the City Plan fails to provide the level of housing required 
unless it is amended.   
 
Whilst the physical constraints of the city are acknowledged, the ability to meet the identified need 
with taller developments does not appear to have been reviewed as part of the City Plan process 
(the last tall buildings review was carried out in 2003).  There are also a number of vacant 
employment premises (including 600,000ft2 of empty office floorspace) which could be put to more 
effective use.  We therefore request that a further review of potential sites is carried out in light of the 
planned under-provision of housing.   
 
Officers will no doubt be aware of draft Local Plans prepared by other Local Authorities which have 
been rejected or suspended by the Secretary of State on the basis that housing targets had not been 
met (Rushcliffe Borough Council, Bath and North East Somerset Council, Lichfield Council etc).  For 
the benefit of the City and all stakeholders involved, we hope that this will not be the outcome with 
the draft Brighton & Hove City Plan.   
 
Paragraph 47 of the Framework also requires local planning authorities to identify a deliverable 5-
year housing land supply with an additional 5% buffer in order to provide a realistic prospect of 
achieving the planned supply. The Housing Trajectory on page 130 of the City Plan is based on the 
sites identified in the 2012 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment update.  Many of the 
sites relied upon do not meet the definition of deliverable as set out in Footnote 11 of the Framework 
(i.e. available now, in a suitable location and achievable within five years).  Examples of these 
include: 
 
Brighton Marina Inner Harbour (250 units) – This site does not have planning consent; 
 
Brighton Marina Outer Harbour (500 units) – Whilst this permission was technically commenced in 
2009, it remains largely unimplemented;  
 
Preston Barracks (300 units) – Despite being allocated for redevelopment in the 2005 Local Plan, 
the site has failed to be delivered and does not have planning consent; 
 
Circus Street (160 units) – Despite being allocated in the 2005 Local Plan, the site has failed to 
deliver and does not have planning consent; 
 
Decon Laboratories (28 units) – Is not allocated for development and does not have planning 
permission; 
 
Toads Hole Valley (350 units) – Is not allocated in an adopted development plan and does not 
have planning consent; 
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King Alfred (100 units) – Despite being allocated for redevelopment in the 2005 Local Plan, the site 
has failed to deliver and does not have planning consent. 
 
Edward Street Police station (80 units) – Is not allocated in an adopted development plan and 
does not have planning permission. 
 
Anston House – Is not allocated in an adopted development plan and does not have planning 
permission. 
 
The lack of a genuinely deliverable 5 year housing land supply conflicts with the requirements set out 
in paragraph 47 of the Framework and further underlines the need for an additional housing/tall 
buildings review.  For this reason also the City Plan is unsound. 
 
Student Accommodation 
 
The Student Housing & Houses in Multiple Occupation Assessment (December 2011) acknowledges 
that the Universities of Sussex and Brighton have approximately 37,000 students, including 5,200 
international students from 150 different countries. These figures are expected to increase 
gradually over the coming years.  The Assessment states that the supply of purpose built student 
accommodation has not matched the expansion of the student population with only 5183 
purpose-built bed spaces currently in university halls. It goes on to add: 

“…there is expected to be a continuing significant shortfall of bed spaces in purpose built 
student accommodation even allowing for recent developments, and those being 
considered, in the city.” 

 
City Plan Policy CP21 (Student Accommodation and Houses in Multiple Occupation) identifies five 
sites suitable for student accommodation which would provide 2192 bed spaces.  This number of 
bed spaces would not solve the substantial shortfall identified in the Assessment.  Whilst CP21 
allows for other sites to be developed for student accommodation, the policy is a particularly difficult 
one to satisfy.   
 
The requirement to have the support of one of the city’s two Universities or other existing educational 
establishments could unnecessarily restrict developments being approved.  Firstly, the Universities 
require developments to comply with their own lower price structures which don’t allow for higher 
spec accommodation (thereby limiting market choice).  Secondly, the Universities are themselves 
developers of student accommodation and will not always support proposals on competitor sites.   
 
Whilst sites with genuine residential potential should be protected in order to meet the identified 
housing need, Policy CP21 states that purpose-built student accommodation will not be supported 
on sites with either extant planning permission for residential development or identified as potential 
housing sites (i.e. in the SHLAA).  This part of the policy needs to be relaxed or deleted in order to 
allow sites to be assessed on an individual basis in terms of viability and other determining factors.  
Furthermore, if landowners are aware that nominating sites as part of the SHLAA process would 
restrict them from being considered for student accommodation, it may reduce the number of 
potential housing sites coming forward.  
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The removal of criteria 6 and 7 from Policy CP21 would mean that this part of the City Plan would 
meet the test for being positively prepared and should help to increase the number of student bed 
spaces available in the City.   
 
The increase in purpose-built accommodation will help to reduce the reliance on traditional 
housing stock, thereby helping to release family accommodation in the long term.   It 
could also help to reduce the over-concentration of student housing and improve the social 
problems in wards such as Hanover, Moulsecoomb, Bevendean, St Peters and North Laine. 
 
Employment Land 
 
Policy CP3 (Employment Land) seeks to safeguard land within the B1, B2 and B8 Use Classes in 
order to support job creation.  Whilst the thrust of this policy is supported, it resists other uses which 
provide skilled employment such as medical consulting rooms and educational uses (D1).  The 
policy should support such uses on an equal basis without having to demonstrate redundancy in the 
first instance.  These changes would again help to demonstrate that the City Plan has been prepared 
positively and would avoid the unnecessary refusal of planning consent which has so often been 
associated with adopted Local Plan Policies EM3 & EM5.                
   
Conclusions 
 
The draft City Plan currently has significant elements which are not consistent with the NPPF and/or 
have not been positively prepared.  We trust that these areas can be reviewed accordingly in order 
to minimise the prospects of the Secretary of State concluding that the Plan is unsound.   
 
If you would like to discuss these issues further, please contact Paul Burgess MRTPI on 01273 
413700. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
Lewis & Co Planning 
 
paul@lewisplanning.co.uk 
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From: Pat Randall [pat.randall@eastsussex.gov.uk]

Sent: 19 March 2013 10:59

To: LDF

Subject: Brighton & Hove Submission City Plan (Part 1); Representations at Publication Stage 
Consultation

20/03/2013

Please find below comments regarding the Shoreham Port section of the City Plan - paragraph 3.109 - on 

behalf of East Sussex County Council. 

At present the text only refers to joint guidance being prepared and doesn’t actually say that the mechanism 
for safeguarding capacity within the Port is to be considered in detail in the JAAP.  This should be clarified 

along with the following minor amendments to the paragraph (in red): 

“3.109 The Port is important regionally for the landing, processing and handling of minerals and as such 

mineral wharf facilities are safeguarded under "Policy WMP15 - Safeguarding railheads and wharves" of the 
East Sussex, South Downs and Brighton & Hove Waste and Minerals Plan (adopted February 2013). As a 
result development proposals affecting minerals wharves are required to demonstrate that there is no net loss 
of capacity for handling minerals within the port. A similar policy is likely to be included within the emerging 

West Sussex Minerals Local Plan. The two waste mineral planning authorities are currently preparing 
guidance in liaison with the Port Authority to set out clearly what the implications of the policy are and what is 

required of applicants as part of the planning process.”  

Please note that this is an Officer comment which has not been considered by the County Council. 

Pat Randall 
Principal Planner (Minerals policy) 
Economy, Transport and Environment Department, East Sussex County Council, County Hall, St Anne's 
Crescent, Lewes, East Sussex, BN7 1UE 
Email: pat.randall@eastsussex.gov.uk Direct Dial: 01273 336310 

This message is intended for the use of the addressee only and may 
contain confidential or privileged information. If you have received it in 
error please notify the sender and destroy it. You may not use it or copy 
it to anyone else. 

E-mail is not a secure communications medium. Please be aware of this 
when replying. All communications sent to or from the County Council 
may be subject to recording and/or monitoring in accordance with  
relevant legislation. 

Although East Sussex County Council has taken steps to ensure that this 
e-mail and any attachments are virus free, we can take no responsibility 
if a virus is actually present and you are advised to ensure that the 
appropriate checks are made. 

You can visit our website at http://www.eastsussex.gov.uk 
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From: Pat Randall [pat.randall@eastsussex.gov.uk]

Sent: 08 April 2013 10:32

To: LDF

Cc: Steve Tremlett; Ian Blake

Subject: Brighton & Hove Submission City Plan (Part 1); Representations at Publication Stage Consultation

09/04/2013

Please find below a further comment made on behalf of East Sussex County Council regarding policy CP3 in the City 

Plan. 

The Waste and Minerals Plan for East Sussex, South Downs and Brighton & Hove (adopted February 2013) seeks 
to identify sustainable locations for waste development.  In particular, policy WMP 7b details certain criteria of land 
where preference will be given to waste development. These include general industrial land including general 
industrial estates, and employment land (B2/B8 uses). 

Point 3 of policy CP3 (Employment Land) in the City Plan states that sui generis uses appropriate in nature to an 
industrial estate location will be acceptable on a series of named industrial estates.  Point 5 of CP3 states that 
unallocated sites or premises in employment use (Use Classes B1- B8) will not be released to other uses unless the 
site or premises can be demonstrated to be both redundant and incapable of meeting the needs of modern 

employment uses (B1-B8).   

We would wish to see both the Waste and Minerals Plan and the City Plan to be complementary with respect to 
providing for waste management uses.  We therefore seek clarification that the sites listed in policy CP3 could also 
be considered for sui generis uses such as waste. As it stands they would have to be demonstrably redundant for 

standard employment use before waste management uses could be considered. 

Please note that this is an Officer comment which has not been considered by Members of the County Council. 

Pat Randall 
Principal Planner (policy) 
Economy, Transport and Environment Department, East Sussex County Council, County Hall, St Anne's Crescent, 
Lewes, East Sussex, BN7 1UE 
Email: pat.randall@eastsussex.gov.uk Direct Dial: 01273 336310 

This message is intended for the use of the addressee only and may 
contain confidential or privileged information. If you have received it in 
error please notify the sender and destroy it. You may not use it or copy 
it to anyone else. 

E-mail is not a secure communications medium. Please be aware of this 
when replying. All communications sent to or from the County Council  
may be subject to recording and/or monitoring in accordance with  
relevant legislation. 

Although East Sussex County Council has taken steps to ensure that this 
e-mail and any attachments are virus free, we can take no responsibility 
if a virus is actually present and you are advised to ensure that the 
appropriate checks are made. 

You can visit our website at http://www.eastsussex.gov.uk 
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LDF Team 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
Room 407-410 
2nd Floor 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
Hove 
BN3 3BQ 27 March 2013 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 – Proposed Submission Version (February 2013) 

This letter is submitted on behalf of Zise Limited, owners of the former Buxtons Site at 27 to 33 
Ditchling Road.  

Further to the Draft City Plan being issued for consultation on 25th February, we write to object to the 
document on grounds of soundness.   

Please also note that an earlier objection to the first draft of the City Plan was submitted by Zise Ltd 
last year, and that the Proposed Submission Version of the Plan does not resolve those earlier 
representations (which asked for the Buxtons site to be specifically allocated as a student housing 
site). 

Student Accommodation 

The Student Housing & Houses in Multiple Occupation Concentration Assessment (December 2011) 
acknowledges that the Universities of Sussex and Brighton have approximately 37,000 students, 
including 5,200 international students from 150 different countries. These figures are expected to 
increase gradually over the coming years.  It should be noted that the Assessment does not consider 
the number of foreign language school students who also make up such an important part of the 
City’s economy. The Assessment states that the supply of purpose built student accommodation has 
not matched the expansion of the ( u n i v e r s i t y )  student population with only 5183 purpose-
built bed spaces currently in university halls. It goes on to add: 
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“…there is expected to be a continuing significant shortfall of bed spaces in purpose built 
student accommodation even allowing for recent developments, and those being 
considered, in the city.” 

 
City Plan Policy CP21 (Student Accommodation and Houses in Multiple Occupation) identifies five 
sites suitable for student accommodation which would provide 2192 bed spaces.  This number of 
bed spaces would not solve the substantial shortfall identified in the Assessment.  Nor does the 
number of proposed student accommodation spaces take account of demand for other types of 
students - - for example language students that make a significant contribution to the City’s 
economy.  An earlier objection by Zise asked for the Buxtons site to be included in the policy, and 
this request is repeated in this letter. 
 
Whilst CP21 allows for other sites to be developed for student accommodation, the policy is a 
particularly difficult one to satisfy.   
 
The requirement to have the support of one of the city’s two Universities or other existing educational 
establishments (part 6 of the policy) could unnecessarily restrict developments being approved.  
Firstly, the Universities require developments to comply with their own lower price structures which 
don’t allow for higher spec accommodation (thereby limiting market choice).  Secondly, the 
Universities are themselves developers of student accommodation and will not always support 
proposals on competitor sites.   
 
Whilst sites with genuine residential potential should be protected in order to meet the identified 
housing need, part 7 of Policy CP21 states that purpose-built student accommodation will not be 
supported on sites with either extant planning permission for residential development or identified as 
potential housing sites (i.e. in the SHLAA).  The policy is not positively prepared, as: 
 
-  it ignores the financial viability of sites:  just because a site has the benefit of a planning 

permission  does not mean that the permission can be implemented.  The policy must have 
a test to allow for viability issues to be considered.  (“Viability” is already a material 
consideration and so should be taken into account under the provisions of Section 38(6) of 
the Planning and Compulsory Act 2004. However our experience so far is that the council’s 
planning officers are not taking viability into account in development control decisions 
relating to student housing.) 

 
-  it actually could hinder the supply of housing, as landowners may be reluctant to consider 

the possibility of advancing sites  for housing if they might in effect blight the sites’ potential 
for other purposes 

 
-  it ignores the fact that some sites may be better served as student housing owing to their 

location relative to residential institutions 
 
-  it ignores that the there may be other needs for the development of sites (for example, 

regeneration, community benefit or conservation area improvements) that will not be 
satisfied if sites lay vacant because of historical grants of planning permission or allocations 
in SHLAAs 

 



Lewis & Co Planning 
town planning consultants   

 

 

 

-  given that SHLAAs are very generic documents that by necessity do not look at individual 
sites in greater detail, there can be no realistic basis for using a site’s inclusion in a SHLAA 
to prevent alternative development. 

 
 
The removal of criteria 6 and 7 from Policy CP21 would mean that this part of the City Plan would 
meet the test for being positively prepared and should help to increase the number of student bed 
spaces available in the City.   
 
 
The increase in purpose-built accommodation will help to reduce the reliance on traditional 
housing stock, thereby helping to release family accommodation in the long term.   It 
could also help to reduce the over-concentration of student housing evident in certain wards, as 
well as increasing the student population in other areas which currently have social problems, and 
could benefit from an increase in a young and vibrant population.   
        
 
Conclusions 
 
The draft City Plan currently has significant elements which are not consistent with the NPPF and/or 
have not been positively prepared.  We trust that these areas can be reviewed accordingly in order 
to minimise the prospects of the Secretary of State concluding that the Plan is unsound.   
 
If you would like to discuss these issues further, please contact Simon Bareham MRTPI on 01273 
413700. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

STB 
 
Lewis & Co Planning 
 
simon@lewisplanning.co.uk 
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Brighton & Hove City Council 
Room 407-410 
2nd Floor 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
Hove 
BN3 3BQ 27 March 2013 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 – Proposed Submission Version (February 2013) 

This letter is submitted on behalf of WP Properties Ltd. 

Further to the Draft City Plan being issued for consultation on 25th February, we write to object to the 
document on grounds of soundness.   

Student Accommodation 

The Student Housing & Houses in Multiple Occupation Concentration Assessment (December 2011) 
acknowledges that the Universities of Sussex and Brighton have approximately 37,000 students, 
including 5,200 international students from 150 different countries. These figures are expected to 
increase gradually over the coming years.  It should be noted that the Assessment does not consider 
the number of foreign language school students who also make up such an important part of the 
City’s economy. The Assessment states that the supply of purpose built student accommodation has 
not matched the expansion of the ( u n i v e r s i t y )  student population with only 5183 purpose-
built bed spaces currently in university halls. It goes on to add: 

“…there is expected to be a continuing significant shortfall of bed spaces in purpose built 
student accommodation even allowing for recent developments, and those being 
considered, in the city.” 
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City Plan Policy CP21 (Student Accommodation and Houses in Multiple Occupation) identifies five 
sites suitable for student accommodation which would provide 2192 bed spaces.  This number of 
bed spaces would not solve the substantial shortfall identified in the Assessment.  Nor does the 
number of proposed student accommodation spaces take account of demand for other types of 
students  - for example language students that make a significant contribution to the City’s economy.   
 
Whilst CP21 allows for other sites to be developed for student accommodation, the policy is a 
particularly difficult one to satisfy.   
 
The requirement to have the support of one of the city’s two Universities or other existing educational 
establishments (part 6 of the policy) could unnecessarily restrict developments being approved.  
Firstly, the Universities require developments to comply with their own lower price structures which 
don’t allow for higher spec accommodation (thereby limiting market choice).  Secondly, the 
Universities are themselves developers of student accommodation and will not always support 
proposals on competitor sites.   
 
Whilst sites with genuine residential potential should be protected in order to meet the identified 
housing need, part 7 of Policy CP21 states that purpose-built student accommodation will not be 
supported on sites with either extant planning permission for residential development or identified as 
potential housing sites (i.e. in the SHLAA).  The policy is not positively prepared, as: 
 
-  it ignores the financial viability of sites:  just because a site has the benefit of a planning 

permission  does not mean that the permission can be implemented.  The policy must have 
a test to allow for viability issues to be considered.  (“Viability” is already a material 
consideration and so should be taken into account under the provisions of Section 38(6) of 
the Planning and Compulsory Act 2004. However our experience so far is that the council’s 
planning officers are not taking viability into account in development control decisions 
relating to student housing.) 

 
-  it actually could hinder the supply of housing, as landowners may be reluctant to consider 

the possibility of advancing sites  for housing if they might in effect blight the sites’ potential 
for other purposes 

 
-  it ignores the fact that some sites may be better served as student housing owing to their 

location relative to residential institutions 
 
-  it ignores that the there may be other needs for the development of sites (for example, 

regeneration, community benefit or conservation area improvements) that will not be 
satisfied if sites lay vacant because of historical grants of planning permission or allocations 
in SHLAAs 

 
-  given that SHLAAs are very generic documents that by necessity do not look at individual 

sites in greater detail, there can be no realistic basis for using a site’s inclusion in a SHLAA 
to prevent alternative development. 

 
 
The removal of criteria 6 and 7 from Policy CP21 would mean that this part of the City Plan would 
meet the test for being positively prepared and should help to increase the number of student bed 
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spaces available in the City.   
 
 
The increase in purpose-built accommodation will help to reduce the reliance on traditional 
housing stock, thereby helping to release family accommodation in the long term.   It 
could also help to reduce the over-concentration of student housing evident in certain wards, as 
well as increasing the student population in other areas which currently have social problems, and 
could benefit from an increase in a young and vibrant population.   
        
 
Conclusions 
 
The draft City Plan currently has significant elements which are not consistent with the NPPF and/or 
have not been positively prepared.  We trust that these areas can be reviewed accordingly in order 
to minimise the prospects of the Secretary of State concluding that the Plan is unsound.   
 
If you would like to discuss these issues further, please contact Simon Bareham MRTPI on 01273 
413700. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

STB 
 
Lewis & Co Planning 
 
simon@lewisplanning.co.uk 
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LDF Team 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
Room 407-410 
2nd Floor 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
Hove 
BN3 3BQ 27 March 2013 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 – Proposed Submission Version (February 2013) 

This letter is submitted on behalf of Colin Brace. 

Further to the Draft City Plan being issued for consultation on 25th February, we write to object to the 
document on grounds of soundness.   

Student Accommodation 

The Student Housing & Houses in Multiple Occupation Concentration Assessment (December 2011) 
acknowledges that the Universities of Sussex and Brighton have approximately 37,000 students, 
including 5,200 international students from 150 different countries. These figures are expected to 
increase gradually over the coming years.  It should be noted that the Assessment does not consider 
the number of foreign language school students who also make up such an important part of the 
City’s economy. The Assessment states that the supply of purpose built student accommodation has 
not matched the expansion of the ( u n i v e r s i t y )  student population with only 5183 purpose-
built bed spaces currently in university halls. It goes on to add: 

“…there is expected to be a continuing significant shortfall of bed spaces in purpose built 
student accommodation even allowing for recent developments, and those being 
considered, in the city.” 

Respondent 8



Lewis & Co Planning 
town planning consultants   

 

 

 

City Plan Policy CP21 (Student Accommodation and Houses in Multiple Occupation) identifies five 
sites suitable for student accommodation which would provide 2192 bed spaces.  This number of 
bed spaces would not solve the substantial shortfall identified in the Assessment.  Nor does the 
number of proposed student accommodation spaces take account of demand for other types of 
students  - for example language students that make a significant contribution to the City’s economy.   
 
Whilst CP21 allows for other sites to be developed for student accommodation, the policy is a 
particularly difficult one to satisfy.   
 
The requirement to have the support of one of the city’s two Universities or other existing educational 
establishments (part 6 of the policy) could unnecessarily restrict developments being approved.  
Firstly, the Universities require developments to comply with their own lower price structures which 
don’t allow for higher spec accommodation (thereby limiting market choice).  Secondly, the 
Universities are themselves developers of student accommodation and will not always support 
proposals on competitor sites.   
 
Whilst sites with genuine residential potential should be protected in order to meet the identified 
housing need, part 7 of Policy CP21 states that purpose-built student accommodation will not be 
supported on sites with either extant planning permission for residential development or identified as 
potential housing sites (i.e. in the SHLAA).  The policy is not positively prepared, as: 
 
-  it ignores the financial viability of sites:  just because a site has the benefit of a planning 

permission  does not mean that the permission can be implemented.  The policy must have 
a test to allow for viability issues to be considered.  (“Viability” is already a material 
consideration and so should be taken into account under the provisions of Section 38(6) of 
the Planning and Compulsory Act 2004. However our experience so far is that the council’s 
planning officers are not taking viability into account in development control decisions 
relating to student housing.) 

 
-  it actually could hinder the supply of housing, as landowners may be reluctant to consider 

the possibility of advancing sites  for housing if they might in effect blight the sites’ potential 
for other purposes 

 
-  it ignores the fact that some sites may be better served as student housing owing to their 

location relative to residential institutions 
 
-  it ignores that the there may be other needs for the development of sites (for example, 

regeneration, community benefit or conservation area improvements) that will not be 
satisfied if sites lay vacant because of historical grants of planning permission or allocations 
in SHLAAs 

 
-  given that SHLAAs are very generic documents that by necessity do not look at individual 

sites in greater detail, there can be no realistic basis for using a site’s inclusion in a SHLAA 
to prevent alternative development. 

 
 
The removal of criteria 6 and 7 from Policy CP21 would mean that this part of the City Plan would 
meet the test for being positively prepared and should help to increase the number of student bed 
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spaces available in the City.   
 
 
The increase in purpose-built accommodation will help to reduce the reliance on traditional 
housing stock, thereby helping to release family accommodation in the long term.   It 
could also help to reduce the over-concentration of student housing evident in certain wards, as 
well as increasing the student population in other areas which currently have social problems, and 
could benefit from an increase in a young and vibrant population.   
        
 
Conclusions 
 
The draft City Plan currently has significant elements which are not consistent with the NPPF and/or 
have not been positively prepared.  We trust that these areas can be reviewed accordingly in order 
to minimise the prospects of the Secretary of State concluding that the Plan is unsound.   
 
If you would like to discuss these issues further, please contact Simon Bareham MRTPI on 01273 
413700. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

STB 
 
Lewis & Co Planning 
 
simon@lewisplanning.co.uk 
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11th April 2013  
 
D ear S ir/M adam 
 
Brighton & Hove Draft City Plan Part 1 (Proposed Submission Draft - February 2013) 
Policy CP21 (Student Accommodation & Houses in Multiple Occupation) 
19 Dorset Gardens & Land to the rear of 19 Dorset Gardens, Brighton 
 
W e write on behalf of M r C olin B race in relation to land to the rear of 19  D orset G ardens and D raft 
P olicy C P 21 (S tudent Accommodation & H ouses in M ultiple Occupation).  This submission 
concludes that the draft C ity P lan is unsound and P olicy C P 21 needs to be amended in order to 
address the shortfall of student bed spaces and support the academic sector accordingly.  

 
Student Accommodation 
           
The B H C C  S tudent H ousing & H ouses in M ultiple Occupation Assessment (D ecember 2011) 
acknowledges that the Universities of S ussex and B righton have approximately 3 7 ,000 students, 
including 5,200 international students from 150 different countries. These figures are expected to 
increase gradually over the coming years. 
 
The Assessment states that the supply of purpose built student accommodation has not matched the 
expansion of the student population with only 518 3  purpose built bed spaces currently in 
university halls. It goes on to add: 
 
“…there is expected to be a continuing significant shortfall of bed spaces in purpose built 
student accommodation even allowing for recent developments, and those being 
considered, in the city.” 
 
The Assessment sets out a number of priorities including the following: 
 
“Promote and enable the appropriate development of purpose built student 
accommodation at suitable locations within the city.” 
 
 



 
 
 

 

 

 

W hilst the Universities aim to provide accommodation for all new undergraduates, they are req uired 
to move into private accommodation after the first year of study.  The majority of students (circa 
3 1,8 00) reside in traditional housing stock in the city. 
 
In addition to University students, accommodation is also req uired for longer term language school 
students (i.e. those attending one/two year courses).  These courses represent a key growth sector 
in the city in terms of both education and tourism.   
 
The number of foreign students seeking a university education taught in E nglish is increasing and 
according to Unesco will continue to increase.  Furthermore, the number of mid-tier and stronger 
universities will attract more international students in the coming years. It is believed that B righton 
and S ussex Universities will be part of that attraction but only if they can provide suitable 
accommodation.   
 
Draft Policy CP21 
 
S trategic Objective S O21 in the D raft C ity P lan states that the plan will assist in the long term 
planning of higher and further education establishments in order to ensure they play a full part in the 
city’s economic, social and environmental development.  However, the P lan only seeks to provide 
circa 2200 new student bed spaces on five identified sites (V arley H alls, P reston B arracks, P elham 
S treet, C ircus S treet and the University of S ussex E ast S lope).  These sites would only provide a 
small proportion of the number req uired as set out in the S tudent H ousing & H ouses in M ultiple 
Occupation Assessment leaving a shortfall of 29 ,000 bed spaces which would need to be located 
within existing housing stock.  Furthermore, several of the sites allocated have been the subject of 
redevelopment plans for many years and will take a significant time to come forward.  As such, the 
C ity P lan has not been positively prepared in this respect and could be declared unsound.   
 
W hilst P olicy C P 21 allows for purpose built student accommodation on unidentified sites, the 
q ualification criteria listed are difficult to satisfy and could stymie new student accommodation 
schemes being approved.   
 
The requirement to have the support of one of the city’s two Universities or other existing educational 
establishments could unnecessarily restrict developments being approved.  Firstly, the Universities 
req uire developments to comply with their own lower price structures which don’t allow for higher 
spec accommodation (thereby limiting market choice).  S econdly, the Universities are themselves 
developers of student accommodation and will not always support proposals on competitor sites.    
 
P olicy C P 21 states that purpose-built student accommodation will not be supported on sites with 
either extant planning permission for residential development or sites identified in the S trategic 
H ousing L and Availability Assessment.  If landowners are aware that nominating sites as part of the 
S H L AA process would restrict them from being considered for student accommodation, it may hinder 
the number of potential housing sites coming forward (thereby adding to the housing shortage rather 
than helping to address it).  Furthermore, criteria 7  of C P 21 does not allow for situations where 
planning permissions for housing are extant but have not been implemented for reasons such as 
financial viability.  W here this is the case, alternative uses such as student accommodation should 
be considered.    



 
 
 

 

 

 

 
The removal of criteria 6  and 7  from P olicy C P 21 would mean that a greater number of student 
developments would come forward, thereby helping to meet the identified need and supporting the 
higher and further education growth sectors.  These changes will help to improve the soundness of 
the C ity P lan on the basis that it would be more positively prepared.   
 
19 Dorset Gardens & Land to the R ear of 19 Dorset Gardens 
 
P lanning consent for the redevelopment of 19  D orset G ardens (and the land to the rear) for two 
houses and three flats was renewed on 10th J anuary 2013  (B H 2011/03 07 6 ).  The owners of the 
property are currently reviewing the viability and funding for this development and are considering 
the potential for student accommodation as an alternative option.  H owever, P olicy C P 21 would 
currently stop such an option coming forward.  Furthermore, it encourages the owners to allow the 
current permission to lapse before pursuing alternative developments.  The policy would therefore 
result in sites such as this sitting vacant and delaying development coming forward.  As such, P olicy 
C P 21 cannot be considered ‘positive’ or consistent with national policies as set out on the N P P F.    
 
W e hope that officers agree with the suggested amendments set out in this correspondence and 
amend the wording of the D raft C ity P lan accordingly.   
 
If you req uire further information, please contact P aul B urgess M R TP I on 0127 3  4 13 7 00. 
 
Y ours sincerely 
 
 
 
L ewis & C o P lanning 
 
paul@ lewisplanning.co.uk 
 



125 Old Broad Street  
London 

EC2N 2BQ 
UK 

Telephone: +44 20 3296 3000 
Facsimile: +44 20 3296 3100 

www.dtz.com

Planning Policy 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
Kings House 
Grand Avenue 
Hove 
BN3 2LS 

Email:  claire.davies@dtz.com 
Direct Tel:  +44 20 3296 3121 
Direct Fax: +44 20 3296 3100 

Your Ref:   
Our Ref: 13095C00 

27th March 2013 

A list of directors’ names is open to inspection at the above address 
DTZ Debenham Tie Leung Limited Registered in England No 2757768 
Registered office 125 Old Broad Street London EC2N 2BQ Page 1 of 3 

Dear Sir/ Madam, 

ROYAL MAIL GROUP REPRESENTATIONS: 
BRIGHTON & HOVE SUBMISSION DRAFT CITY PLAN (PART 1) (FEBRUARY 2013) 

We are instructed by Royal Mail Group ltd (Royal Mail) to submit representations to Brighton & Hove City 
Council in response to the Submission Draft City Plan (Part 1) (February 2013). 

Background 

Royal Mail, formerly Consignia plc, is the successor to the former statutory corporation, The Post 
Office.  Although its management operates independently, Royal Mail is wholly owned by the Government 
through the Secretary of State for Business, Innovation and Skills.  Its services are regulated by Ofcom.  Its 
letters business, Royal Mail, is the operator of universal postal functions through the Royal Mail letterpost 
delivery and collections services, handling letters, postal packets and high value (registered) packets.  Royal 
Mail Group also operates Parcelforce Worldwide, which is a parcels carrier.  Post Office Limited (a “sister” 
company to Royal Mail) operates the national network of post offices and sub post offices. 

The United Kingdom letter post business has been fully liberalised since the Postal Services Act 2000 and 
Royal Mail now operates in a highly competitive market place.  As such, it effectively operates like any other 
business and is continually seeking to find ways to improve the efficiency of its business (e.g. increased 
automation) and respond to the changes in communications technology (e.g. email and internet).  Put 
simply, the nature of the mail industry has, and continues to change and Royal Mail’s real estate needs to 
response accordingly. 

Royal Mail Properties 

Royal Mail has a statutory duty to provide efficient mail sorting and delivery services for the administrative 
area of Brighton & Hove.  The following freehold Royal Mail properties are located in Brighton and Hove: 

 Hove Delivery Office, 88 Denmark Villas, Hove, BN3 3UG

 Portslade Delivery Office, 39-41 Boundary Road, Brighton, BN41 1AA

 Rottingdean Delivery Office, Nevill Road, Brighton, BN2 7JQ

 Brighton Delivery Office/ Office/ Industrial, 62 North Road, Brighton, BN1 1AA

Respondent 9
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Policy Considerations 
 
Our representations set out in this letter accord with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012) 
which “provides a presumption in favour of sustainable development” from which we consider the following 
to be of particular relevance: 
 

 That plan-making should “positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their 
area…with sufficient flexibility to adapt [to] rapid change, unless: 

 Any adverse impact of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits” 
(paragraph 14); 

 That planning should “encourage and not act as an impediment to sustainable growth.  Therefore 
significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth through the planning 
system.  To help achieve economic growth, local planning authorities should plan proactively to 
meet the development needs of business and support an economy fit for the 21st century” 
(paragraphs 19-20); 

 That planning policy should “support existing business sectors, taking account of whether they are 
expanding or contracting…policies should be flexible enough to accommodate needs not anticipated 
in the plan and to allow a rapid response to changes in economic circumstances” (paragraph 21); 
and 

 “Plans should protect and exploit opportunities for the use of sustainable transport modes for the 
movement of goods or people.  Therefore, developments should be located and designed where 
practical to accommodate the efficient delivery of goods and supplies” (paragraph 35). 
 

Previous Representations 
 
On 21st September 2010, Royal Mail’s previous advisors, BNP Paribas, responded to the Brighton and Hove 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) Call for Sites (2010) and put forward all of the 
above freehold properties as potential development sites.  On 20 July 2012, BNP Paribas submitted 
representations to the Draft City Plan Part One Consultation 2012.  On 15 January 2013, DTZ responded to 
the proposed Rottingdean Neighbourhood Area designation.  
 
These representations (particularly those submitted on 20 July 2012) remain valid and we request that in 
addition to this letter, they are taken forward as part of the on-going plan preparation.  Copies of these 
representations are enclosed with this letter for ease of reference. 
 
Representations 
 
We note that the Submission Draft City Plan (Part 1) currently on consultation includes the same 
designations for Hove Delivery Office, Portslade Delivery Office and Brighton Delivery Office as in the Draft 
City Plan Part One Consultation 2012. 
 
We consider that the allocation of these delivery offices for redevelopment for residential use (potentially 
as part of individual mixed use schemes) may be appropriate in the context of the surrounding uses, in 
accordance with the requirement of the National Planning Policy Framework for the development of 
sustainable communities. 
 
However, we reiterate the representations submitted by BNP Paribas on 20 July 2012 and formally request 
that the supporting policy or text to these allocations explicitly states that the relocation/re-provision of 
Royal Mail’s operations is essential prior to redevelopment of the sites.  This will ensure that Royal Mail’s 
operations will not be prejudiced and that they can continue to comply with their statutory duty to 
maintain a ‘universal service’ for the UK pursuant to the Postal Services Act 2000. 
 
Furthermore, in order for these sites to be brought forward for redevelopment, relocation will need to be 
viable for and commercially attractive to Royal Mail. 
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The proceeds from the disposal of the sites will need to yield both sufficient value to fund the purchase and 
fit-out of new sites and the relocation of Royal Mail’s operations thereto.  There will also need to be a 
commercial attractiveness that would incentivise the business to relocate the operations.  In addition, it 
would be essential that any new facility is provided prior to the demolition of that existing, to ensure Royal 
Mail’s continuity of service. 

The alteration to Part 5 of draft Policy CP3 requested by BNP Paribas in their letter of 20 July 2012 has not 
been made. 

In this respect, we reiterate this formal request that Part 5 of draft Policy CP3 should allow further 
flexibility for employment sites to come forward for redevelopment for alternative uses, where appropriate 
as per Section 2.2 of BNP Paribas’ enclosed letter. 

We request the following amendment: 

“unallocated sites or premises in employment uses (Use Classes B1 – B8) will not  be released to 
other uses unless  be considered for redevelopment for alternative uses if the site or premises can 
be demonstrated to be both redundant and incapable of meeting the needs of modern employment 
uses (B1 – B8) or where suitable, viable and commercially attractive replacement employment 
premises can be provided elsewhere.  Where release  re-use/ redevelopment for alternative uses 
is permitted, the preference for re-use will be for alternative employment generating uses and/or 
residential development affordable housing (in accordance with CP20 Affordable Housing) will be 
considered by the Council”. 

Next Steps 

We formally request that these representations are taken into account in the preparation of the draft 
Submission Draft City Plan (Part 1). 

Royal Mail reserves the right to amend or supplement these representations at a later date if necessary. 

Royal Mail will continue to closely monitor plans for growth throughout Brighton & Hove and would 
welcome further discussion with the Council on the delivery of new infrastructure as the plans for the 
administrative area evolve.  

I trust that these representations are acceptable and would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt 
and keep me informed of future stages of the Submission Draft City Plan (Part 1) preparation.  

Yours faithfully, 

Claire Davies BA(Hons) MSc MRTPI 
Development Consulting, DTZ 

cc. Tony Haines Royal Mail Group 
Colin Galletly Royal Mail Group 
David Poole Royal Mail Group 

Enc. 



 
 

 

Lisa Bowden 
Senior Planner 
BNP Paribas Real Estate 
90 Chancery Lane 
London WC2A 1EU 
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Brighton & Hove City Council 
Room 407-410, 2nd Floor  
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
Hove 
East Sussex 
BN3 3BQ 
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Email: 
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21 September 2010 
 

Dear Sir or Madam 

REPRESENTATIONS TO THE BRIGHTON AND HOVE CITY COUNCIL STRATEGIC HOUSING 
LAND AVAILABILITY ASSESSMENT CONSULTATION 2010 

1 Introduction 

We are instructed by Royal Mail Group Limited (Royal Mail) to submit representations to the 
Brighton and Hove City Council Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) 2010.   

2 Background 
 
Royal Mail formerly Consignia Plc, is the successor to the former statutory corporation, The Post 
Office.  Although its management operates independently, Royal Mail is wholly owned by the 
Government through the Secretary of State for Business, Innovation and Skills.  Its services are 
regulated by the Postal Services Regulator, Postcomm.  Its letters business, Royal Mail is the 
operator of universal postal service functions through the Royal Mail letter post delivery and 
collection services handling letters, postal packets, and high value (registered) packets.  Royal Mail 
Group also operates Parcelforce Worldwide which is a parcels carrier.  Post Office Ltd (a wholly 
owned subsidiary of Royal Mail) operates the national network of post offices and sub post offices.  

 
The United Kingdom letter post business was fully liberalised in January 2006 by Postcomm and 
Royal Mail now operates in a highly competitive market place.  As such, it effectively operates like 
any other business and is continually seeking to find ways to improve the efficiency of its business 
(e.g. increased automation) and respond to the changes in communications technology (e.g. email 
and internet).  Put simply, the nature of the mail industry has and continues to change and Royal 
Mail’s real estate needs to respond accordingly.  

 
Royal Mail has a number of sites within the administrative boundary of Brighton and Hove City 
Council, including the following sites:  
 
■ Hove Delivery Office (DO)/Office (OFF), 88 Denmark Villas, Hove, BN3 3UG; 
■ Portslade Delivery Office (DO), 39 – 41 Boundary Road, Brighton, BN41 1AA; 
■ Rottingdean Delivery Office (DO), Nevill Road, Brighton, BN2 7JQ; and 
■ Brighton Delivery Office (DO)/Office (OFF)/Industrial (IND), 62 North Road, Brighton, BN1 1AA.   
 

3 Representations 
 
We set out below representations to the SHLAA 2010 Consultation in respect of the Royal Mail 
sites listed above.  We first describe each of the sites before setting out our policy justification.   
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3.1 Royal Mail’s Hove DO/OFF 
 
Royal Mail’s Hove DO/OFF is an operational site and located off Denmark Villas.  The site is 
located within close proximity to Hove train station and accessible by A270 (Old Shoreham Road) 
to the north, B2185 (The Drive) to the east and A2023 (Sackville Road) to the west.  Residential 
properties surround the site to the north, beyond the rail tracks and to the east, south and west.   
 
For Royal Mail’s site to come forward for development it will be essential to relocate or re-provide 
Royal Mail’s operations.  However, there are currently no plans or timescales for this.  
Notwithstanding, it is our opinion that the Hove DO/OFF site presents a good opportunity for 
redevelopment. 
 
We request  for Royal Mail’s Hove DO/OFF to be included in the Brighton and Hove City Council 
SHLAA 2010 and, as well, the emerging Site Allocations Development Plan Document (DPD) for 
mixed use development comprising residential, together with one or more of the following uses:  

 
■ student accommodation; 
■ commercial; 
■ retail;  
■ hotel; and/or 
■ leisure uses.  

 
We stress that the above list of non-residential uses is not exhaustive.   
 
Royal Mail’s Hove DO/OFF would be capable of accommodating 6 or more residential units and 
therefore should be included in the SHLAA 2010 report.   
 

3.2 Royal Mail’s Portslade DO 
 
Royal Mail’s Portslade DO is an operational site fronting onto the Portslade High Street on 
Boundary Road (B2194).  The site is in a highly accessible location with Portslade Station located 
to the north and the A270 (Old Shoreham Road) is situated to the far north.  Royal Mail’s Portslade 
DO is surrounded by residential properties to the north, east, south and west with mixed retail uses 
to the immediate to the east, south and west.   
 
For Royal Mail’s site to come forward for development it will be essential to relocate or re-provide 
Royal Mail’s operations.  However, there are currently no plans or timescales for this.  
Notwithstanding, it is our opinion that the Portslade DO site presents a good opportunity for 
redevelopment. 
 
We request  for Royal Mail’s Portslade DO to be included in the Brighton and Hove City Council 
SHLAA 2010 and, as well, the emerging Site Allocations DPD for mixed use development 
comprising residential, together with commercial and/or retail uses.  We stress that this list of non-
residential uses is not exhaustive.   
 
Royal Mail’s Portslade DO would be capable of accommodating 6 or more residential units and 
therefore should be included in the SHLAA 2010 report.   

 
3.3 Royal Mail’s Rottingdean DO 

 
Royal Mail’s Rottingdean DO is an operational site and located off Nevill Road to the west of 
Rottingdean High Street.  The site is accessible via the B2123 (Falmer Road) to the north east and 
A259 (Marine Drive) to the far south.  The site is surrounded by residential properties to the north, 
south and west.  To the east, a mix of retail uses front on to the High Street beyond which lies a 
recreational ground and further south the English Channel.  .    
 
For Royal Mail’s site to come forward for development it will be essential to relocate or re-provide 
Royal Mail’s operations.  However, there are currently no plans or timescales for this.  
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Notwithstanding, it is our opinion that the Rottingdean DO site presents a good opportunity for 
redevelopment. 
 
We request  for Royal Mail’s Rottingdean DO to be included in the Brighton and Hove City Council 
SHLAA 2010 and, as well, the emerging Site Allocations DPD for mixed use development 
comprising residential, together with commercial and/or retail uses.  We stress that this list of non-
residential uses is not exhaustive.   
 
Royal Mail’s Rottingdean DO would be capable of accommodating of 6 or more residential units 
and therefore should be included in the SHLAA 2010 report.  
 

3.4 Royal Mail’s Brighton DO/OFF/IND 
 
Royal Mail’s Brighton DO/OFF/IND is located within the town centre of Brighton.  The site is in a 
highly accessible location with Brighton Central Station located to the north and a public road 
network surrounding the site comprising A23, A2010 and B2119.  The surrounding land comprises 
a mix of uses including, residential, student accommodation, commercial, retail hotels and leisure.  
 
For Royal Mail’s site to come forward for development it will be essential to relocate or re-provide 
Royal Mail’s operations.  However, there are currently no plans or timescales for this.  
Notwithstanding, it is our opinion that the Brighton DO/OFF/IND site presents a good opportunity 
for redevelopment. 
 
We request  for Royal Mail’s Brighton DO/OFF/IND to be included in the Brighton and Hove City 
Council SHLAA 2010 and, as well, the emerging Site Allocations DPD for mixed use development 
comprising residential, together with one or more of the following uses:  

 
■ student accommodation; 
■ offices; 
■ restaurant/café; 
■ retail;  
■ hotel; and/or 
■ leisure uses.  

 
We stress that the above list of non-residential uses is not exhaustive.   
 
Royal Mail’s Brighton DO/OFF/IND would be capable of accommodating 6 or more residential units 
and therefore should be included in the SHLAA 2010 report.   
 

4 Policy Justification 
 
We set out below our policy justification for the inclusion of Royal Mail’s within the SHLAA 2010 
report.  Our request for Royal Mail’s sites to be brought forward for redevelopment and included in 
the SHLAA 2010 and the emerging Site Allocations DPD accords with: 
 
■ Para 21 of Planning Policy Statement 1 (PPS1): Delivering Sustainable Development, which 

states that “the broad aim should be to ensure that outputs are maximised whilst resources 
used are minimised (for example, by building housing at higher densities on previously 
developed land, rather than at lower densities on greenfield sites)”; 

■ Para 23 of PPS1, which states that planning authorities should “ensure that infrastructure and 
services are provided to support new and existing economic development and housing”; 

■ Para 27 (part iv) of PPS1, which states that planning authorities should seek to “bring forward 
sufficient land of a suitable quality in appropriate locations to meet the expected needs for 
housing”; 

■ Para 10 of Planning Policy Statement 3 (PPS3): Housing which states that the planning system 
should deliver “a flexible, responsive supply of land – managed in a way that makes efficient 
and effective use of land, including re-use of previously-developed land, where appropriate”;   
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■ Para 36 of PPS3, which states that “in support of its objective of creating mixed and 
sustainable communities, the Government’s policy is to ensure that housing is developed in 
suitable locations which offer a range of community facilities and with good access to jobs, key 
services and infrastructure. This should be achieved by making effective use of land, existing 
infrastructure and available public and private investment”; 

■ Planning Policy Statement 4 (PPS4): Planning for Sustainable Economic Development which 
details that Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) should plan positively and proactively to 
encourage economic development, in line with the principles of sustainable development and 
in particular, states that LPAs should develop flexible policies which are able to respond to 
economic change and notes the need for co-ordination with infrastructure and housing 
provision; and  

■ Policy EC.2 (d) of PPS4, which states that LPAs should “seeks to make the most efficient and 
effective use of land, prioritising previously developed land which is suitable for re-use” 
including town centres.   

All of Royal Mail’s sites detailed above are brownfield sites within developed areas and/or town 
centre locations with the potential to deliver mixed use developments including residential.  
Previously developed sites benefit from existing infrastructure, services and transport networks that 
are already in place.   

As previously stated, each of the sites are all within close proximity to existing residential 
development and well located in relation to existing infrastructure including access via the public 
and private transport networks including rail. 

Notwithstanding the support expressed above, it is essential that the Council recognises that these 
sites are operational.  We request that the identification of Royal Mail’s sites for development is 
supported by an appropriate flexible policy requiring the re-provision/relocation of Royal Mail’s 
operations prior to a site’s redevelopment.  This will ensure that Royal Mail’s operations are not 
prejudiced and they can continue to comply with their statutory obligations under its licence granted 
under the Postal Services Act 2000, which Royal Mail has a statutory duty to maintain continuous 
postal service delivery and seek to do so in a manner which is both effective and efficient.   
 
We reserve the right to amend or supplement these representations at a later date if necessary.   
 
We should be grateful if you would acknowledge receipt of our representations and advise as to the 
next stage of the SHLAA and emerging Site Allocations DPD.   Please contact Lisa Bowden on the 
above contact details should you have any queries.  

We look forward to hearing from you in response to the above.  

Yours faithfully 

 

BNP Paribas Real Estate  

Enc – Completed SHLAA Site Proformas 



Please note that the information regarding sites submitted as part of the SHLAA will be 
within the public domain. Although the SHLAA is an important study to inform plan-making, 

it does not, in itself, determine whether a site should be allocated for housing 
development. 
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    Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Review 2010 

Site Submission Proforma  
 
Brighton & Hove City Council is undertaking a review of its Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment (SHLAA). This form should be completed to suggest sites capable of 
accommodating 6+ units that you think should be considered by Brighton & Hove Council for their 
availability for housing over the next 20 years.  
 
Please use a separate form for each site and complete the form to the best of your knowledge. 
Please return the form(s) together with a map clearly identifying the boundary of the site to the 
LDF Team by 21st September 2010. The form(s) can be emailed to ldf@brighton-hove.gov.uk or 
can be posted to the following address: 
  
SHLAA Study, LDF Team, Brighton & Hove City Council, Room 407-410, 2nd Floor, Hove Town 
Hall, Norton Road, Hove, East Sussex, BN3 3BQ.  
 
If you have any queries please telephone 01273 292505.  

 
Your Details 

Name and company (if 
relevant) 

Royal Mail Ltd (Landowner) 
 
 

Address c/o BNP Paribas Real Estate (Planning Consultant)  
90 Chancery Lane, London, W2CA 1EU 

Telephone Number 020 7338 4045 

Email Address lisa.bowden@bnpparibas.com 

I am a: (please tick all that 
apply) 

Landowner X Land Agent  

Planning Consultant X Developer 
 

 
 

Registered Social Landlord  Other (please 
specify) 

 

 

Site Details 

Site Address 62 North Road, Brighton BN1 1AA 
 

Site Area (hectares) 0.5ha  (approx) 

Current Use Class B8 



Please note that the information regarding sites submitted as part of the SHLAA will be 
within the public domain. Although the SHLAA is an important study to inform plan-making, 

it does not, in itself, determine whether a site should be allocated for housing 
development. 
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Relevant Planning History 

 
TBC 
 
 
 

Yes X  I have enclosed a map 
clearly showing the site 
boundary No   

 
Are you aware of any constraints that might restrict development? Please answer to the best of 
your knowledge e.g. Environmental constraints, National Designations, Physical Constraints, 
Planning Policy  
 
Reprovision and relocation of Royal Mail’s existing operations. 
 

Number of Dwellings   
6+ units 

(Please note we are looking for sites 
capable of accommodating 6+ units) 

Next 5 Years   
6-10 Years   

Likely timeframe for 
development 

11-20 years X  
Other Issues N/A 

Is there any further 
information regarding this site 
that it would be useful for us 
to be aware of? 

 
N/A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Please note that the information regarding sites submitted as part of the SHLAA will be 
within the public domain. Although the SHLAA is an important study to inform plan-making, 

it does not, in itself, determine whether a site should be allocated for housing 
development. 
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    Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Review 2010 

Site Submission Proforma  
 
Brighton & Hove City Council is undertaking a review of its Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment (SHLAA). This form should be completed to suggest sites capable of 
accommodating 6+ units that you think should be considered by Brighton & Hove Council for their 
availability for housing over the next 20 years.  
 
Please use a separate form for each site and complete the form to the best of your knowledge. 
Please return the form(s) together with a map clearly identifying the boundary of the site to the 
LDF Team by 21st September 2010. The form(s) can be emailed to ldf@brighton-hove.gov.uk or 
can be posted to the following address: 
  
SHLAA Study, LDF Team, Brighton & Hove City Council, Room 407-410, 2nd Floor, Hove Town 
Hall, Norton Road, Hove, East Sussex, BN3 3BQ.  
 
If you have any queries please telephone 01273 292505.  

 
Your Details 

Name and company (if 
relevant) 

Royal Mail Ltd (Landowner) 
 
 

Address c/o BNP Paribas Real Estate (Planning Consultant)  
90 Chancery Lane, London, W2CA 1EU 

Telephone Number 020 7338 4045 

Email Address lisa.bowden@bnpparibas.com 

I am a: (please tick all that 
apply) 

Landowner X Land Agent  

Planning Consultant X Developer 
 

 
 

Registered Social Landlord  Other (please 
specify) 

 

 

Site Details 

Site Address 88 Denmark Villas, Hove, BN3 3UG 
 

Site Area (hectares) 0.6ha (approx) 

Current Use Class B8 



Please note that the information regarding sites submitted as part of the SHLAA will be 
within the public domain. Although the SHLAA is an important study to inform plan-making, 

it does not, in itself, determine whether a site should be allocated for housing 
development. 
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Relevant Planning History 

 
TBC 
 
 
 

Yes X  I have enclosed a map 
clearly showing the site 
boundary No   

 
Are you aware of any constraints that might restrict development? Please answer to the best of 
your knowledge e.g. Environmental constraints, National Designations, Physical Constraints, 
Planning Policy  
 
Reprovision and relocation of Royal Mail’s existing operations. 
 

Number of Dwellings   
6+ units 

(Please note we are looking for sites 
capable of accommodating 6+ units) 

Next 5 Years   
6-10 Years   

Likely timeframe for 
development 

11-20 years X  
Other Issues N/A 

Is there any further 
information regarding this site 
that it would be useful for us 
to be aware of? 

 
N/A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Please note that the information regarding sites submitted as part of the SHLAA will be 
within the public domain. Although the SHLAA is an important study to inform plan-making, 

it does not, in itself, determine whether a site should be allocated for housing 
development. 
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    Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Review 2010 

Site Submission Proforma  
 
Brighton & Hove City Council is undertaking a review of its Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment (SHLAA). This form should be completed to suggest sites capable of 
accommodating 6+ units that you think should be considered by Brighton & Hove Council for their 
availability for housing over the next 20 years.  
 
Please use a separate form for each site and complete the form to the best of your knowledge. 
Please return the form(s) together with a map clearly identifying the boundary of the site to the 
LDF Team by 21st September 2010. The form(s) can be emailed to ldf@brighton-hove.gov.uk or 
can be posted to the following address: 
  
SHLAA Study, LDF Team, Brighton & Hove City Council, Room 407-410, 2nd Floor, Hove Town 
Hall, Norton Road, Hove, East Sussex, BN3 3BQ.  
 
If you have any queries please telephone 01273 292505.  

 
Your Details 

Name and company (if 
relevant) 

Royal Mail (Land Owner) 
 

Address c/o BNP Paribas Real Estate (Planning Consultant) 
90 Chancery Lane, London WC2A 1EU 

Telephone Number 020 7338 4045 

Email Address lisa.bowden@bnpparibas.com 

I am a: (please tick all that 
apply) 

Landowner X Land Agent  

Planning Consultant X Developer 
 

 
 

Registered Social Landlord  Other (please 
specify) 

 

 

Site Details 

Site Address  
39 – 41 Boundary Road, Brighton BN41 1AA 

Site Area (hectares) 0.09 ha (approx) 

Current Use Class B8 
 



Please note that the information regarding sites submitted as part of the SHLAA will be 
within the public domain. Although the SHLAA is an important study to inform plan-making, 

it does not, in itself, determine whether a site should be allocated for housing 
development. 
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Relevant Planning History 

TBC 
 
 
 
 

Yes X  I have enclosed a map 
clearly showing the site 
boundary No   

 
Are you aware of any constraints that might restrict development? Please answer to the best of 
your knowledge e.g. Environmental constraints, National Designations, Physical Constraints, 
Planning Policy  
Reprovision and relocation of Royal Mail’s existing operations.  
 
 

Number of Dwellings  6+ units 
 

(Please note we are looking for sites 
capable of accommodating 6+ units) 

Next 5 Years   
6-10 Years X 10 years 

Likely timeframe for 
development 

11-20 years   
Other Issues N/A 

Is there any further 
information regarding this site 
that it would be useful for us 
to be aware of? 

 
 
N/A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 
 

 

Lisa Bowden  
Senior Planner 
BNP Paribas Real Estate 
5 Aldermanbury Square 
London EC2V 7BP 
 

Local Development Team 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
Room 407-410 Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road  
Hove  
BN3 3BQ 

 
Tel: 
Switchboard: 
Fax: 
Email: 

+44 (0) 20 7338 4045 
+44 (0) 20 7338 4000 
+44 (0) 20 7430 2628 
lisa.bowden@bnpparibas.com 

 
Our Ref: BGV/LLB/041379/C/TE/Brighton/005 

 
20 July 2012  

Dear Sir or Madam 

REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF ROYAL MAIL GROUP LIMITED TO BRIGHTON & HOVE 
CITY COUNCIL’S DRAFT CITY PLAN PART ONE CONSULTATION JULY 2012 
 
We write on behalf of our client, Royal Mail Group Limited (referred to herein as ‘Royal Mail’), to 
submit representations to the Council’s Draft City Plan Part One Consultation. 

1 BACKGROUND 

Royal Mail, formerly Consignia Plc, is the successor to the former statutory corporation, The Post 
Office. Although its management operates independently, Royal Mail is wholly owned by the 
Government through the Secretary of State for Business, Innovation and Skills.  Its services are 
regulated by Ofcom.  Its letters business is the operator of universal postal service functions 
through the Royal Mail letter post delivery and collection services handling letters, postal packets, 
and high value (registered) packets.  Royal Mail also operates Parcelforce Worldwide, which is a 
parcels carrier.   

The United Kingdom letter post business has been fully liberalised since the Postal Services Act 
2000 and Royal Mail now operates in a highly competitive market place.  As such, it effectively 
operates like any other business and is continually seeking to find ways to improve the efficiency 
of its business (e.g. increased automation) and respond to the changes in communications 
technology (e.g. email and internet).  Put simply, the nature of the mail industry has and continues 
to change and Royal Mail’s real estate needs to respond accordingly. 

Royal Mail has a number of holdings, throughout the City, all of which are strategically important 
to Royal Mail.  These are as follows: 

■ Hove Delivery Office (DO), 88 Denmark Villas, Hove, BN3 3UG; 
■ Portslade Delivery Office (DO), 39-41 Boundary Road, Brighton, BN41 1AA; 
■ Rottingdean Delivery Office (DO), Nevill Road, Brighton, BN2 7JQ; and  
■ Brighton Delivery Office (DO), Office (OFF) / Industrial (IND), 62 North Road, Brighton, BN1 

1AA. 

2 REPRESENTATIONS 

We set out below our representations to Brighton & Hove City Council’s Draft City Plan Part One 
Consultation in a format that corresponds with the document.  
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2.1 Part Three: Development and Spatial Area Policies 

DA6 – Hove Station Area 

Royal Mail’s Hove DO falls within the Hove Station Area development area boundary.   

Part A of the allocation states that the strategy for the area is to secure the long term regeneration 
opportunities located around the area of Hove Station for employment led mixed-use 
development. There are a number of ‘local priorities’ in seeking to deliver this strategy, including 
“the preparation of guidance to promote and coordinate employment led mixed-use regeneration 
of under-used land and buildings” (Point 1) and “continuing to encourage more efficient use of 
under-used sites, to retain employment floorspace and protect employment sites in accordance 
with CP3 Employment Land” (Point 5).    

Royal Mail’s Hove DO is not identified on the Hove Station Area map as a protected employment 
site, which are subject to Policy CP3 (3) and (4).  Our representations to Policy CP3 Employment 
Land are nevertheless detailed below in Section 2.2.   

Part B of the allocation states that provision will be made by 2030 for 575 residential units and 
4,000 sq.m of employment floorspace. 

The supporting text to the allocation states that “it is anticipated that the majority of the capacity 
[employment floorspace] would be for additional office uses (B1) but also for the intensification 
(more efficient and effective use) of existing warehouse and distribution uses (B8) particularly 
within the Newton Road Industrial Area in accordance with CP3 Employment Land”.   

Royal Mail’s Representations  

Royal Mail’s Hove DO is operational and Royal Mail currently has no plans to vacate the site.  
Notwithstanding this, given that the site is within short walking distance of Hove Station and 
surrounded by residential properties to the south and west, it is our opinion that the Hove DO site 
presents a good opportunity for redevelopment.  We note here that Royal Mail promoted the site 
for alternative uses in September 2010 as part of the Council’s Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment (SHLAA).   

Royal Mail does not object to the inclusion of their Hove DO site within the Hove Station Area 
development boundary, however we request that the supporting policy or text to this allocation 
explicitly states that the re-provision / relocation of Royal Mail’s Hove DO operations will be 
required prior to any redevelopment of their site.  This will ensure that Royal Mail’s operations will 
not be prejudiced and they can continue to comply with their statutory duty to maintain a ‘universal 
service’ for the UK pursuant to the Postal Services Act 2000. 

Furthermore, should Royal Mail’s site be brought forward for redevelopment, relocation will need 
to be viable for and commercially attractive to Royal Mail.  The proceeds from the disposal of their 
site will need to yield both sufficient value to fund the purchase and fit-out of a new sites and the 
relocation of their operations thereto.  There will also need to be a commercial attractiveness that 
would incentivise the business to relocate their operations.  In addition, it would be essential that 
any new facility is provided prior to the demolition of the existing and / or that suitable temporary 
accommodation is provided, if necessary, to ensure the continuity of service. 

Royal Mail would welcome the opportunity to meet with the Council to discuss the preparation of 
any guidance in respect of their Hove DO site, as referred to under Point 1 of the DA6 Hove 
Station Area.   

DA8 – Shoreham Harbour  

We consider that Royal Mail’s Portslade DO falls within the development area boundary for 
Shoreham Harbour.  However, it is not possible to ascertain conclusively whether or not it does 
from the map provided on page 72 of the draft City Plan document. Therefore, we would be 
grateful if the Council would confirm the position; further whether it falls within a specific area in 
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the development boundary i.e. South Quayside, Aldrington Basin, North Quayside / South 
Portslade or Portslade and Southwick Beaches as the boundaries for these areas are not 
identified on the map provided.   

The map for Shoreham Harbour identifies key employment and protected employment sites for 
the area.  Notwithstanding the above, Royal Mail’s Portslade DO is not identified as a key 
employment or protected employment site.   

Part A of the allocation states that provision will be made for 400 new residential units within 
Brighton (the development boundary also crosses into the administrative boundary of Adur District 
Council) and 7,500 sqm of employment floorspace.   

Royal Mail’s Representations  

Royal Mail’s Portslade DO is operational and Royal Mail has no plans to vacate the site.  
Notwithstanding this, given the site’s high street location; surrounding mix of uses and the site’s 
close proximity to Portslade Station it is our opinion that the Portslade DO site presents a good 
opportunity for redevelopment.  We note here that Royal Mail promoted the site for alternative 
uses in September 2010 as part of the Council’s SHLAA.   

Royal Mail does not object to the inclusion of their site within the Shoreham Harbour development  
area boundary however, we request that the supporting policy or text to this allocation explicitly 
states that the re-provision / relocation of Royal Mail’s Portslade DO operations will be required 
prior to redevelopment of their site.  This will ensure that Royal Mail’s operations will not be 
prejudiced and they can continue to comply with their statutory duty to maintain a ‘universal 
service’ for the UK pursuant to the Postal Services Act 2000. 

Furthermore, should Royal Mail’s site be brought forward for redevelopment, relocation will need 
to be viable for and commercially attractive to Royal Mail.  The proceeds from the disposal of their 
site will need to yield both sufficient value to fund the purchase and fit-out of a new site and the 
relocation of their operations thereto.  There will also need to be a commercial attractiveness that 
would incentivise the business to relocate their operations.  In addition, it would be essential that 
any new facility is provided prior to the demolition of the existing and / or that suitable temporary 
accommodation is provided, if necessary, to ensure the continuity of service. 

SA2 – Central Brighton  

Royal Mail’s Brighton DO/OFF/IND is located within the boundary for the ‘Special Area 2 Central 
Brighton’ area.  The site does not fall within the designated prime retail frontage area.   

The Central Brighton allocation states that “mixed use developments will be promoted which 
retain active ground floor uses and accord with a range of appropriate city centre uses”.   

Royal Mail Representations 

Royal Mail’s Brighton DO/IND/OFF is operational and given the site’s town centre location and 
surrounding mix of uses, it is our opinion that the Brighton DO/OFF/IND site presents a good 
opportunity for redevelopment.  We note here that Royal Mail promoted the site for alternative 
uses in September 2010 as part of the Council’s SHLAA.   

Royal Mail does not object to the inclusion of their site within the Central Brighton development 
boundary, however we request that the supporting policy or text to this allocation explicitly states 
that the re-provision / relocation of Royal Mail’s Brighton DO/OFF/IND operations will be required 
prior to redevelopment of their site.  This will ensure that Royal Mail’s operations will not be 
prejudiced and they can continue to comply with their statutory duty to maintain a ‘universal 
service’ for the UK pursuant to the Postal Services Act 2000. 

Furthermore, should Royal Mail’s site be brought forward for redevelopment, relocation will need 
to be viable for and commercially attractive to Royal Mail.  The proceeds from the disposal of their 
site will need to yield both sufficient value to fund the purchase and fit-out of a new site and the 
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relocation of their operations thereto.  There will also need to be a commercial attractiveness that 
would incentivise the business to relocate their operations.  In addition, it would be essential that 
any new facility is provided prior to the demolition of the existing and / or that suitable temporary 
accommodation is provided, if necessary, to ensure the continuity of service. 

2.2 Part Four: City Wide Policies  

Policy CP3 Employment Land   

Part 5 of Policy CP3 states that “unallocated sites or premises in employment uses (Use Classes 
B1 – B8) will not be released to other uses unless the site or premises can be demonstrated to be 
both redundant and incapable of meeting the needs of modern employment uses (B1 – B8).  
Where release is permitted the preference for re-use will be for alternative employment generating 
uses or affordable housing (in accordance with CP20 Affordable Housing)”.  We note that the 
supporting text to the Policy, para 4.39, details further criteria for which the Council will use in 
assessing the change of use of unallocated sites or premises in employment use to other 
alternative employment generating uses.  

Whilst Royal Mail recognises the need to protect existing unallocated sites or premises in 
employment uses, we are of the opinion that Part 5 of Policy CP3 should allow further flexibility for 
employment sites to come forward for redevelopment for alternative uses, where appropriate.   

The Policy as currently drafted may prevent employment sites that have reached the end of their 
economic life; be unfit for modern occupation; and uneconomic to be developed for alternative 
employment uses, to be brought forward for redevelopment.  This Policy should enable sites that 
are surplus to requirements to come forward for mixed use or residential led developments where 
it is demonstrated they are no longer commercially suitable for employment use.  We therefore 
request more flexibility is incorporated into the Policy and supporting text, providing for the 
circumstances described above.   

3    POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 

Our requests as detailed above accord with the Government’s National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) (published March 2012) which “provides a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development” and from which we consider the following to be of particular relevance: 

■ that plan-making should “positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their 
area… with sufficient flexibility to adapt [to] rapid change, unless: 
▪ any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits” (Para 14); 
 
■ that planning should “encourage and not act as an impediment to sustainable growth. 

Therefore significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth 
through the planning system. To help achieve economic growth, local planning authorities 
should plan proactively to meet the development needs of business and support an economy 
fit for the 21st century” (Para 19 – 20); 

 
■ that planning policy should “support existing business sectors, taking account of whether they 

are expanding or contracting... Policies should be flexible enough to accommodate needs not 
anticipated in the plan and to allow a rapid response to changes in economic circumstances” 
(Para 21); and 

 
■ “Plans should protect and exploit opportunities for the use of sustainable transport modes for 

the movement of goods or people. Therefore, developments should be located and designed 
where practical to accommodate the efficient delivery of goods and supplies” (Para 35). 

 
Further we note that, the NPPF state that local planning authorities should:  

 
■ “identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations for growth, for years 6-10 

and, where possible, for years 11-15” (Para 47);  
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■ should plan to provide a mix of housing with a variety of sizes, types and tenure, reflecting the 
local demand (Para 50); and 

■ use their evidence base to assess: 
 

▪ “the existing and future supply of land available for economic development and its 
sufficiency and suitability to meet the identified needs. Reviews of land available for 
economic development should be undertaken at the same time as, or combined with, 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments and should include a reappraisal of the 
suitability of previously allocated land” (Para 161). 

We reserve the right to amend or supplement these representations at a later date if necessary.   

We would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of our representations and advise us as to the 
next stages of the City Plan as well as other emerging Local Development Framework documents.   

Further, Royal Mail would welcome the opportunity to meet with the Council to discuss the inclusion of 
their sites in the emerging Brighton & Hove Draft City Plan Part 2 which we understand will include the 
Council’s Site Allocations and Detailed Policies.   

Please contact Lisa Bowden on the above contact details should you have any queries.   

Yours faithfully 

 

BNP Paribas Real Estate  



Please note that the information regarding sites submitted as part of the SHLAA will be 
within the public domain. Although the SHLAA is an important study to inform plan-making, 

it does not, in itself, determine whether a site should be allocated for housing 
development. 
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    Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Review 2010 

Site Submission Proforma  
 
Brighton & Hove City Council is undertaking a review of its Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment (SHLAA). This form should be completed to suggest sites capable of 
accommodating 6+ units that you think should be considered by Brighton & Hove Council for their 
availability for housing over the next 20 years.  
 
Please use a separate form for each site and complete the form to the best of your knowledge. 
Please return the form(s) together with a map clearly identifying the boundary of the site to the 
LDF Team by 21st September 2010. The form(s) can be emailed to ldf@brighton-hove.gov.uk or 
can be posted to the following address: 
  
SHLAA Study, LDF Team, Brighton & Hove City Council, Room 407-410, 2nd Floor, Hove Town 
Hall, Norton Road, Hove, East Sussex, BN3 3BQ.  
 
If you have any queries please telephone 01273 292505.  

 
Your Details 

Name and company (if 
relevant) 

Royal Mail Ltd (Landowner) 
 
 

Address c/o BNP Paribas Real Estate (Planning Consultant)  
90 Chancery Lane, London, W2CA 1EU 

Telephone Number 020 7338 4045 

Email Address lisa.bowden@bnpparibas.com 

I am a: (please tick all that 
apply) 

Landowner X Land Agent  

Planning Consultant X Developer 
 

 
 

Registered Social Landlord  Other (please 
specify) 

 

 

Site Details 

Site Address Nevill Road, Brighton, BN2 7JQ 
 

Site Area (hectares) 0.09ha (approx) 

Current Use Class B8 



Please note that the information regarding sites submitted as part of the SHLAA will be 
within the public domain. Although the SHLAA is an important study to inform plan-making, 

it does not, in itself, determine whether a site should be allocated for housing 
development. 
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Relevant Planning History 

 
TBC 
 
 
 

Yes X  I have enclosed a map 
clearly showing the site 
boundary No   

 
Are you aware of any constraints that might restrict development? Please answer to the best of 
your knowledge e.g. Environmental constraints, National Designations, Physical Constraints, 
Planning Policy  
 
Reprovision and relocation of Royal Mail’s existing operations. 
 

Number of Dwellings   
6+ units 

(Please note we are looking for sites 
capable of accommodating 6+ units) 

Next 5 Years   
6-10 Years X 10 Years 

Likely timeframe for 
development 

11-20 years   
Other Issues N/A 

Is there any further 
information regarding this site 
that it would be useful for us 
to be aware of? 

 
N/A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

 
 

 
125 Old Broad Street  

London 
EC2N 2BQ 

UK 
Telephone: +44 20 3296 3000 

Facsimile: +44 20 3296 3100 
 

www.dtz.com 
 

Planning Policy 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
Kings House 
Grand Avenue 
Hove 
BN3 2LS 

Email:  claire.davies@dtz.com 
Direct Tel:  +44 20 3296 3121 
Direct Fax: +44 20 3296 3100 
 
Your Ref:   
Our Ref: 13095C00 

 
27th March 2013 

 

 

A list of directors’ names is open to inspection at the above address       
DTZ Debenham Tie Leung Limited Registered in England No 2757768 
Registered office 125 Old Broad Street London EC2N 2BQ       Page 1 of 3 

Dear Sir/ Madam, 
 
ROYAL MAIL GROUP REPRESENTATIONS: 
BRIGHTON & HOVE SUBMISSION DRAFT CITY PLAN (PART 1) (FEBRUARY 2013) 
 
We are instructed by Royal Mail Group ltd (Royal Mail) to submit representations to Brighton & Hove City 
Council in response to the Submission Draft City Plan (Part 1) (February 2013). 
 
Background 
 
Royal Mail, formerly Consignia plc, is the successor to the former statutory corporation, The Post 
Office.  Although its management operates independently, Royal Mail is wholly owned by the Government 
through the Secretary of State for Business, Innovation and Skills.  Its services are regulated by Ofcom.  Its 
letters business, Royal Mail, is the operator of universal postal functions through the Royal Mail letterpost 
delivery and collections services, handling letters, postal packets and high value (registered) packets.  Royal 
Mail Group also operates Parcelforce Worldwide, which is a parcels carrier.  Post Office Limited (a “sister” 
company to Royal Mail) operates the national network of post offices and sub post offices. 
 
The United Kingdom letter post business has been fully liberalised since the Postal Services Act 2000 and 
Royal Mail now operates in a highly competitive market place.  As such, it effectively operates like any other 
business and is continually seeking to find ways to improve the efficiency of its business (e.g. increased 
automation) and respond to the changes in communications technology (e.g. email and internet).  Put 
simply, the nature of the mail industry has, and continues to change and Royal Mail’s real estate needs to 
response accordingly. 
  
Royal Mail Properties 
 
Royal Mail has a statutory duty to provide efficient mail sorting and delivery services for the administrative 
area of Brighton & Hove.  The following freehold Royal Mail properties are located in Brighton and Hove: 
 

 Hove Delivery Office, 88 Denmark Villas, Hove, BN3 3UG 

 Portslade Delivery Office, 39-41 Boundary Road, Brighton, BN41 1AA 

 Rottingdean Delivery Office, Nevill Road, Brighton, BN2 7JQ 

 Brighton Delivery Office/ Office/ Industrial, 62 North Road, Brighton, BN1 1AA 
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Policy Considerations 
 
Our representations set out in this letter accord with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012) 
which “provides a presumption in favour of sustainable development” from which we consider the following 
to be of particular relevance: 
 

 That plan-making should “positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their 
area…with sufficient flexibility to adapt [to] rapid change, unless: 

 Any adverse impact of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits” 
(paragraph 14); 

 That planning should “encourage and not act as an impediment to sustainable growth.  Therefore 
significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth through the planning 
system.  To help achieve economic growth, local planning authorities should plan proactively to 
meet the development needs of business and support an economy fit for the 21st century” 
(paragraphs 19-20); 

 That planning policy should “support existing business sectors, taking account of whether they are 
expanding or contracting…policies should be flexible enough to accommodate needs not anticipated 
in the plan and to allow a rapid response to changes in economic circumstances” (paragraph 21); 
and 

 “Plans should protect and exploit opportunities for the use of sustainable transport modes for the 
movement of goods or people.  Therefore, developments should be located and designed where 
practical to accommodate the efficient delivery of goods and supplies” (paragraph 35). 
 

Previous Representations 
 
On 21st September 2010, Royal Mail’s previous advisors, BNP Paribas, responded to the Brighton and Hove 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) Call for Sites (2010) and put forward all of the 
above freehold properties as potential development sites.  On 20 July 2012, BNP Paribas submitted 
representations to the Draft City Plan Part One Consultation 2012.  On 15 January 2013, DTZ responded to 
the proposed Rottingdean Neighbourhood Area designation.  
 
These representations (particularly those submitted on 20 July 2012) remain valid and we request that in 
addition to this letter, they are taken forward as part of the on-going plan preparation.  Copies of these 
representations are enclosed with this letter for ease of reference. 
 
Representations 
 
We note that the Submission Draft City Plan (Part 1) currently on consultation includes the same 
designations for Hove Delivery Office, Portslade Delivery Office and Brighton Delivery Office as in the Draft 
City Plan Part One Consultation 2012. 
 
We consider that the allocation of these delivery offices for redevelopment for residential use (potentially 
as part of individual mixed use schemes) may be appropriate in the context of the surrounding uses, in 
accordance with the requirement of the National Planning Policy Framework for the development of 
sustainable communities. 
 
However, we reiterate the representations submitted by BNP Paribas on 20 July 2012 and formally request 
that the supporting policy or text to these allocations explicitly states that the relocation/re-provision of 
Royal Mail’s operations is essential prior to redevelopment of the sites.  This will ensure that Royal Mail’s 
operations will not be prejudiced and that they can continue to comply with their statutory duty to 
maintain a ‘universal service’ for the UK pursuant to the Postal Services Act 2000. 
 
Furthermore, in order for these sites to be brought forward for redevelopment, relocation will need to be 
viable for and commercially attractive to Royal Mail. 
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The proceeds from the disposal of the sites will need to yield both sufficient value to fund the purchase and 
fit-out of new sites and the relocation of Royal Mail’s operations thereto.  There will also need to be a 
commercial attractiveness that would incentivise the business to relocate the operations.  In addition, it 
would be essential that any new facility is provided prior to the demolition of that existing, to ensure Royal 
Mail’s continuity of service. 
 
The alteration to Part 5 of draft Policy CP3 requested by BNP Paribas in their letter of 20 July 2012 has not 
been made. 
 
In this respect, we reiterate this formal request that Part 5 of draft Policy CP3 should allow further 
flexibility for employment sites to come forward for redevelopment for alternative uses, where appropriate 
as per Section 2.2 of BNP Paribas’ enclosed letter. 
 
We request the following amendment: 

 
“unallocated sites or premises in employment uses (Use Classes B1 – B8) will not  be released to 
other uses unless  be considered for redevelopment for alternative uses if the site or premises can 
be demonstrated to be both redundant and incapable of meeting the needs of modern employment 
uses (B1 – B8) or where suitable, viable and commercially attractive replacement employment 
premises can be provided elsewhere.  Where release  re-use/ redevelopment for alternative uses 
is permitted, the preference for re-use will be for alternative employment generating uses and/or 
residential development affordable housing (in accordance with CP20 Affordable Housing) will be 
considered by the Council”. 

 
Next Steps 
 
We formally request that these representations are taken into account in the preparation of the draft 
Submission Draft City Plan (Part 1). 
 
Royal Mail reserves the right to amend or supplement these representations at a later date if necessary. 
 
Royal Mail will continue to closely monitor plans for growth throughout Brighton & Hove and would 
welcome further discussion with the Council on the delivery of new infrastructure as the plans for the 
administrative area evolve.  
 
I trust that these representations are acceptable and would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt 
and keep me informed of future stages of the Submission Draft City Plan (Part 1) preparation.  
 
Yours faithfully, 

 

 
 

Claire Davies BA(Hons) MSc MRTPI 
Development Consulting, DTZ 

 
 

cc.  Tony Haines  Royal Mail Group 
 Colin Galletly  Royal Mail Group 
 David Poole  Royal Mail Group 
 
Enc. 
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Submission City Plan Part 1 
Response Form 

Part A – Respondent Details (You only need to complete this once) 

Personal Details Agent’s Details 

Title Title 

First Name First Name 
 

Last Name Last Name 
 

Organisation 
(where relevant) 

 
Organisation 
(where 
relevant) 

 

Address  Address  

Post Code  Post Code 

Telephone  Telephone 

Email  Email 

How to respond. You can:  
1. Visit the council’s consultation portal online: http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/portal; or

2. If you use Acrobat Pro, please fill out and save this form and e-mail it to:

ldf@brighton-hove.gov.uk  
3. Please fill out this form, print it and return by post to:

Brighton & Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
HOVE 
BN3 3ZZ 

by 12 April 2013 
Data Protection Notice: Personal information given on this form will be used by Brighton & 
Hove City Council (and its agents) in connection with its statutory functions. It will not be 
used for any other purpose. 

Rob

Huntley

Hargreaves RHPC

Rustington House
Worthing Road
Rustington
West Sussex

Stratfield House
265 High Street
Crowthorne
Berks

BN16 3PS RG45 7AH

01903 777777 01344 769259

rl@hprop.co.uk rob.huntley@talk21.com

Respondent 10
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Part 2 – Representation  
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.  
1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? 
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representations you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 
Section One: Introduction   
Section Two: The Strategy   
Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies   
Section Four: Citywide Policies   
Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms   
Appendix 2 Key Diagram   
Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring   
Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan   
Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy   

  Policies Map   
Sustainability Appraisal   
2. If you ticked ‘Section Three’, ‘Policies Map’ or ‘Sustainability Appraisal’ above - 

which Policy of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate to? (please 
tick one box only) 

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area   
DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area   
DA3 Lewes Road Area   
DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area   
DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area   
DA6 Hove Station Area   
DA7 Toad's Hole Valley   
DA8 Shoreham Harbour   
SA1 The Seafront   
SA2 Central Brighton   
SA3 Valley Gardens   
SA4 Urban Fringe   
SA5 The South Downs   
SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods   

3. If you ticked ‘Section Four’, ‘Policies Map’ or ‘Sustainability Appraisal’ above 
which policy does this representation relate to? (please tick one box only) 
CP1 Housing Delivery   
CP2 Sustainable Economic Development   
CP3 Employment Land   
CP4 Retail Provision   
CP5 Culture and Tourism   
CP6 Visitor Accommodation   
CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions   
CP8 Sustainable Buildings   
CP9 Sustainable Transport   
CP10 Biodiversity   
CP11 Flood Risk   
CP12 Urban Design   
CP13 Public Streets and Spaces   

CP14 Housing Density   
CP15 Heritage   

✔

✔
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CP16 Open Space   
CP17 Sports Provision   
CP18 Healthy City   
CP19 Housing Mix   
CP20 Affordable Housing   
CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation 

  

CP22 Traveller Accommodation   

4. To which Page Number(s) does your representation relate? 
 
 

5. To which paragraph of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? 
 

6. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is: 

6a Legally Compliant? Yes?  No?   

6b Sound? Yes?  No?   

7. If you agree that the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is legally compliant and/or 
sound and wish to support this, please use this box to set out your comments 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8. If you ticked ‘No’ to 6b) do you consider the Plan is unsound because it is not: 

 Positively Prepared   

 Justified   

 Effective   

 Consistent with National Policy   

138

Policy CP3 and paras 4.31 and 4.37

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔
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9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan 
Part 1 is not legally compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & 
Hove City Plan Part 1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you 
identified above where this relates to soundness.  
 
(You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or 
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised 
wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal compliance and is seeking 
a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing 
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate) The Inspector will 
determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have 
indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination. 
No, I wish to communicate through written representations   
Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions   

The "redundancy test" contained in Policy CP3 and expressed in the associated 
paragraphs (including 4.31 and 4.37), is inappropriate.  Such a formulation pays 
insufficient regard to the need for a flexible approach to enable premises to be able to 
respond to changing market conditions.  For example, it would constrain the ability for 
ground floor accommodation in town centre locations (including Brighton City Centre) to 
change from office to other main town centrre uses such as A1, A2 or A3, even in core 
retail areas.  

This approach would be unjustified, and inconsistent with National Policy.  In addition, in 
the light of the government's stated intention to bring about alterations to Permitted 
Development Rights, the inclusion of a "redundancy test" would be ineffective.  The 
inclusion of such a restrictive approach, constraining economic development, is also 
evidence that the plan has not, in this respect, been positively prepared.

Reword the policy so as to acknowledge the appropriateness of enabling premises in 
town centre locations, especially at ground floor level, to change their uses between the 
list of "main town centre uses" set out in Appendix 2 of the NPPF.

✔
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11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline 
why you consider this to be necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1 Presumption in Favour of 
Sustainable Development? 
Yes   No   

12a If 'Yes' do you support / object or partially support / partially object to this 
policy? 
Support   Partially Support  
Object   Partially Object  
12b Please state your reasons 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
13. Please notify me when... 

The Plan has been submitted for Examination   

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination   

Adoption of the City Plan   
 

What happens next? 
Representations made to the Council will be summarised and passed to the Inspector for 
consideration.  
Once this has happened, the Inspector will commence the examination and give notice of 
the start of the hearing sessions.  
Interested parties will be informed of the start date of the examination sessions and the 
matters to be considered. 
  
Thank you for making your representations 
 

✔

✔

The policy appropriately reflects the approach set out in the NPPF.  However, its effect 
would be likely to be diminished by individual policies elsewhere in the Plan (such as 
aspects of CP3), which set up unjustified obstacles to the realisation of a presumption in 
favour of sustainable development (such as the so called "redundancy test".

✔

✔

✔
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The Kingsway and West Hove Residents Association made a strong and detailed representation to
the Deposit Draft City Plan in 2012 relating to the then wording of the subsection of SA1 B that deals
with the area of Western Seafront (Medina Terrace to Boundary Road/Station Road). There also was
considerable support submitted for our objection by individual residents. . We will not repeat the detail
here, but our objection in principle was to the implication given by the then version of policy SA1, taken
in association with the then supporting text for CP12, that taller development could be appropriate for
the north side of Kingsway anywhere on that section of Kingsway of the Western Seafront. . We
explained that between Welbeck Avenue and Boundary Road/Station Road the neighbourhood north
of Kingsway is an attractive area of two storey houses. We explained that over the eight years since
the Tall Buildings Study SPGBH15 was produced it had become clear through the planning application
and the appeal processes that tall buildings on Kingsway in that part of west Hove would be out of
place, overshadowing, damaging to residential amenity and the areas domestic character.We explained
how, through these processes, redevelopment on Kingsway in west Hove has been limited to four
storeys.We said that the City Plan provided the appropriate opportunity to provide clarity and certainty
by removing the strategic implication that taller development on this part of Kingsway in West Hove
could be acceptable. . Therefore we are pleased to see recognition of this in the Submission City Plan
by the amendment made to SA1 B by the addition of the words that we show here in capitals:- . SA1
B: Priorities for specific parts of the seafront are: Western Seafront (Medina Terrace to Boundary
Road/Station Road) To enhance and improve the public realm and create a more coherent townscape,
THAT RESPECTS ITS ADJOINING CONTEXT, through greater consistency of scale, height and
roofline along the north side of Kingsway. . This is now complemented by the parallel change in the
Submission Plan made to Seafront Policy CP12s supporting paragraph 4.144, which explains that the
area for taller buildings on the Western Seafront/Kingsway is a linear corridor as far west as Wish
Road, i.e. no extension westwards of the existing area of tall buildings.Wish Road and Welbeck Avenue
are adjacent roads. . We consider this version of the policy in the Submission Plan is now sound. It is
justified by the evidence provided by a long history of detailed consideration of this issue through the
planning process. Also, it reflects local residents priorities for protecting the character of the local
townscape, and for protecting local residential amenity such as the current high levels of maritime light
enjoyed in the neighbourhood adjoining the seafront.

8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Written Representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing
sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal
compliance and is seeking a change, do you consider
it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination? (tick box below as
appropriate) The Inspector will determine the most
appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the
hearing part of the examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

The Kingsway and West Hove Residents Association, together with local residents, made strong
representations about this issue at the Draft Plan stage, which resulted in this welcome change in the
Submission Plan. It is a priority issue for local residents.

No12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development?

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination

Powered by Objective Online 4.0 - page 2
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the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan
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The development capacity of the Shoreham Harbour Development Area shown in DA8A reflects a
balanced strategy having regard to the priorities for economic growth as well as housing provision in
the Plan. The Shoreham Harbour Development Area is a very important part of the city for a wide
variety of business, industrial, energy, and marine activities. The provision of 7500 s m net additional
employment floorspace will be important to facilitate growth of these activities in this appropriate location
within the city. The distribution of housing shown in DA8A identifies 400 new homes to be provided in
Shoreham Harbour.The recent detailed work carried out for the Development Brief for the parts of the
Harbour that have the potential for housing delivery has demonstrated the constraints on the numbers
deliverable if land is also to be available for economic and port uses, and if the local environment is
to be safeguarded and enhanced. It is clear now that delivery of 400 new homes in Shoreham Harbour
will be extremely challenging. There is no scope for delivering a greater number of new homes in this
area if it is to continue as an important location for port and business development and growth. Neither
is there scope to significantly increase housing numbers by taller development than already envisaged,
if the local townscape and residential amenity of area and its surroundings are to be protected.Therefore
around 400 new homes is the maximum capacity for sustainable housing development that is realistic
to expect to be delivered in this development area.

8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Written Representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing
sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal
compliance and is seeking a change, do you consider
it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination? (tick box below as
appropriate) The Inspector will determine the most
appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing
part of the examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

The Kingsway and West Hove Residents Association represents the neighbourhood which adjoins,
and is partly within the Development Area. We have first hand and detailed experience in recent years
of the challenges of balancing housing, economic and port development within the sensitive environment
in this area of the city. This has been through participation in the evolving City Plan, the evolving
Aldrington Basin and South Portslade Development Brief, and in the detailed consideration of two
controversial planning applications in this area.

No12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development?

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

Powered by Objective Online 4.0 - page 2



Submission City Plan Part 1 
Response Form 

THE KINGSWAY AND WEST HOVE RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION 
(KAWHRA) 

This document contains the text which for technical reasons could not 
be pasted onto the response form submitted by KAWHRA relating to 
Section Three, DA8 Shoreham Harbour, page 89 and 9, policy DA8 
Bii. 

9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City
Plan  Part 1 is not legally compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as 
possible). 

THE KINGSWAY AND WEST HOVE RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION (KAWHRA): We 
represent people living in the residential neighbourhood of west Hove that adjoins 
Aldrington Basin.  Our areas boundaries are Kingsway, Boundary Road, New Church 
Road and Roman Road.  
. 
West Hove and Aldrington Basin are inextricably interlinked, not only physically by 
Kingsway, but also because each area provides a setting and context for the other.   
. 
Since 2010 several hundred local residents have been proactively engaged through 
KAWHRA in considering issues relating to the future development and regeneration in 
Aldrington Basin in the context of various consultations: on the emerging City Plan, on 
the Draft Aldrington Basin and South Portslade Development Brief, and on two major 
planning applications for land in Aldrington Basin lying between Basin Road North and 
Kingsway.  This representation reflects the views expressed by the vast majority in those 
processes. 
. 
POLICY DA8: Residents of west Hove recognise Aldrington Basin as a unique and 
important area for economic and employment activity in the City. Therefore there has 
been strong support among west Hove residents for sustainable regeneration of 
Aldrington Basin with a priority for Port and employment uses, improvements to the 
public realm and access to the coast, as proposed in City Plan policy DA8, and in the 
recent Draft Development Brief for Aldrington Basin.   
. 
In broad terms policy DA8 appropriately addresses important identified issues, but as 
explained below there are several issues which we consider are not adequately covered 
in the policy as currently worded.  We consider that key city strategic issues for 
sustainable development should be recognised in the City Plan, and not left only in the 
future Joint Area Action Plan (JAAP). 
. 



ALDRINGTON BASIN’S STRATEGIC ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE: We suggest that 
policy DA8 B (ii a) needs to identify the Basin as a strategic economic site for port and 
employment uses, in the same way as the plan identifies the North Quayside/South 
Portslade part of the Harbour in DA8 B (iii b) as a strategic employment/ mixed use area. 
The evidence suggests that the Basin’s future economic role will be at least as important 
as will be that of South Portslade. (Our proposed change is shown in section 10 of this 
form.) 
. 
RESIDENTIAL USE: The work carried out for the draft Development Brief for Aldrington 
Basin has shown that the issues of co-location conflict of residential use with port and 
employment uses, combined with flood risk, mean that residential development may be 
feasible in only a small part of the Basin.  We are concerned that the proposed 
residential development introduced into the Basin would need careful location to avoid 
any risk of co-location prejudicing the future operation, growth and development of the 
priority port and employment uses.  
. 
For this reason we therefore consider the wording “carefully located mixed use 
residential development” for DA8 B (ii c) used in the previous Draft version of the plan is 
more suitable than “appropriately located” in the submission version. A second reason 
for this change, explained below, is the potential for badly located mixed use 
development in the Basin to harm the townscape and amenity of the west Hove 
residential areas. Our proposed change is shown in section 10 of this form. 
. 
DESIGN, TOWNSCAPE AND PUBLIC REALM ISSUES: - 
UNSOUND OMISSION FROM THE CITY PLAN: Residents of west Hove consider that 
the local priorities identified in DA8 B (ii) should include safeguarding the amenity of 
Kingsway and their distinctive residential neighbourhood which lies on the north side of 
the Basin.  In this respect we consider that policy DA8 fails to meet the NPPF’s 
requirement to take account of the roles and character of different areas which promote 
the vitality of main urban areas.  It also fails to meet the NPPF’s requirementS to seek to 
secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity for all existing and future 
occupants of land and buildings; and to address the integration of new development into 
the existing distinctive built environment, e.g. in paragraphs 58, 60 and 61 of the NPPF. 
. 
Aldrington Basin and South Portslade are unique in the city in being proposed to be 
covered by two different plans; the City Plan and the JAAP.  We fully agree that joint 
working between planning authorities to provide the joint plan covering Shoreham 
Harbour in its entirety is essential.   However we strongly believe that it is important that 
the council does not totally abrogate responsibility for environmental policy for Aldrington 
Basin to the JAAP.  Appropriate high level environmental policy specific to this area 
should also be in policy DA8 B (ii) of the City Plan. 
. 
Where townscape and public realm issues are specifically important in the specific parts 
of the City Plan’s other seven Development Areas, e.g.  DA1-B1a; DA2-C2c; DA3-C1a; 
DA4-C3a &b; DA5-C3a; and DA5-C4b, there are high level policies for the quality of 
building design, townscape, the public realm, and relationships between adjacent areas, 
even where greater detail is to be provided in other documents such as Development 
Briefs.   
. 
High level policies on these issues are as justified for the Aldrington Basin part of the 
Shoreham Harbour Development Area as they are in other Development Areas. It would 



be confusing to developers and to the community if land use and economic aspects of 
sustainable development in this part of the Development Area are to be found in the City 
Plan, but if policies about the environmental aspects of sustainable development in the 
same area could be found only in the JAAP.   
. 
It would be better to risk an element of repetition between the two plans for the sake of 
certainty and clarity, than to risk misunderstanding of the importance of this aspect of 
sustainable development in this one of the City’s eight Development Areas by the 
omission of appropriate policy from the City Plan. Due to this omission we therefore 
consider the Plan to be unsound in this particular aspect.  
. 
KAWHRA had suggested a change at the Draft Plan stage, which was not made.  We do 
not think that the response shown in the Statement of Consultation, pages 663 and 670, 
that provision made in the policy DA8 for the North Quayside/South Portslade area was 
appropriate, because that part of the policy clearly does not relate to Aldrington Basin. 
Nor do we agree that other policies in the plan such as Seafront policy SA1 and Urban 
Design Policy CP12 are adequate.  Whilst they apply to all Development Areas, it is 
clear that policies for the other Development Areas include such policies where there are 
identified local priorities. 
. 
The reason for inclusion of environmental issues as local priorities in DA8 B (ii) is 
explained in the following paragraphs. 
. 
DISTINCTIVE CHARACTER OF THE SURROUNDING TOWNSCAPE AND PUBLIC 
REALM: Aldrington Basin is distinctly different to the other parts of Shoreham Harbour 
because it is surrounded on three sides by attractive and popular residential and 
recreational development.  In our view policy DA8 Bii should address the need for 
integration of this eastern extremity of the Harbour into the distinctive built environment 
of southwest Hove. 
. 
For over half a kilometre along Kingsway (the A259) the northern edge of Aldrington 
Basin adjoins the southern edge of West Hove, a suburb of Hove which was built in the 
late 1920s and early 1930s, much of it as the West Hove Garden Estate which records 
show was planned on the then latest Garden City lines.  Its two-storey houses are set 
out along a grid of light and airy tree-lined streets that run southwards down to 
Kingsway.  The location, layout, scale, materials, detailing and natural landscaping give 
this neighbourhood overall a distinctive character and pleasant quality of life which has 
made it a consistently popular place to live for the past 80 years.  
. 
To the east of Aldrington Basin lies Hove Lagoon, an amenity created in 1930 from a 
saltmarsh at the same time as the adjoining West Hove Garden Estate was being 
developed.  The shape of the Lagoon has a 1930s Art Deco feel, and its buildings the 
style of the 1920s.  
. 
On the southern edge of Aldrington Basin stands Western Esplanade, built on the beach 
that separates the Basin from the sea.  This iconic row of secluded white beachfront 
houses, originally developed in the early 1900s, is distinctive seaside architecture that 
has the air of stylish pre-war Mediterranean living.   
. 



Therefore overall West Hove, Hove Lagoon and Western Esplanade demonstrate the 
distinctive qualities, scale and character of the growth of Hove in the early 20th century, 
and still provide a very good quality for life in the 21st century.   
. 
Local residents agree that Aldrington Basin’s regeneration should provide the 
opportunity to create a distinctively different 21st century area for the city.  However they 
think that this must not prejudice the character and good quality of life enjoyed in the 
early 20th century neighbourhood that wraps around three sides of the Basin.  At the 
interface between the Basin and these areas particular care will be necessary to 
safeguard the residential amenity and different and distinctive character of the adjoining 
areas.  
. 
This was demonstrated in 2012 by the council’s reasons for the refusal of a major 
planning application to develop tall buildings on the part of the narrow strip of land 
between Basin Road North in Aldrington Basin and the south side of Kingsway in Hove.  
The reasons graphically illustrate the real risk of development in the Basin having a 
seriously adverse impact on the west Hovel townscape, the public realm on Kingsway, 
and the high levels of maritime light currently enjoyed in housing to the north of 
Kingsway. 
. 
Therefore we suggest, in section 10 below, the addition of a sub-paragraph to policy 
DA8 B ii in order to recognise the need to respect Aldrington Basin’s sensitive 
surrounding context.   
. 
AIR QUALITY: Policies in the plan for parts of other Development Areas, where air 
quality is an issue, also contain specific air quality references, e.g. DA1-7; DA 3-7; DA4 -
A6; DA5-4.  These policies seek both to mitigate impact and ensure that the number of 
people exposed to poor air quality and traffic noise is not increased.   
. 
The A259 main coast road throughout the City, which includes Kingsway, is recognised 
as part of the Council’s Air Quality Management Area because it is an area of poor air 
quality.  Indeed in policy DA8 itself the subsection B (iii e), relating to North 
Quayside/South Portslade, refers to development taking account of impact on local air 
quality and seeks improvements wherever possible.  Aldrington Basin adjoins the A259 
only a little to the east of South Portslade and therefore it is equally important for 
sustainable development policies specific to the Basin in B ii also to refer to air quality 
issues. 
. 
Kingsway, adjacent to Aldrington Basin, is also recognised as a noisy environment. 
DEFRA’s Noise Map of England shows the pavement adjacent to parts of the PortZED 
site to be in the highest noise band (Band D: 75+ dB(A)). Therefore it would be equally 
important to include the same provision in the policies for sustainable development in 
Aldrington Basin. 
. 
Therefore in section 10 below we propose additional wording to DA8 B (ii) relating to air 
pollution and noise because they are issues of acknowledged concern in this location. 
. 



10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the
Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 legally compliant or sound, having regard 
to the reason you identified above where this relates to soundness. 
(You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant 
or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested 
revised wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.) 

We consider that our proposed amendments would mean that DA8 B (ii) would better 
meet the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework for plan making, 
NPPF paragraphs 154 to 157, in that it would better provide a clear and comprehensive 
indication of priorities for the built environment in the context of Aldrington Basin and its 
surrounding neighbourhood.   
. 
We consider that these amendments would provide high level policy to meet the NPPF’s 
requirement for planning to seek to secure high quality design and a good standard of 
amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings; and to address the 
integration of new development into the existing distinctive built environment; NPPF 
paragraphs 58, 60 and 61. 
. 
The inclusion of these suggestions would then ensure that the policy better reflects the 
neighbourhood’s collective vision and priorities for the sustainable development of the 
area, as referred to in the NPPF’s paragraph 155. 
. 
New wording to DA8 B (ii) proposed by KAWHRA is shown IN CAPITALS below: 
. 
DA8 B (ii) Aldrington Basin: 
Area Priorities: 
. 
a) To BECOME A STRATEGIC EMPLOYMENT AREA THAT accommodateS a vibrant
mix of new and improved port operational facilities as well as compatible non-port 
employment uses, including A and B use classes. The balance of land uses will be 
determined in accordance with a future development brief that will form part of the JAAP. 
. 
b) To maximise intensification and redevelopment opportunities of existing lower grade,
vacant and under-used spaces. 
. 
c) To accommodate SOME CAREFULLY located mixed-use residential development, in
accordance with a future brief that will form part of the JAAP. 
. 
d) To improve access arrangements and townscape upgrades to create better linkages
to surrounding areas. 
. 
e) To ensure that all development takes in to account the findings and recommendations
of the 2012 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and any subsequent revisions. 
. 
NEW):   DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS SHOULD RESPECT AND COMPLEMENT THE 
TOWNSCAPE, PUBLIC REALM, AND DISTINCTIVE LOCAL CHARACTER AND 
AMENITY OF KINGSWAY, THE LAGOON, AND THE RESIDENTIAL AREAS OF WEST 
HOVE AND WESTERN ESPLANADE. 
. 



NEW):   TO ENSURE THAT NEW DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS TAKE ACCOUNT OF 
IMPACT ON LOCAL AIR QUALITY AND THAT IMPROVEMENTS ARE SOUGHT 
WHEREVER POSSIBLE, AND ENSURE DEVELOPMENTS DO NOT INCREASE THE 
NUMBER OF PEOPLE EXPOSED TO POOR AIR QUALITY OR TRAFFIC NOISE. 

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please 
outline why you consider this to be necessary. 

The Kingsway and West Hove Residents Association, KAWHRA, represents people 
living in the residential neighbourhood of west Hove that adjoins the whole north side of 
the Aldrington Basin part of Shoreham Harbour.   
. 
There is a close interrelationship between this area of west Hove and Aldrington Basin 
and for over two years several hundred local residents have been actively engaged with 
KAWHRA in detailed considerations of the Basin’s future through the evolution of the 
City Plan, the Aldrington Basin and South Portslade Development Brief, and two 
controversial planning applications for land between Basin Road North in Aldrington 
Basin and Kingsway in west Hove. 
. 
Therefore KAWHRA’s Chairman and Committee consider it necessary for a member of 
KAWHRA’s committee to represent the local community at the hearing part of the 
examination relating to the Shoreham Harbour Development Area. 
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7. If you agree that the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is legally compliant and/or sound and wish
to support this, please use this box to set out your comments.

The varied distribution of housing areas and sources shown in the Distribution of Housing table in CP1
B will be the only sustainable way to achieve the City Plan’s housing provision. The distribution of
housing shown in CP1 B identifies 400 new homes to be provided in Shoreham Harbour. The recent
detailed work carried out for the Development Brief for the parts of the Harbour that have the potential
for housing delivery has demonstrated the constraints on the numbers deliverable if land is also to be
available for economic and port uses, and if the local environment is to be safeguarded and enhanced.
It is clear therefore that delivery of 400 new homes in Shoreham Harbour will be extremely challenging,
and that there is no scope for delivering a greater number in that area. The wide and balanced range
of areas and sources for new homes shown in CP1 B is therefore realistic having regard to the sensitive
and constrained environment throughout the City.

8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Written Representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the
hearing sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal
compliance and is seeking a change, do you consider
it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate)
The Inspector will determine the most appropriate
procedure to adopt to hear those who have indicated
that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the
examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

The Kingsway and West Hove Residents Association has first hand experience of the challenges of
balancing housing, economic, social and cultural uses within the sensitive environment in the city.

No12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development?

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

Powered by Objective Online 4.0 - page 2
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7. If you agree that the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is legally compliant and/or sound and wish
to support this, please use this box to set out your comments.

Policy CP1 is an appropriate sustainable strategy to manage the interminable demand for housing in
the city in the context of the city’s inexorable physical, environmental and economic constraints. The
attractions of the city’s townscape, the sea, and the South Downs always have drawn people to live
within its finite boundaries. People always will want to live here unless unmanaged housing growth
seriously destroys the city’s quality of life or its economy, perhaps by reducing the amount of land
available for other uses or by destroying the city’s scale and character. . It will be a challenging strategy
to achieve at least 11,300 new homes over the plan period, without damage to the availability of open
space and employment space, and without damaging the city’s sensitive townscape with inappropriately
located tall buildings.The delivery of so much of the total housing on brownfield sites will be challenging.
Therefore in the context of the demands for other important land uses in the city, the Plan’s target of
at least 11,300 represents a realistic aim for sustainable housing delivery in the sustainable city during
the plan period. .

8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Written Representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing
sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal
compliance and is seeking a change, do you consider
it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate)
The Inspector will determine the most appropriate
procedure to adopt to hear those who have indicated
that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the
examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

The Kingsway and West Hove Residents Association has first hand experience of the challenges of
balancing housing, economic, social and cultural uses within the sensitive environment in the city.

No12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development?

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

Please state the type of impairment which applies to
you. If you have more than one impairment please
indicate all that apply. If none of the categories apply,
please mark 'other' and state.

If yes, do you care for a....?

Powered by Objective Online 4.0 - page 2
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7. If you agree that the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is legally compliant and/or sound and wish
to support this, please use this box to set out your comments.

The Kingsway and West Hove Residents Association made a strong and detailed representation to
the Deposit Draft City Plan in 2012 relating to the then wording of the subsection of Urban Design
policy CP12?s supporting text, then numbered 4.134, and illustrated on Map 8. This was supported
by local residents. .We will not repeat the detail here, but our objection in principle was to the indication
that taller buildings could be appropriate for the north side of Kingsway anywhere on Kingsway in the

Powered by Objective Online 4.0 - page 1
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Western Seafront area. . We explained that in west Hove, between Welbeck Avenue and Boundary
Road/Station Road, the neighbourhood north of Kingsway is an attractive area of two storey houses.
We explained that over the eight years since the Tall Buildings Study SPGBH15 was produced it had
become clear through the planning application and the appeal processes that tall buildings on Kingsway
in that part of west Hove would be out of place, overshadowing, damaging to residential amenity and
the area?s domestic character. We explained how, through these processes, redevelopment on
Kingsway in west Hove has been limited to four storeys. We said that the City Plan provided the
appropriate opportunity to provide clarity and certainty by removing the strategic implication that taller
development on this part of Kingsway in West Hove could be acceptable. . Therefore we are pleased
to see recognition of this in the Submission City Plan by the amendment made to CP12?s supporting
text, now renumbered as 4.144, by the addition of the words that we show here in capitals:- . ?Western
Seafront / Kingsway ? is a linear corridor along the stretch of Kingsway that directly overlooks Hove?s
Western Lawns AS FAR WEST AS WISH ROAD?. . This is now complemented by the parallel change
in the Submission Plan made to Seafront Policy SA1 B, which explains that priorities for the Western
Seafront are: ?To enhance and improve the public realm and create a more coherent townscape,
THAT RESPECTS ITS ADJOINING CONTEXT, through greater consistency of scale, height and
roofline along the north side of Kingsway.? . Wish Road and Welbeck Avenue are adjacent roads and
we consider this version of the supporting paragraph in the Submission Plan (now 4.144) is now sound.
It is justified by the evidence provided by a long history of detailed consideration of this issue through
the planning process. Also, it reflects local residents? priorities for protecting the character of the local
townscape, and for protecting local residential amenity such as the current high levels of maritime light
enjoyed in the neighbourhood adjoining the seafront.

8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Written Representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing
sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or
legal compliance and is seeking a change, do you
consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at
the hearing part of the examination? (tick box below
as appropriate) The Inspector will determine the most
appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the
hearing part of the examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

The Kingsway and West Hove Residents Association, together with local residents, made strong
representations about this issue at the Draft Plan stage, which resulted in this welcome change in the
Submission Plan. It is a priority issue for local residents.

No12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development?

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

Powered by Objective Online 4.0 - page 2
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9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is not legally
compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

Policy CP8 and its supporting text set out a good strategy for securing the development of sustainable
new buildings. It recognises that by the end of the Plan period the vast majority of the city’s buildings
will be the ones which already exist today. Policy CP8 therefore soundly recognises the need for
existing buildings, through conversions and extensions, to be enabled to be adapted to the best of
their ability to contribute towards reductions in fuel use and greenhouse gas emissions. . However the
policy should recognise that new buildings, designed to meet high standards of sustainability, also
need to have regard the possibility of their having adverse impact on the sustainability of adjacent
existing buildings. . Over recent years experience with proposed developments in the city has shown
that developers may propose new development which individually achieves a high level of sustainable
design, but which would adversely affect the sustainability of existing nearby buildings. This occurs
when proposed new buildings would overshadow existing properties, affecting the availability of levels
of passive solar heating and lighting previously enjoyed in those existing buildings. . This would then
necessitate occupants of adjacent buildings resorting to higher levels of artificial heating and lighting.
Overshadowing also affects the efficiency of photovoltaics already fitted, and may deter future fitting
of PVs on buildings in once suitable locations. . The response to KAWHRAs representation on this
issue in the Draft Plan in the Statement of Consultation concerning this issue was that:- CP14 Housing
Density states that proposals must demonstrate that they would respect, reinforce or repair the character
of the neighbourhood.The supporting text goes on to say that;- successful higher density developments
will depend upon a design-led approach that respects its local context and minimises impacts on its
surroundings. . However, we consider that although Policy CP14 has important links with policy CP8,
the policy and supporting text, it does not identify this as a sustainable building issue. . In the Submission
Plan, at the end of the supporting text for CP8, there is a reference, in paragraph 4.90, that:- This
policy has important links with CP12 Urban Design. However we consider that CP12 and the supporting
text are about townscape and public realm issues, and they do not identify this as a sustainable building
issue. .We think that the risk of new buildings overshadowing existing buildings, and adversely affecting
the availability of passive solar energy for light and heat in those existing buildings, deserves specific
reference in the Sustainable Buildings section of the Plan. It is an important aspect of improving the
sustainability of the existing housing stock which should be acknowledged in the City Plan in order
that it is clear to developers that this is a factor relating to context which is to be taken into account in
the design of new buildings.

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you identified above where this relates to
soundness. (You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.)

The following additions to the chapter CP8 Sustainable Buildings would improve the Plan’s delivery
of the low carbon future strategy of the National Planning Policy Framework. . Firstly, add the new
words shown in capitals below to policy CP 8 subsection 2:- (NEW) DOES NOT ADVERSELY AFFECT
THE EXISTING SUSTAINABILITY OF ADJACENT BUILDINGS OR PRECLUDE RETROFITTING TO
IMPROVE THEIR SUSTAINABILITY. Secondly, addition of the new words shown in capitals below to
the end of paragraph 4.88:- ALSO, NEW BUILDINGS SHOULD NOT PREDJUDICE THE CAPACITY
OF THE EXISTING BUILDING STOCK IN THEIR VICINITY TO UTILISE AVAILABLE LEVELS OF
PASSIVE SOLAR HEATING AND LIGHTING.

Written Representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing
sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or
legal compliance and is seeking a change, do you
consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at
the hearing part of the examination? (tick box below
as appropriate) The Inspector will determine the most
appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the
hearing part of the examination.
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11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

The Kingsway and West Hove Residents Association has direct experience of the adverse impact of
new building proposals, designed to meet high sustainability standards in themselves, but which would
seriously deprive existing buildings of passive solar energy.

No12. Do you have any comments on the new policy
SS1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable
Development?

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for Examination
Publication of the recommendations from the
Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

Powered by Objective Online 4.0 - page 3



Carly Dockerill 

From: Lister, John (NE) [John.Lister@naturalengland.org.uk]

Sent: 04 April 2013 09:21

To: LDF

Subject: 79256 - Submission City Plan (Part 1)

Page 1 of 179256 - Submission City Plan (Part 1)

09/04/2013

Attn - Liz Hobden, Local Development Manager 

Dear Liz 

Thank you for consulting Natural England on your City Plan. 

In my view, the Core Strategy is sound and you have responded appropriately to the issues relating 
to the natural environment. 

Due to the current pressure of consultations on land-use plans, I have had limited time to look at this 
edition of your Plan.  If there are issues I have not covered, please let me know and I will respond as 
quickly as possible.  If discussion would be helpful, please give me a call. 

Yours sincerely 

John Lister 

Lead Adviser 

Land Use Services Team - Ashford 

Natural England 

www.naturalengland.org.uk 

We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected 

and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations. 

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to 
meetings and attend via audio, video or web conferencing. 

This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If 
you have received it in error you have no authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents 
and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst this email and associated attachments will 
have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England systems, we can accept no 
responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems may be 
monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful 
purposes. 
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Page 1 of 2Submission City Plan (Part One) SA

09/04/2013

From: Lister, John (NE) [mailto:John.Lister@naturalengland.org.uk] 

Sent: 05 April 2013 16:55 

To: Helen Pennington 
Subject: Submission City Plan (Part One) SA 

Dear Helen 

Thank you for consulting Natural England on the City Plan SA. 

I have looked through the SA and consider that the analysis is reasonable and that it has resulted in 
appropriate changes to the plan.   

The difficulty lies in the detail, in particular how the plan delivers the best sustainable balance in 
individual development schemes.  The key issues is whether the potential impacts of development 
(particularly those driven by economic and community needs) on the natural environment, are 
appropriately avoided, mitigated or compensated, particularly where the value of the environmental 
asset is significant.  In this respect, some of the monitoring indicators may be unhelpful.   

In the case biodiversity: 

�  the first indicator - the number and area of designated sites - is unlikely to change 

significantly through the implementation of the Plan. 

�  for the second indicator, the prime influence on the condition of SSSIs will normally be 

land management practices, rather than changes driven by the plan. 

�  the third indicator relating to the aggregate area of change in “habitat and biodiversity 

features”, may also tell a limited story about the sustainability of the plan, insofar as the 
quality/value of losses and gains is important.  

Whilst some of the changes in biodiversity may arise from factors beyond the scope of the plan; 
monitoring the impact of development is clearly important, and it helps to ensure that allocations and 
windfalls generate net habitats and biodiversity benefits, thereby delivering the national aim of 
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halting the decline in biodiversity. 

So a set of indicators regarding the nature and scale of consented development, its impact (direct and 
indirect) on important habitats and species; and the extent to which the development delivered net 
gains, would be helpful.  

A similar approach could be applied to the South Downs 

Due to the current pressure of consultations on land-use plans, I have not been able to spend the time 
I would have wished reviewing and commenting on your SA.  Nevertheless, I hope you find these 
comments helpful.  If there are issues I have not covered, please let me know and I will respond as 
quickly as possible.  If discussion would be helpful, please give me a call. 

I append a form should you wish to comment on the service we provide. 

<<Natural England Consultation Feedback(v3)_pub_0001.pdf>> 

Yours sincerely 

John Lister 

Lead Adviser 

Land Use Services Team - Ashford 

Natural England 

www.naturalengland.org.uk 

We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is protected 

and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguarded for future generations. 

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid travelling to 
meetings and attend via audio, video or web conferencing. 

This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If 
you have received it in error you have no authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents 
and you should destroy it and inform the sender. Whilst this email and associated attachments will 
have been checked for known viruses whilst within the Natural England systems, we can accept no 
responsibility once it has left our systems. Communications on Natural England systems may be 
monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful 
purposes. 

Page 2 of 2Submission City Plan (Part One) SA
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Adur & Worthing Councils, Civic Centre, Ham Road,  
Shoreham-by-Sea, West Sussex, BN43 6PR 
web: www.adur.gov.uk - www.worthing.gov.uk - www.aws.gov.uk 

To: Ms E Hobden – LDF Manager, 
Local Development Team 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
Room 407-410 Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road  
Hove BN3 3BQ 

Date: 4/4/13 

Dear Ms Hobden, 

BRIGHTON AND HOVE DRAFT CITY PLAN – PART 1 

With regard to the publication stage of the Brighton and Hove City Plan, Officers previously 
made comments via letter on the previous draft Plan and a number of these have now 
been addressed.   

As stated previously, we welcome the City Plan in that it will provide a clear planning and 
investment framework for the City and it seeks to address a number of issues which span 
the City boundary impacting on Adur District. In particular, we welcome the policy on 
Shoreham Harbour and the references to the Area Action Plan being prepared for the site 
jointly with Adur Council and West Sussex County Council. Such partnership working 
accords with the new NPPF and we welcome the references to Duty to Co-operate in the 
Plan in this regard. This Council is working with Brighton and Hove City Council on a 
number of joint issues including the Shoreham Harbour regeneration site as well as on 
housing issues under the Duty to Co-operate.  

With regard to housing issues under the Duty to Co-operate, Adur Council together with a 
number of other local authorities in the coastal sub regional housing market area including 
Brighton and Hove Council, recently commissioned an evidence based study on housing 
needs and provision for the area. The aims of the study are to: 

• To provide an estimate of theoretical housing needs/requirements over the period to
2031 

• To provide the estimated amount of housing that can potentially be delivered over
this period taking account of a range of issues including environmental capacity
(impacted by the National Park designation, river and coastal flood risk and
biodiversity sites), infrastructure and economic objectives.

• To review the options for addressing any housing provision shortfall (if this is
identified) including longer term development options and engagement with other
local authority areas within and close to the coastal housing market
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• To set out the social, economic and environmental consequences of the above
options including not meeting theoretical needs.

This study is nearing completion and provides a good example of constructive joint 
working between the coastal authorities and including Lewes and the South Downs 
National Park to address a strategic cross boundary issue.  It is noted that Brighton and 
Hove city is unable to meet its theoretical (unconstrained) housing requirement up to 2030 
as evidenced in the Housing Requirements Study Update of October 2012 because of 
environmental constraints. A number of other coastal districts in the housing market area, 
including Adur, have similar constraints as well as those relating to infrastructure capacity 
which impacts on potential housing supply. Paragraph 4.5 of the Plan recognises the 
similar challenges across the area and the commitment of the Council to work 
constructively and on an on-going basis with neighbouring authorities and public bodies on 
strategic planning matters including housing. This statement is welcomed and the joint 
working taking place between the authorities on trying to find solutions to the housing 
shortfall supports the City Council’s commitment.  

Development Area Policy -  DA8 Shoreham Harbour – page 73 
Adur Council is working closely with Brighton and Hove City Council on the emerging 
planning policy framework for the Harbour including current work on the development 
briefs to inform the emerging Joint Area Action Plan.  Policy DA8 is therefore supported. 

It is noted that the development area boundary as shown on the map on page 87 is  
indicative at this stage and will be further defined in the Joint Area Action Plan. At this 
current stage, the boundary can only be indicative until further work on the Joint Area 
Action Plan, informed by the emerging development briefs, is progressed.  

I hope the comments in this letter are helpful. 

Yours sincerely, 

Colette Blackett 

(Planning Policy Manager) 

Ph: 01273 263242  

e-mail: colette.blackett@adur-worthing.gov.uk 
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Section Two: The Strategy1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this
representation relate?

13, 16, 17, 234.To which Page Number(s) does your representation
relate to?

1.24, 2.2, 2.55.To which paragraph of the City Plan Part 1 does
this representation relate to?

Yes6a Legally Compliant?
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No6b Sound?

8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan
Part 1 is unsound because it is not:

Positively Prepared
Justified
Consistent with National Policy

9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is not legally
compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

1.NOT POSITIVELY PREPARED - the strategy upon which the Plan is based utilises a "bottom up"
methodology as opposed to a "top down" approach, i.e. its policies are based upon former Local Plan
policies and constraints instead of meeting the current, up-to-date and identified future development
needs of the City (especially housing - see separate comments on Policy CP1 - Housing Delivery) and
identifying suitable development land and sites for same. The Plan is thus NEGATIVELY prepared,
with no presumption in favour of the much-needed development identified in the Plan itself, especially
in areas of low or nil amenity/landscape value. The Strategy also fails to meet one of the "Challenges"
as set out at para. 1,24, i.e. addressing the pressure for school places, etc. and the associated Strategic
Objective SO21 in relation to "Healthy and Balanced Communities" in that it fails to make provision
for the future expansion/long term planning of Hove Park School onto the area of land to the immediate
west of the current school site, i.e. on land to the south of Benfield Valley, south of Hangleton Lane
(see also other, separate representations in relation to this site). 2. NOT JUSTIFIED - the Plan does
not present the most appropriate strategy to meet the City`s identified future needs; it places too much
weight upon former, now out-of-date, Local Plan policies, especially in relation to the protection from
development of areas of land of low/nil amenity , open space and "ordinary" (i.e. non -statutorily
protected) areas of countryside. Conversely, it has identified for new development areas of currently
protected countryside/protected nature interest , e.g.Toad`s Hole Valley (Policy DA7) - now see below.
3. NOT CONSISTENT WITH NATIONAL POLICY - the Plan`s overall Strategy and approach conflict
with policies in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), vide: (i) Para. 14 - the Strategy, for
the reasons above, does not "positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of the
area", nor does it "meet objectively assessed needs...etc". (ii) Para. 16 - the Strategy does not "develop
plans that support the strategic development needs set out in Local Plans, including policies for housing
and economic development....etc". (see representations on CP1 - Housing delivery for further details).
(iii) Para. 17 - the Strategy does not address two of the "Core Planning Principles" of the NPPF in that
(a) it does not "respond positively to wider opportunities for growth" and, although the Plan has
objectively identified the housing, etc. development needs of the area, it has failed to "allocate sufficient
land which is suitable for development in their area, taking account the needs off the residential and
business communities"and (b) the "allocations of land for development should prefer land of lesser
environmental value,..etc". The Toad`s Hole Valley site referred to above (DA7) does not fall into this
category, but has been identified for new, mixed development, whereas the Benfield Valley (South)
site, of much less environmental value, has not. (iv) For the above reasons, the Strategy is in conflict
with paras. 109 and 110 of the NPPF, in that (respectively) it does not "protect and enhance valued
landscapes" and does not "allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value...etc" - the
afore-mentioned Benfield Valley (South) site being of low environmental value and thus more suitable
for new development.

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you identified above where this relates to
soundness. (You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.)

The sixth bullet-point of para. 2.2 of the Strategy should make reference to the NPPF`s requirement
for selecting for new development land and sites of low environmental and amenity value; it should
thus read: "Significant new development will be directed to areas of the City with the least environmental
or amenity value; good sustainable transport links; and to those areas in need of regeneration and
renewal". Strategic Objective SO1 should similarly be amended to read: "Ensure that all major
development in the city supports the regeneration of the city; is located in sustainable locations; is
directed to those currently undeveloped areas of lesser or least environmental or amenity value; ....etc"
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Written Representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing
sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or
legal compliance and is seeking a change, do you
consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at
the hearing part of the examination? (tick box below
as appropriate) The Inspector will determine the most
appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the
hearing part of the examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

As the proposed Strategy contains fundamental conflicts with the NPPF, then it is essential to be able
to elicit from the Council their rationale for the "bottom up" approach it has applied, to the detriment
of meeting its own, objectively- assessed targets for housing needs, etc. Also to properly examine
their selection of sites for new development which appear to conflict with the overall NPPF and its own
strategy, and their rejection of other, more suitable sites which are more consistent with NPPF guidance
and policies.

Yes12. Do you have any comments on the new policy
SS1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable
Development?

Object12a If 'Yes' do you support / object or partially support
/ partially object to this policy?

12b Please state your reasons

The NPPF policy in relation to the presumption in favour of sustainable development is set out in para.
14 of the Framework. Briefly, this requires that, in plan-making, Councils should POSITIVELY seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of their area, having objectively assessed those needs.
However, the Council`s Policy SS1 - although stating that it will take a positive approach when
considering development proposals - has not taken such an approach in the various policies contained
elsewhere in the Plan. Its "bottom up " approach, unduly influenced by the protection of land of lesser
environmental/amenity value, results in its admitted inability to meet the objectively assessed (especially
housing) growth needs of the city for the future. The conflict between these negatively-based policies
and Policy SS1 means that the Council, in practice, will be taking a NEGATIVE approach to otherwise
sustainable developments in their area, to the detriment of its own needs and requirements.The result
is a direct conflict with the requirements of para. 16 of the NPPF.

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

66What age are you?

MaleWhat gender are you?

YesDo you identify as the gender you were assigned at
birth?
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How would you describe your ethnic origin?

English / Welsh / Scottish / Northern Irish / British

Heterosexual / StraightWhich of the following best describes your sexual
orientation?

I have no particular religionWhat is your religion or belief?

NoAre your day-to-day activities limited because of a
health problem or disability which has lasted, or is
expected to last, at least 12 months?

Please state the type of impairment which applies to
you. If you have more than one impairment please
indicate all that apply. If none of the categories apply,
please mark 'other' and state.

Are you a carer?

NoThis means you look after or give help or support to
family members, friends, neighbours or others
because of either; long term physical or mental ill
health, a disability or a problem related to age. Please
do not count anything you do as part of your
employment.

If yes, do you care for a....?
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Section Three: Development & Special Area
Policies

1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this
representation relate?

SA4 Urban Fringe2. If you ticked 'Section Three', 'Policies Map' or
'Sustainability Appraisal' which Policy of the City Plan
Part 1 does this representation relate to?

111 - 1134.To which Page Number(s) does your representation
relate to?
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3.153 - 3.1615.To which paragraph of the City Plan Part 1 does
this representation relate to?

Yes6a Legally Compliant?

No6b Sound?

8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Positively Prepared
Justified
Consistent with National Policy

9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is not legally
compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

1.NOT POSITIVELY PREPARED - the strategy upon which the Plan is based utilises a "bottom up"
methodology as opposed to a "top down" approach, i.e. its policies are based upon former Local Plan
policies and constraints instead of meeting the current, up-to-date and identified future development
needs of the City (especially housing - see separate comments on Policy CP1 - Housing Delivery) and
identifying suitable development land and sites for same. The Plan is thus NEGATIVELY prepared,
with no presumption in favour of the much-needed development identified in the Plan itself, especially
in areas of low or nil amenity/landscape value. The Strategy also fails to meet one of the "Challenges"
as set out at para. 1,24, i.e. addressing the pressure for school places, etc. and the associated Strategic
Objective SO21 in relation to "Healthy and Balanced Communities" in that it fails to make provision
for the future expansion/long term planning of Hove Park School onto the area of land to the immediate
west of the current school site, i.e. on land to the south of Benfield Valley, south of Hangleton Lane,
which should: (i) be deleted as an "Urban Fringe Site" and allocated instead as within the "Built Up
Area Boundary" on the Policies Map/Key Diagram and (ii) notated as new Policy DA9 - Benfield Valley,
South of Hangleton Lane - suitable for mixed development (especially residential and educational
uses), while enhancing the existing areas of SNCI and releasing "enabling development" funds for the
improvement of the existing Barns complex on land to the north of Hangletion Lane, within the same
ownership/control of the Respondents. 2. NOT JUSTIFIED - the Plan does not present the most
appropriate strategy to meet the City`s identified future needs; it places too much weight upon former,
now out-of-date, Local Plan policies, especially in relation to the protection from development of areas
of land of low/nil amenity , open space and "ordinary" (i.e. non -statutorily protected) areas of
countryside. Conversely, it has identified for new development areas of currently protected
countryside/protected nature interest , e.g.Toad`s Hole Valley (Policy DA7) - now see below. 3. NOT
CONSISTENT WITH NATIONAL POLICY - the Plan`s overall Strategy and approach conflict with
policies in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), vide: (i) Para. 14 - the Strategy, for the
reasons above, does not "positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of the area",
nor does it "meet objectively assessed needs...etc". (ii) Para. 16 - the Strategy does not "develop plans
that support the strategic development needs set out in Local Plans, including policies for housing and
economic development....etc". (see representations on CP1 - Housing delivery for further details). (iii)
Para. 17 - the Strategy does not address two of the "Core Planning Principles" of the NPPF in that (a)
it does not "respond positively to wider opportunities for growth" and, although the Plan has objectively
identified the housing, etc. development needs of the area, it has failed to "allocate sufficient land
which is suitable for development in their area, taking account the needs off the residential and business
communities"and (b) the "allocations of land for development should prefer land of lesser environmental
value,..etc". The Toad`s Hole Valley site referred to above (DA7) does not fall into this category, but
has been identified for new, mixed development, whereas the Benfield Valley (South) site, of much
less environmental value; in a very sustainable location; and already surrounded on three sites by
built-up development, has not. (iv) For the above reasons, the Strategy is in conflict with paras. 109
and 110 of the NPPF, in that (respectively) it does not "protect and enhance valued landscapes" and
does not "allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value...etc" - the afore-mentioned
Benfield Valley (South) site being of low environmental value and thus more suitable for new
development.
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10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you identified above where this relates to
soundness. (You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.)

1. The southern part of Benfield Valley, south of Hangleton Lane, should be deleted as an "Urban
Fringe" site on the map immediately preceding para. 3.153 on page 111 and also deleted as same on
the Key Diagram and Policies Map. 2. The same site should be notated as within the "Built Up Area"
boundary on all diagrams and maps. 3. The same site should also be notated as new Policy DA9,
indicating that it is considered suitable for mixed development to meet the identified City needs for the
future.

Written Representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing
sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or
legal compliance and is seeking a change, do you
consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at
the hearing part of the examination? (tick box below
as appropriate) The Inspector will determine the most
appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the
hearing part of the examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

As the proposed Strategy contains fundamental conflicts with the NPPF, then it is essential to be able
to elicit from the Council their rationale for the "bottom up" approach it has applied, to the detriment
of meeting its own, objectively- assessed targets for housing needs, etc. Also to properly examine
their selection of sites for new development which appear to conflict with the overall NPPF and its own
strategy, and their rejection of other, more suitable sites which are more consistent with NPPF guidance
and policies.

Yes12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development?

Object12a If 'Yes' do you support / object or partially support
/ partially object to this policy?

12b Please state your reasons

(See reasons given in Section 12b of Responses to Section 2 -The Strategy).

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

66What age are you?

MaleWhat gender are you?
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YesDo you identify as the gender you were assigned at
birth?

How would you describe your ethnic origin?

English / Welsh / Scottish / Northern Irish / British

Heterosexual / StraightWhich of the following best describes your sexual
orientation?

I have no particular religionWhat is your religion or belief?

NoAre your day-to-day activities limited because of a
health problem or disability which has lasted, or is
expected to last, at least 12 months?

Please state the type of impairment which applies to
you. If you have more than one impairment please
indicate all that apply. If none of the categories apply,
please mark 'other' and state.

Are you a carer?

NoThis means you look after or give help or support to
family members, friends, neighbours or others
because of either; long term physical or mental ill
health, a disability or a problem related to age. Please
do not count anything you do as part of your
employment.

If yes, do you care for a....?
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Section Four: Citywide Policies1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this
representation relate?

CP1 Housing Delivery3. If you ticked 'Section Four', 'Policies Map' or
'Sustainability Appraisal' which policy of the City Plan
Part 1 does this representation relate to?

127 - 1314.To which Page Number(s) does your representation
relate to?
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4.1 - 4.125.To which paragraph of the City Plan Part 1 does
this representation relate to?

Yes6a Legally Compliant?

No6b Sound?

8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Positively Prepared
Justified
Effective
Consistent with National Policy

9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is not legally
compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

Policy CP1 is not based upon a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and
infrastructure requirements, contrary to para. 182 of the NPPF. The Council`s housing requirements
have been assessed, at para. 4.2, at 15,800 new homes to 2030. However, the Plan provision at CP1A
and Table 4, are only for 11,300 to 11,350 new homes respectively - this being some 30% below the
assessed requirement. The rationale given by the Council at para. 4.3 for this large deficiency is due
to the "very significant constraints on the capacity of the city to physically accommodate the amount
of development" assessed as necessary. But this is due in no small part to the Council`s overall Strategy
and specific other policies, which place undue weight upon the need to protect land of lesser or least
environmental/amenity value from new development, while giving insufficient weight to the need to
meet objectively assessed development as per NPPF policy. There is a large amount of land between
the existing built-up boundary and the National Park in urban fringe locations which is suitable for new,
especially housing, development if it were not for the Council`s (unsound) "bottom up" as opposed to
"top down" policy formulation. For example, land to the south of Hangleton Lane,Benfield Valley, could
accommodate much-needed additional housing (c. 40 houses) and still provide opportunities to enhance
the environmental quality of the site - as is the case with Strategic Allocation Site DA7 (Toad`s Hole
Valley and its adjoining SNCI -which, incidentally, is of much higher environmental quality than Benfield
Valley, being designated as AONB in the last Local Plan). The need to identify and allocate such extra
sites for new housing is necessary not only to address the overall deficit in assessed demand, but also
because there is uncertainty regarding the overall delivery of the number of units set out in CP1; as
Table 4 shows, for example, only some 3230 houses have been built or committed and only 3635
identified in Strategic Allocations. The significant numbers remaining - some 4485 houses - are to be
allocated in Part 2 of the City Plan, with no details therefore available as to the sites` actual deliverability
or availability within the plan period. These future allocations are thus broad estimates only, not a
sufficiently robust or sound methodology for setting out city-wide Strategies and Policies at this stage.
As to the Council`s rejections of the Benfield Valley site at earlier stages of the plan-making process,
these are themselves considered unsound in that: (a) the land is privately owned, with only one public
footpath along its eastern edge, and is thus NOT "publicly accessible open space" and (b) the two
small areas of designated SNCI can be left where there are - and indeed enhanced - as per the
requirements for the SNCI area adjoining site DA7, at Toad`s Hole Valley, and still leave ample land
for new housing, education (e.g. expansion of Hove Park School) , etc, uses on the remainder. The
Benfield Valley site - being of lesser environmental quality; not protected by specific landscape
designations; surrounded on three sides by existing development; and in a very sustainable location
- IS considered suitable for new housing, to help meet the Council`s (admitted) shortfall of proposed
housing provision as against assessed need.

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you identified above where this relates to
soundness. (You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.)
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1. Representations have been made separately to remove the southern end of Benfield Valley from
its proposed Policy SA4 designation as Urban Fringe; to include the site within the Built Up Area
Boundary; and to notate it instead as a Strategic Allocation DA9 for mixed development. As a
consequence, the site should be included within Policy CP1 for a minimum of 40 houses, etc. 2. Para.
A to CP1 should thus be amended to increase the housing figure to 11, 340 and the annual average
rate increased to 5677 dwellings. 3. The figure in sub-paragraph (c) should be increased to 3675; 4.
In para. B, a new supply development area, DA9, should be added and the figure for Development
Area Total increased to 6195; 4.Table 4 should be revised to add new Spatial Area DA9 and to increase
accordingly the DA total to 6195. dwellings, and the overall total increased to 11,390.

Written Representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing
sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or
legal compliance and is seeking a change, do you
consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at
the hearing part of the examination? (tick box below
as appropriate) The Inspector will determine the most
appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the
hearing part of the examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

As the proposed Strategy contains fundamental conflicts with the NPPF, then it is essential to be able
to elicit from the Council their rationale for the "bottom up" approach it has applied, to the detriment
of meeting its own, objectively- assessed targets for housing needs, etc. Also to properly examine
their selection of sites for new development which appear to conflict with the overall NPPF and its own
strategy, and their rejection of other, more suitable sites which are more consistent with NPPF guidance
and policies.

Yes12. Do you have any comments on the new policy
SS1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable
Development?

Object12a If 'Yes' do you support / object or partially support
/ partially object to this policy?

12b Please state your reasons

The NPPF policy in relation to the presumption in favour of sustainable development is set out in para.
14 of the Framework. Briefly, this requires that, in plan-making, Councils should POSITIVELY seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of their area, having objectively assessed those needs.
However, the Council`s Policy SS1 - although stating that it will take a positive approach when
considering development proposals - has not taken such an approach in the various policies contained
elsewhere in the Plan. Its "bottom up " approach, unduly influenced by the protection of land of lesser
environmental/amenity value, results in its admitted inability to meet the objectively assessed (especially
housing) growth needs of the city for the future. The conflict between these negatively-based policies
and Policy SS1 means that the Council, in practice, will be taking a NEGATIVE approach to otherwise
sustainable developments in their area, to the detriment of its own needs and requirements.The result
is a direct conflict with the requirements of para. 16 of the NPPF.

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan
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66What age are you?

MaleWhat gender are you?

YesDo you identify as the gender you were assigned at
birth?

How would you describe your ethnic origin?

English / Welsh / Scottish / Northern Irish / British

Heterosexual / StraightWhich of the following best describes your sexual
orientation?

I have no particular religionWhat is your religion or belief?

NoAre your day-to-day activities limited because of a
health problem or disability which has lasted, or is
expected to last, at least 12 months?

Please state the type of impairment which applies to
you. If you have more than one impairment please
indicate all that apply. If none of the categories apply,
please mark 'other' and state.

Are you a carer?

NoThis means you look after or give help or support to
family members, friends, neighbours or others
because of either; long term physical or mental ill
health, a disability or a problem related to age. Please
do not count anything you do as part of your
employment.

If yes, do you care for a....?
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Appendix 2 Key Diagram1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this
representation relate?

2334.To which Page Number(s) does your representation
relate to?

Appendix 25.To which paragraph of the City Plan Part 1 does
this representation relate to?

Yes6a Legally Compliant?
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No6b Sound?

8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Positively Prepared
Justified
Effective
Consistent with National Policy

9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is not legally
compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

1.NOT POSITIVELY PREPARED - the strategy upon which the Plan is based utilises a "bottom up"
methodology as opposed to a "top down" approach, i.e. its policies are based upon former Local Plan
policies and constraints instead of meeting the current, up-to-date and identified future development
needs of the City (especially housing - see separate comments on Policy CP1 - Housing Delivery) and
identifying suitable development land and sites for same. The Plan is thus NEGATIVELY prepared,
with no presumption in favour of the much-needed development identified in the Plan itself, especially
in areas of low or nil amenity/landscape value. The Strategy also fails to meet one of the "Challenges"
as set out at para. 1,24, i.e. addressing the pressure for school places, etc. and the associated Strategic
Objective SO21 in relation to "Healthy and Balanced Communities" in that it fails to make provision
for the future expansion/long term planning of Hove Park School onto the area of land to the immediate
west of the current school site, i.e. on land to the south of Benfield Valley, south of Hangleton Lane
(see also other, separate representations in relation to this site). 2. NOT JUSTIFIED - the Plan does
not present the most appropriate strategy to meet the City`s identified future needs; it places too much
weight upon former, now out-of-date, Local Plan policies, especially in relation to the protection from
development of areas of land of low/nil amenity , open space and "ordinary" (i.e. non -statutorily
protected) areas of countryside. Conversely, it has identified for new development areas of currently
protected countryside/protected nature interest , e.g.Toad`s Hole Valley (Policy DA7) - now see below.
3. NOT CONSISTENT WITH NATIONAL POLICY - the Plan`s overall Strategy and approach conflict
with policies in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), vide: (i) Para. 14 - the Strategy, for
the reasons above, does not "positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of the
area", nor does it "meet objectively assessed needs...etc". (ii) Para. 16 - the Strategy does not "develop
plans that support the strategic development needs set out in Local Plans, including policies for housing
and economic development....etc". (see representations on CP1 - Housing delivery for further details).
(iii) Para. 17 - the Strategy does not address two of the "Core Planning Principles" of the NPPF in that
(a) it does not "respond positively to wider opportunities for growth" and, although the Plan has
objectively identified the housing, etc. development needs of the area, it has failed to "allocate sufficient
land which is suitable for development in their area, taking account the needs off the residential and
business communities"and (b) the "allocations of land for development should prefer land of lesser
environmental value,..etc". The Toad`s Hole Valley site referred to above (DA7) does not fall into this
category, but has been identified for new, mixed development, whereas the Benfield Valley (South)
site, of much less environmental value, has not. (iv) For the above reasons, the Strategy is in conflict
with paras. 109 and 110 of the NPPF, in that (respectively) it does not "protect and enhance valued
landscapes" and does not "allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value...etc" - the
afore-mentioned Benfield Valley (South) site being of low environmental value and thus more suitable
for new development.

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you identified above where this relates to
soundness. (You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.)

1. The southern part of Benfield Valley (south of Hangleton Lane) be removed from the designation
as "Urban Fringe(SA4)" on the Key Diagram. 2. The same area be notated as within the "Built -up
Area Boundary". 3. The above-mentioned site be notated as "Development Area DA9: Benfield Valley
(South)" on the Key Diagram.

Written Representations
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Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing
sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or
legal compliance and is seeking a change, do you
consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at
the hearing part of the examination? (tick box below
as appropriate) The Inspector will determine the most
appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the
hearing part of the examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

As the proposed Strategy contains fundamental conflicts with the NPPF, then it is essential to be able
to elicit from the Council their rationale for the "bottom up" approach it has applied, to the detriment
of meeting its own, objectively- assessed targets for housing needs, etc. Also to properly examine
their selection of sites for new development which appear to conflict with the overall NPPF and its own
strategy, and their rejection of other, more suitable sites which are more consistent with NPPF guidance
and policies.

Yes12. Do you have any comments on the new policy
SS1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable
Development?

Object12a If 'Yes' do you support / object or partially support
/ partially object to this policy?

12b Please state your reasons

The NPPF policy in relation to the presumption in favour of sustainable development is set out in para.
14 of the Framework. Briefly, this requires that, in plan-making, Councils should POSITIVELY seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of their area, having objectively assessed those needs.
However, the Council`s Policy SS1 - although stating that it will take a positive approach when
considering development proposals - has not taken such an approach in the various policies contained
elsewhere in the Plan. Its "bottom up " approach, unduly influenced by the protection of land of lesser
environmental/amenity value, results in its admitted inability to meet the objectively assessed (especially
housing) growth needs of the city for the future. The conflict between these negatively-based policies
and Policy SS1 means that the Council, in practice, will be taking a NEGATIVE approach to otherwise
sustainable developments in their area, to the detriment of its own needs and requirements.The result
is a direct conflict with the requirements of para. 16 of the NPPF.

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

66What age are you?

MaleWhat gender are you?

YesDo you identify as the gender you were assigned at
birth?

How would you describe your ethnic origin?
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English / Welsh / Scottish / Northern Irish / British

Heterosexual / StraightWhich of the following best describes your sexual
orientation?

I have no particular religionWhat is your religion or belief?

NoAre your day-to-day activities limited because of a
health problem or disability which has lasted, or is
expected to last, at least 12 months?

Please state the type of impairment which applies to
you. If you have more than one impairment please
indicate all that apply. If none of the categories apply,
please mark 'other' and state.

Are you a carer?

NoThis means you look after or give help or support to
family members, friends, neighbours or others
because of either; long term physical or mental ill
health, a disability or a problem related to age. Please
do not count anything you do as part of your
employment.

If yes, do you care for a....?
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No6b Sound?

8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Positively Prepared
Justified
Consistent with National Policy

9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is not legally
compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

1.NOT POSITIVELY PREPARED - the strategy upon which the Plan is based utilises a "bottom up"
methodology as opposed to a "top down" approach, i.e. its policies are based upon former Local Plan
policies and constraints instead of meeting the current, up-to-date and identified future development
needs of the City (especially housing - see separate comments on Policy CP1 - Housing Delivery) and
identifying suitable development land and sites for same. The Plan is thus NEGATIVELY prepared,
Powered by Objective Online 4.0 - page 1with no presumption in favour of the much-needed
development identified in the Plan itself, especially in areas of low or nil amenity/landscape value. The
Strategy also fails to meet one of the "Challenges" as set out at para. 1,24, i.e. addressing the pressure
for school places, etc. and the associated Strategic Objective SO21 in relation to "Healthy and Balanced
Communities" in that it fails to make provision for the future expansion/long term planning of Hove
Park School onto the area of land to the immediate west of the current school site, i.e. on land to the
south of Benfield Valley, south of Hangleton Lane(see also other, separate representations in relation
to this site). 2. NOT JUSTIFIED - the Plan does not present the most appropriate strategy to meet the
City`s identified future needs; it places too much weight upon former, now out-of-date, Local Plan
policies, especially in relation to the protection from development of areas of land of low/nil amenity ,
open space and "ordinary" (i.e. non -statutorily protected) areas of countryside. Conversely, it has
identified for new development areas of currently protected countryside/protected nature interest ,
e.g.Toad`s Hole Valley (Policy DA7) - now see below. 3. NOT CONSISTENT WITH NATIONAL POLICY
- the Plan`s overall Strategy and approach conflict with policies in the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF), vide: (i) Para. 14 - the Strategy, for the reasons above, does not "positively seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of the area", nor does it "meet objectively assessed
needs...etc". (ii) Para. 16 - the Strategy does not "develop plans that support the strategic development
needs set out in Local Plans, including policies for housing and economic development....etc". (see
representations on CP1 - Housing delivery for further details). (iii) Para. 17 - the Strategy does not
address two of the "Core Planning Principles" of the NPPF in that (a) it does not "respond positively
to wider opportunities for growth" and, although the Plan has objectively identified the housing, etc.
development needs of the area, it has failed to "allocate sufficient land which is suitable for development
in their area, taking account the needs off the residential and business communities"and (b) the
"allocations of land for development should prefer land of lesser environmental value,..etc".The Toad`s
Hole Valley site referred to above (DA7) does not fall into this category, but has been identified for
new, mixed development, whereas the Benfield Valley (South) site, of much less environmental value,
has not. (iv) For the above reasons, the Strategy is in conflict with paras. 109 and 110 of the NPPF,
in that (respectively) it does not "protect and enhance valued landscapes" and does not "allocate land
with the least environmental or amenity value...etc" - the afore-mentioned Benfield Valley (South) site
being of low environmental value and thus more suitable for new development.

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you identified above where this relates to
soundness. (You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.)

1. Table 1 to include in "Development Areas depicted"; Strategic Allocations depicted"; and "Built up
area boundary amendments" a new site DA9 - See Map 1:Benfield Valley South "the site" 2. Map
1/Overview Maps to be amended as follows: (a) Built Up Area boundary to include the site; (b) the site
removed from the "Urban Fringe - SA4" designation; (c) DA boundaries to include DA9; (d) Strategic
allocations boundaries to include DA9; (e) the site to be removed from the "All open space Areas -
CP16" designation, as it is privately owned and not therefore available for open space use.

Written Representations
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Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing
sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or
legal compliance and is seeking a change, do you
consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at
the hearing part of the examination? (tick box below
as appropriate) The Inspector will determine the most
appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the
hearing part of the examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

As the proposed Strategy contains fundamental conflicts with the NPPF, then it is essential to be able
to elicit from the Council their rationale for the "bottom up" approach it has applied, to the detriment
of meeting its own, objectively- assessed targets for housing needs, etc. Also to properly examine
their selection of sites for new development which appear to conflict with the overall NPPF and its own
strategy, and their rejection of other, more suitable sites which are more consistent with NPPF guidance
and policies.

Yes12. Do you have any comments on the new policy
SS1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable
Development?

Object12a If 'Yes' do you support / object or partially support
/ partially object to this policy?

12b Please state your reasons

The NPPF policy in relation to the presumption in favour of sustainable development is set out in para.
14 of the Framework. Briefly, this requires that, in plan-making, Councils should POSITIVELY seek
opportunities to meet the development needs of their area, having objectively assessed those needs.
However, the Council`s Policy SS1 - although stating that it will take a positive approach when
considering development proposals - has not taken such an approach in the various policies contained
elsewhere in the Plan. Its "bottom up " approach, unduly influenced by the protection of land of lesser
environmental/amenity value, results in its admitted inability to meet the objectively assessed (especially
housing) growth needs of the city for the future. The conflict between these negatively-based policies
and Policy SS1 means that the Council, in practice, will be taking a NEGATIVE approach to otherwise
sustainable developments in their area, to the detriment of its own needs and requirements.The result
is a direct conflict with the requirements of para. 16 of the NPPF.

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

66What age are you?

MaleWhat gender are you?

YesDo you identify as the gender you were assigned at
birth?

How would you describe your ethnic origin?
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English / Welsh / Scottish / Northern Irish / British

Heterosexual / StraightWhich of the following best describes your sexual
orientation?

I have no particular religionWhat is your religion or belief?

NoAre your day-to-day activities limited because of a
health problem or disability which has lasted, or is
expected to last, at least 12 months?

Please state the type of impairment which applies to
you. If you have more than one impairment please
indicate all that apply. If none of the categories apply,
please mark 'other' and state.

Are you a carer?

NoThis means you look after or give help or support to
family members, friends, neighbours or others
because of either; long term physical or mental ill
health, a disability or a problem related to age. Please
do not count anything you do as part of your
employment.

If yes, do you care for a....?

Powered by Objective Online 4.0 - page 4



Brighton and Hove City Plan Submission 

Representations by Hove Civic Society 

Hove Civic Society wishes to make a number of representations in respect of the Submission 

version of the Brighton and Hove City Plan. 

We wish to support a wide range of policies in the plan. In particular we support the overall 

housing targets and allocation policies and the proposals for the development and special 

areas in the City.  

We wish to challenge the soundness of the plan in two respects: 

� We believe the plan should include space standards for new housing developments to

prevent housing to be built in the City that is not fit for purpose. We believe this requires

an addition to an existing policy and a commitment to produce minimum dwelling

standards for new housing in the city; we believe such standards should closely follow the

standards now set by the Mayor for London in the London Plan as adopted in July 2011

and in the Mayor’s Housing supplementary planning guidance as adopted in November

2012. 

� Whilst we welcome the references in almost all policies related to the Development areas

to decentralised district heating, we believe such reference should also be made in respect

of policy for area DA8 specifically referring to the substantial contribution that Shoreham

power station could make to district heating for the city.

Support for policies in the Brighton and Hove City Plan submission: 

Hove Civic Society wishes to record our support for the overall structure of the city plan, the 

distribution of development areas and the targets set for housing development and 

employment generating uses. We welcome the first step of setting dwelling standards by 

requiring new developments to meet the Lifetime Homes Standard. We also welcome many of 

the policies and suggestions including  the ambition for a transport link along the seafront, 

the recognition that park and ride could be managed by using unused car parking space 

throughout the city and in particular at railway stations during weekends and the recognition 

of shopping facilities in Hove and Portslade. We welcome the announcement of guidance for 

car free developments. In particular we wish to record our support for the insertion in a range 

of development area policies of various references to decentralised energy and heat networks. 

We believe that the development and expansion of district heating for the city has a major 

potential of making the city much more energy efficient and hence sustainable. 

We are broadly content with the plan and its policies and we would be most concerned if there 

were significant changes to key policies. We would like to be offered the opportunity to be 

heard if this should be the case.  

We would like to express our appreciation to the Council for the way many of our comments 

at the consultation stage have been taken onboard.    

Respondent 15



         

 

Objection to lack of policy on dwelling standards:  

We object on the grounds of soundness to the omission from the plan of a requirement for all 

new housing to meet minimum dwelling standards. We believe this is a key strategic measure 

that secures quality, sustainability and the health of occupants.  

Hove Civic Society have long held the view that many new dwellings in the city are too small 

to provide a minimum of comfort for future occupants. The size of dwellings can be such that 

standard furniture is difficult to accommodate and storage is at extreme premium. The 

Society is bemused by the fact that the Council has adopted standards for affordable homes, 

which are about the level of standards developed elsewhere in the UK, and which are meant 

to provide a minimum basic standard of accommodation, but that these standards do not 

apply to private sector developments. Indeed private sector developments often contain  

substantially smaller dwellings, providing what others such as the Mayor of London have 

called Hobbit homes. It is often said that the private sector knows best what to provide. 

However in a situation such as in the South East, where demand exceeds supply even 

substandard dwellings will be snapped up, because of a lack of choice. Hove Civic considers 

reasonable dwelling space, including adequate storage to be a key quality, health and 

sustainability issue. We believe that the demand for high quality homes and the requirement 

to identify size, type and tenure and range of housing in the NPPF also embraces this issue 

and that it is therefore a legitimate planning issue to consider.(ref para 50, NPPF, doc 

reference 10)  

The case for dwelling standards has been admirably made by the Greater London Authority 

and these are now enshrined in the Greater London Plan (adopted July 2011) and repeated in 

the London Mayor’s Housing supplementary planning guidance (adopted November 2012). We 

believe that there are several good reasons for Brighton and Hove to adopt the same 

standards:  

� The housing situation in terms of population pressure and demand is not dissimilar in 

Brighton and Hove; 

� There is a tendency towards higher densities especially in all the development areas 

identified in the plan, which makes good quality design and higher space standards 

imperative; 

� It makes good sense to introduce an identical standard across the region as this will 

provide clarity and assist market operators; 

Our case therefore mirrors that prepared for the Greater London Plan. We paraphrase here 

the key arguments made by the GLA. Our Appendix 4 includes the space standards for 

different type of dwellings and Appendix 5 provides references / hyperlinks, where possible, 

to the documents referred to.  

We draw upon the Evidence provided to the Examination in Public of the draft replacement 

London Plan on Housing Design Standards, dated July 2010. (Doc reference 8) The evidence 

is supported by a formidable bibliography. Many of the titles reflect in an anecdotal way the 

key concerns with new housing development such as: 

� ‘No more hobbit homes’ Bowie D, Planning in London, Issue 71, October-December 

2009; 

� No More Toxic Assets: Fresh thinking on housing quality, CABE 2009; 

� Room to Swing a Cat? The amount and use of space in new dwellings in 

London and the South East, HATC, 2010; 



         

 

� No homework space for the MySpace generation, Housing Corporation, News 

Release, 16 October 2006;  

In the run up to preparing their policy the GLA had commissioned research in 2006 by HATC 

limited which provided much of the basic arguments for better dwelling standards (document 

reference 3). In brief the argument provided in evidence by the GLA is as follows: 

There is dissatisfaction with new housing development – in an 2004 audit only 18% of new 

housing developments achieved a score of ‘good’ or ‘better’ (para 1.4) 

The tendency towards higher density requires higher standards of space, amenity and 

management or there is a risk of recreating the cramped and poor housing environments of 

the past.(para 1.4) 

New dwellings ‘should be built not only for short-term market demands or current occupant 

needs, but to provide long term flexibility with homes that will meet the changing needs of 

occupants and tenures over time..’(para 1.6) 

Whereas design standards including dwelling size are common in other countries England is 

notable in the examples provided for its lack of certain design controls particularly in regards 

to the size of homes (para 1.8) 

Research and case studies show that the benefits of higher quality housing include reduced 

crime rates, contribution to the mitigation of health inequalities, better welfare and reduced 

costs to society, and higher residual values for developers. (para 1.9) 

‘Various research studies and consumer surveys show a considerable degree of consistency 

not only in the preferences expressed regarding the importance of space in the home, but 

also in levels of dissatisfaction with inadequate space a frequent issue raised amongst 

residents. In looking at what is currently being provided in actual development schemes, 

there is a general trend towards decreasing space with more rooms being ‘crammed’ into 

dwellings, leading to smaller habitable rooms and significant reductions in storage space.’ 

(para 1.10) 

 

‘Research shows that the average one-bed flat in London has shrunk by 13% since 2002. 

Another recent study found that 60% of the one-bedroom dwellings in London analysed within 

the study had no storage space… The same study found that two-bedroom dwellings in 

particular fell well below the benchmarks proposed by the Homes and Communities Agency 

(HCA) by some 10 sqm (roughly the size of a small double bedroom), and that some of the 

two-bedroom dwellings being marketed in London were the same size as the proposed Draft 

Replacement London Plan (DRLP) standards for a one-bedroom dwelling.’ (para 1.11) 

 

There is a growing demand for space irrespective of household size. ‘Consumer research 

shows that space is high on the list of priorities of the increasing number of one-person 

households, and that criticism about lack of space is expressed ‘by all groups of home buyers 

with singles just as vociferous as families’  (para 1.12) 

 

Space standards are used by a number of authorities. ‘Historically, guidance on space 

standards has varied, but has been broadly consistent within a range of about +/- 10% since 

the Second World War, and the Parker Morris standards of 1961 are still a commonly cited 

benchmark for space standards in the UK.’ (para 1.14) 

  



         

 

‘The draft London Plan space standards have therefore been set at a level which allows the 

property to cater for a reasonably wide variety of diverse household needs over the lifetime of 

the property, and do not appear to be overly onerous when compared to other existing space 

standards.’ (para 1.15) 

 

The standards set (and replicated in our Appendix 4) are evidence based. The approach 

taken was ‘to calculate the minimum space required for each room (based on occupancy) to 

meet the Lifetime Homes standard and to accommodate a basic inventory of furniture that is 

commonly required in particular rooms relative to occupancy, as well as allowing adequate 

access and activity space. Additional circulation space needed in dwellings above one storey 

has also been taken into account.’ (para 4.5.2)  

 

The methodology to achieve this calculation is set out in great detail in paras 4.5.3 – 4.5.13.  

 

A comparison of various standards is set out in a table para 4.6.7, which demonstrates the 

similarity of the standards set.  

 

In para 5.3 and 5.4 the evidence argues coherently that standards are now capable of being 

considered a “material planning consideration” and a component of “sustainable development” 

and the success of the GLA in incorporating a requirement for new developments to be built 

to the Lifetime Home standard as an enforceable policy further supports the view that 

residential space standards could be set in and enforced through the planning system. 

 

We believe we can apply this formidable array of successful arguments, which has resulted in 

the space standards as proposed now being incorporated in the statutory London Plan and 

also a formally adopted SPG, to the Brighton and Hove City Plan Submission: 

 

� The housing conditions and housing demands by a growing population in Brighton and 

Hove do not differ significantly from those that can be found in London; 

� The increase in anticipated density especially in the identified development areas require 

that special attention is paid to dwelling sizes and space standards to avoid creating the 

slums of the future;   

� Our own research demonstrates that there are many examples of dwellings with far too 

little internal space that are submitted for approval (our Appendix 1). Equally there are 

proposals submitted with space standards which exceed the standards set in Brighton and 

Hove for affordable homes (such as the PortZed proposal). We therefore believe that 

given the will local developers can produce good quality decent sized dwellings locally and 

still conduct a successful business.  

� The current policy vacuum on dwelling sizes makes the local planning authority reluctant 

to argue the case for dwelling sizes and there is a track record of lost appeals on the 

matter. It is therefore essential to anchor dwelling size in policy. 

� The Brighton and Hove City Plan submission now includes firmly as policy the requirement 

for new developments to meet Lifetime homes standards (policy SA6, A8). We welcome 

this as a first step in setting dwelling standards and would like to remind the Council that 

the GLA dwelling standards take their evidence base from Lifetime homes standards and 

develop these. (Lifetime homes standards criteria shown as our Appendix 3)  

� We believe that it would only be a small step for the Council to adopt dwelling size 

standards derived from Lifetime homes standards and it is arguable that the council 

should be able to simply adopt the London Plan standards, with its well developed 

methodology. It seems to us unnecessary to repeat the expensive, exhaustive and time 



         

 

consuming process of defining standards, especially bearing in mind the similarities 

between London and Brighton and Hove and the need for some regional consistency.  

 

We therefore proposed that the following changes are made to the submitted plan:  

 

The Plan should make quite clear that the size of new dwellings is a key consideration which 

determines the quality and sustainability of new housing and can have a beneficial impact on 

the health on future occupants. 

This point can be made in the context of policy SA6, A8 and also policy CP19a as follows: 

 

Add in policy SA6 A8, after the words ‘lifetime homes standard’ the words ‘and minimum 

dwelling standards’   

 

Include in the supporting text a new para after 3.172, which states the importance of quality 

for new housing development for sustainability and health reasons in particular. This 

paragraph should also give a firm undertaking that the council will urgently develop dwelling 

size standards for Brighton and Hove. This will be done by testing the applicability of the 

standards contained in the approved London Plan with a view to adopting them entirely or in 

parts as appropriate for Brighton and Hove. In the interim the council will apply the London 

Standards under this policy for all new residential development.   

 

 

In addition and for completeness sake the same point could be referred to in the context of 

policy CP19 Housing Mix.  

 

Here we would suggest a new bullet point (iii) under policy CP19a which should state: 

 

iii) The need to ensure that new dwellings meet minimum dwelling standards to secure quality 

and sustainability of new developments and safeguard the health of future occupants (see 

also SA6, A8)   

 

In conclusion Hove Civic Society believes that firmly embedding minimum dwelling standards 

in the Brighton and Hove City Plan is a strategically important issue that will help guarantee 

the quality of new development, make such developments more sustainable and help 

safeguard the health of future occupants.  

 

Objection to lack of recognition of potential of Shoreham Power Station to 

contribute to district heating  

Whilst we welcome the frequent references to heat networks (district heating) for a majority 

of the development areas in the City, we are concerned at the lack of explicit recognition of 

the potential role of Shoreham power station as a potential mayor source of heat for the City.  

 We welcome the references in almost all policies related to the development areas to 

decentralised district heating. The following wording is used, with minor variations, in DA1, 

policy A9, DA2, policy A12 and A13; DA4, policy A11; DA5, policy A10; DA6, policy A10: 

 

Development within this area will be encouraged to consider low and zero carbon 

decentralised energy and in particular heat networks and to either connect where a 



         

 

suitable system is in place (or would be at the time of construction) or design systems so 

that they are compatible with future connection to a network. 

The supporting texts make further reference to heat networks – such as in: 

 

3.80 The Brighton & Hove Energy Study has identified particular potential for District 

Heating networks in and around this area within a long list of priority areas. Development 

within the long-list of priority areas will be encouraged to consider low and zero carbon 

decentralised energy and in particular heat networks and required to either connect where 

a suitable system is in place, or would be at the time of construction, or design systems so 

that they are compatible with future connection to a network. 

 

These references, taken together for the various development areas, provide the potential for 

district heating (heat networks) to develop from individual nodes and across the city.  

We do not believe that the plan is treating the major potential source for heat in the City, 

namely Shoreham Power Station, in the same way. 

The plan in DA8 – Shoreham Harbour mentions in para 3.112 the scope for energy heat 

networks in the harbour area. In addition in the Annex to the Submission Brighton and Hove 

City Plan (page 42) there is specific reference to Shoreham Power station and opportunities 

for District heating. However this is not anchored explicitly in policy as for the other 

development areas. 

Whereas one might argue that the Council has little or no influence over what happens 

outside its territory the fact that there is a Shoreham Harbour development area which is to 

be the subject of a joint area action plan with Adur and West Sussex Councils and that DA8 

pronounces on a wide range of matters in this area it is inconceivable not to comment on the 

enormous potential of the Shoreham Power Station in terms of its importance for energy 

generation in the City and the potential as a huge source of heat for the City’s heat networks. 

 

Opened in summer 2000, Shoreham has a capacity of 420 MW and can generate enough 

electricity to supply 420,000 homes. The station uses a gas turbine along with a steam 

turbine and generator and represents one of the more efficient forms of thermal electricity 

generation. The flexible plant usually operates at base load - running its turbines continuously 

- to meet the south coast’s energy needs. (Document Reference 12) Hove Civic Society 

estimates that about a similar amount of energy to the electricity output leaves the plant in 

the form of cooling water into the sea and that this is a huge potential source of energy that 

should be harnessed to help heat homes in the city. Indeed we believe it is the single biggest 

source of energy that could be used better, enough to heat a large proportion of the homes in 

the city, and thus help to substantially reduce the carbon footprint of the city.   

We recognise that the plan as drafted already contains many of the references needed to 

draw attention to this opportunity but believe that this needs to be made more explicit. 

Not least for completeness and consistency there should therefore be an additional bullet 

point B 1) e) in policy DA8 which replicates earlier statements on heat networks: 

 

 

IN DA8, add new bulletpoint policy B 1) f):  

 

Development within this area will be encouraged to consider low and zero carbon 

decentralised energy and in particular heat networks and to either connect where a suitable 



         

 

system is in place (or would be at the time of construction) or design systems so that they 

are compatible with future connection to a network. 

 

In particular the Council will encourage any opportunities that arise to incorporate Shoreham 

Power Station and its heat output into the heat networks for the city.  

 

This concludes our representations. 

 

 

Submitted on behalf of Hove Civic Society on 9th April 2013 

Helmut Lusser 

Chairman 

 



         

 

Annex 1: Research 2010 

SPACE STANDARDS 2010 

Space standards - objection letters and what has happened. Updated 11.12.2010 

B&H standards for affordable housing. 1 bed flats 50sqm, 2bed flats 66sqm, 2 bed houses 

76sqm; B&H has no set standards for market housing  

BH2010/00774 40 Wilbury Villas      1 bed flat 40sqm                            

Approved 

BH2010/00362 1 Victoria Terrace      1 bed flat 40sqm, too little natural light & amenity 

space  Refused but not on grounds of size   

BH2010/01079 6 Connaught Road    2 bed flat 54sqm 

Approved 

BH2010/01173 11 Westbourne Street 1 bed flat 47sqm 

Refused but not on grounds of size 

BH2010/01431 36 Walsingham Road 1 bed flat 32sqm 

Refused but not on grounds of size 

BH2010/02299 82 Denmark Villas  1 bed flat 46sqm 

Approved 

BH2010/02649 36 Walsingham Road (again) 1 bed flat 35sqm 

Withdrawn 

BH2010/02662 17 Cambridge Road              2 bed flat 60sqm 

Approved 

BH2010/02682 218-234 Portland Road 2 bed houses 62sqm 

Still under consideration 

BH2010/01059 51 Westbourne Villas    Too little amenity space for the big house and the 

annex house 

Refused on the same grounds as our objection 

BH2010/02108 10 Wilbury Road      Too little natural light & amenity space 

Refused  

BH2010/02242 204 Church Road          Documentation inadequate but clearly too small 

Approved 

BH2010/02359 Garage/Land behind Claris Court     No details but likely to be too small, low 

natural light, design unsuitable for the area                            

Refused partly on grounds of size 

BH2010/02475 7 Landsdowne Road       No details but likely to be too small 

Approved 



         

 

Appendix 2: Submission / Objection to Core Strategy 

Brighton and Hove City Council Core Strategy 

Extract:  

Hove Civic Society wishes to make three representations in respect of the soundness of the 

Core Strategy.  

 

Policy CP1 – Sustainable Buildings 

Firstly, we believe the strategy is unsound in terms of Policy CP1 – Sustainable 

Buildings. This policy omits a fundamental consideration of sustainability in terms of the live-

ability and usability of dwellings. We propose that in policy CP1, para 3 a separate bullet-point 

is added with the words:  

n: All new dwellings to meet as a minimum the housing space standards set by the 

Council for affordable dwellings. 

Adequate space within the home is essential for the wellbeing of dwellers. This includes 

sufficiently sized rooms, adequate storage space and capability of adaptation for example for 

home working, which is a key sustainability concern. The use by the Council of space 

standards for affordable accommodation proves to us the need for clearly setting out 

minimum standards as dwellings will otherwise be produced that bear no regard to acceptable 

space standards. This has been the tendency in the private sector for some time now 

resulting in completely unacceptably small dwellings. The UK private sector has been 

identified as producing some of the smallest dwellings in Europe, creating substantial 

potential problems for the years ahead.  

We do not believe that this essential strategic requirement can be deferred to the 

Development Policies and Sites Allocations stage as this requirement is central to setting out 

the framework for sustainable housing.  

The Mayor of London has decided to set firm criteria for new dwellings which will exceed those 

set by the Parker Morris Committee in 1959 by some 10%. We note, and welcome that 

Brighton and Hove City Council’s standards for affordable homes exceed those of the Mayor of 

London’s proposed standards. 

In background evidence for our representation we cite at this stage: 

Housing Space Standards, A report by HATC Limited for the Greater London Authority. August 2006 

http://www.london.gov.uk/archive/mayor/planning/docs/space-standards.rtf 

The London Housing Design Guide – draft for consultation 

http://www.london.gov.uk/archive/mayor/publications/2009/docs/housing-design.pdf 

Brighton and Hove City Council standards for affordable homes.  

 

 



         

 

Appendix 3 – Lifetime homes standard 

16 criteria: 

Car Parking width: A wider parking space improves access to and from a vehicle for a wide 

range of people; 

Access from car parking: A car parking space close to the home and a level or gently sloping 

footpath makes getting between the home and the car convenient and easy.  

Approach gradients: Using a level or gently sloping approach to the home avoids the access 

difficulties that steps can present 

Entrances: A level threshold gives easy access to everybody - wheelchair users, parents with 

children's buggies, bikes and toys, older people, people with shopping, young children and is 

generally safer when entering or leaving a house 

Communal stairs and lifts: Narrow stairs can limit access to other floors in a home or between 

homes - wider, shallower stairs (easy going) are easier to climb and for some people a lift 

may be more convenient. 

Doorways and Hallways: As a measurement, if a wheelchair user can approach and use a 

door, most other people with or without reduced mobility, can. 

Wheelchair Accessibility: Basic wheelchair access throughout the property is not only essential 

should this need arise, but also creates sufficient space for other households and as a space 

standard. 

Living room: An entrance level living room provides an accessible space to socialise with the 

household for any visitor regardless of their level of mobility. 

Entrance level bedspace: The potential for an entrance level bed space is very useful if a 

member of the household is temporarily unable to access other levels of the house. 

Entrance level WC and shower drainage: Bathroom and cloakroom walls should be strong 

enough to support grab rail and other fixings if these adaptations are required. 

Bathroom and WC walls: Bathroom and cloakroom walls should be strong enough to support 

grab rail and other fixings if these adaptations are required. 

Stairlift / Through- Floor lift: An invisible knock out panel is a simple way to allow a through 

floor lift to be installed, as an alternative to a stair lift, should the household require it.  

Tracking Hoist Route: The potential structure for a ceiling tracking hoist makes it easy to 

install should it be needed. If mobility is reduced due to illness or disability it is particularly 

helpful to have the bedroom and bathroom close to one another. 

Bathroom layout: Bathrooms require a certain amount of space to be functional; cramped, 

inaccessible conditions prevent efficient use of the facilities. Space either in front of or beside 

WC facilities are essential for ease of access. 

Window specification: Window control is essential for ventilation and temperature control. 

Handles and windows at a usable height improves access to window controls and a low cill in 

the living room ensures a view for people at sitting-height. 

Controls, fixtures and fittings: Sockets, switches and controls used on a day to day basis by 

the household located at heights that are not too high, or too low, to be reached comfortably 

by any potential occupant of the home. 



         

 

Appendix 4: Dwelling standards 

Example comparison from the various standards:  

 

Rooms / People Parker Morris  GLA adopted B&HCC affordable 

1bed / 2 persons flat 44.60  50 45 

2 bed / 4 persons flat 69.70 70 67 

3 bed / 5 person 

houses 

79-93.8 83 82 

 

 

 

Parker Morris standards, from doc 3, page 23 

Table 1- Parker Morris Standards 

 

Dwelling type 1p 2p 3p 4p 5p 6p 

Internal Floor Area (m²)       

Flat 29.7 44.6 56.7 69.7 79.0 86.4 

Maisonette    71.5 81.8 91.9 

Single story house 29.7 44.6 56.7 66.9 75.3 83.6 

2 storey semi or end    71.5 81.8 91.9 

2 storey centre terrace    74.3 84.5 91.9  

3 storey house     93.8 97.5 

Storage Space (m²) 

Houses 2.8 3.7 4.2 4.7 4.7 4.7 

Flats and maisonettes – 

internal 

0.7 0.9 1.1 1.4 1.4 1.4 

Flats and maisonettes - 

external 

1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 

 

 
GLA Housing Supplementary Planning Guidance Nov 2012 
Standard 4.1.1 (and Policy 3.5) - All developments should meet the following minimum space, taken from 

doc 8 

standards (as set out in Table 3.3 of the LP) 

Type Dwelling type 

bedroom / persons 

Essential GIA 

(sqm) 

Flats 1p 37 

 1b2p 50 



         

 

 2b3p 61 

 2b4p 70 

 3b4p 74 

 3b5p 86 

 3b6p 95 

 4b5p 90 

 4b6p 99 

Two storey 

houses 

  

 2b4p 83 

 3b5p 96 

 4b5p 100 

 4b6p 107 

Three storey 

houses 

  

 3b5p 102 

 4b5p 106 

 4b6p 113 

 

 

Brighton and Hove City Council Affordable Homes standards 

Derived from HCA (Housing and Communities Agency) Housing Quality Indicators 

 

Dwelling type 

bedroom / persons 

Requirements 

(sqm) 

1b2p 45 

2b3p 57 

2b4p 67 

3b5p (1 storey) 75 

3b5p (2 storey) 82 

4b6p (1 storey) 85 

4b6p (2 storey) 95 

4b7p (2 storey) 108 

Need exact Cttee report reference 



         

 

Appendix 5 : Documents 

Document 1 : HCS Research 2010 on planning applications ; 

Document 2:  HCS objection to B&HCC Core Strategy; 

Document 3:  Housing Space Standards, A report by HATC Limited for the Greater London 

Authority. August 2006, http://www.london.gov.uk/archive/mayor/planning/docs/space-

standards.rtf 

Document 4: The London Housing Design Guide – draft for consultation 

http://www.london.gov.uk/archive/mayor/publications/2009/docs/housing-design.pdf 

 

Document 5: Brighton and Hove City Council standards for affordable homes.  

 

Document 6: The London Plan :  

http://www.london.gov.uk/priorities/planning/londonplan, adopted 22nd July 2011 

 

Document 7, Housing chapter of London Plan, see especially table 3.3, page 70 

http://www.london.gov.uk/shaping-london/london-plan/docs/chapter3.pdf 

 

Document 8: Evidence Summary – London Plan on Housing design Standards 

http://www.london.gov.uk/shaping-london/london-plan/docs/housing-design-standards-

evidence-summary.pdf 

 

Document 9: Housing supplementary planning guidance – Nov 2012 (formally adopted 

by the Mayor under the provisions of the Greater London Authority Act)  

Dwelling standards policy page 62 ; refers to and identical to table 3.3 page 70 of the London 

Plan 

http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Housing%20SPG%20FINAL%20Low%20Resolution_0.pdf 

Document 10 : National Planning Policy Framework: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6077/211695

0.pdf 

Document 11 : Lifetime Homes standard : http://www.lifetimehomes.org.uk/ 

Document 12 : http://www.spenergywholesale.com/pages/shoreham_power_station.asp 

 

 



Lewis and Co Planning South East Limited 
Company Number 05809390 

Registered Office: Preston Park House, South Road, Brighton, BN1 6SB 
Registered in England and Wales 

Local Development Framework Team 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
Hove  
BN3 3BQ 

9th April 2013 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Brighton & Hove Draft City Plan Part 1 (Proposed Submission Draft - February 2013) 
New England Street & Policy DA4 

We write on behalf Maplebright LLP and C Brewer & Sons Ltd in relation to the Draft City Plan 
(Submission Draft) and to provide a formal response to the proposed New England Quarter & 
London Road Strategic Allocation (DA4). 

These representations relate to two properties within the DA4 policy area (see enclosed Site 
Location Plan), both of which are allocated for redevelopment: 

Site A - Longley Industrial Estate (owned by Maplebright); 

Site B - Albany House & St James House (owned by Brewers). 
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Both Maplebright and Brewers are considering redevelopment options for these properties and we 
trust the following information will be of assistance when taking the draft City Plan forward for 
submission to the Secretary of State. 
 
Background 
 
The properties are currently occupied as shown in the table below. 
 

Premises 
 

Occupant Floorspace 
 

Approximate 
No. of 
Employees 

Longley Industrial Estate  
Unit 1 

Vacant 527m2 0 

Longley Industrial Estate  
Unit 2 

Vacant 464m2 0 

Longley Industrial Estate  
Unit 3 

Vacant 475m2 0 

Longley Industrial Estate  
Unit 4 

PPG Architectural 
Coatings UK Limited 

483m2 5 

Longley Industrial Estate  
Unit 5 (front) 

City Wood Floors Ltd 249m2 3 

Longley Industrial Estate  
Unit 5 (rear) 

Albion Trading Limited 239m2 3 

Longley Industrial Estate  
Unit 6 

Lloyds TSB Bank Plc 466m2 10 

Albany House  
1st Floor 

Brewers 869m2 9 

Albany House  
Ground Floor South 

Samurai 501m2 4 

Albany House  
Ground Floor North 

Enterprise Rent a Car 372m2 3 

St James House  
51 New England Street 

Mind 395m2 7 

Total 
 

 5040m2 44 

 
The majority of occupants listed above have short leases (5 years or less) with break options subject 
to mutual consent (other than Brewers who are owner/occupiers).  Given the low employment 
generation associated with the existing premises and the short term nature of the remaining leases, 
the properties are suitable for redevelopment in the short to medium term.  As such, the identification 
in the submission draft of the City Plan for redevelopment is welcomed.  
 



 
 
 

 

 

 

Draft Policy DA4 & Strategic Allocations 
 
Policy DA4 identifies the New England Quarter and London Road area as being suitable for a new 
business quarter with 20,000m2 of new office floorspace, 1185 residential units and 300 new student 
bedspaces.   
 
More specifically, the Longley Industrial Estate is allocated for mixed use development including a 
minimum of 3000m2 of B1a and B1b floorspace.  The Brewers site (combined with Richardson’s 
Scrapyard) is also allocated for 3000m2 of commercial floorspace.  The policy allows for residential 
(C3) and ancillary retail (A1) and restaurants and cafes (A3) at ground floor levels.  Please note that 
Richardson’s Scrapyard is not within our client’s ownership and is not covered by these 
representations.  
 
Given that the Employment Land Review 2012 forecasts a requirement of 112,240m2 of office 
floorspace over the plan period to 2030, the provision of 6000m2 on the two properties identified 
would contribute to this need and can therefore be considered ‘sound’ in terms of plan preparation.  
Acknowledgment that both sites can be redeveloped to achieve this outcome is also welcomed by 
both Maplebright LLP and C Brewers & Sons Ltd. 
 
Residential Development 
 
The redevelopment of the two sites is unlikely to be carried out on a speculative basis, particularly 
given the amount of empty office space in the city (circa 55,700m2).  Policy DA4 should allow for a 
mix of other uses in order maximise the redevelopment potential of the site.  The acceptance of 
residential uses on both sites is also welcomed, but the target minimum of 1185 units across all of 
the strategic allocations is low given that the City Plan acknowledges that the housing need identified 
(15,800 dwellings over the plan period) cannot be met.  We therefore hope that the City Council will 
review the potential development capacity in partnership with the land owners in further detail before 
submitting the City Plan to the Secretary of State (rather than waiting until Part 2 of the Plan is 
prepared).  This approach would help to avoid the Plan being declared unsound on the basis that it 
does not currently comply with paragraph 47 of the NPPF which requires local planning authorities 
to: 
 
“Use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plans meet the full, objectively assessed 
needs for market and affordable housing…”    
 
Student Accommodation 
           
The BHCC Student Housing & Houses in Multiple Occupation Assessment (December 2011) 
acknowledges that the Universities of Sussex and Brighton have approximately 37,000 students, 
including 5,200 international students from 150 different countries. These figures are expected to 
increase gradually over the coming years. 
 
The Assessment states that the supply of purpose built student accommodation has not matched the 
expansion of the student population with only 5183 purpose built bed spaces currently in 
university halls. It goes on to add: 



 
 
 

 

 

 

 
“…there is expected to be a continuing significant shortfall of bed spaces in purpose built 
student accommodation even allowing for recent developments, and those being 
considered, in the city.” 
 
The Assessment sets out a number of priorities including the following: 
 
“Promote and enable the appropriate development of purpose built student 
accommodation at suitable locations within the city.” 
 
Whilst the draft City Plan acknowledges the importance of the two universities and their contribution 
to the local economy, it only plans to provide a fraction of the number of student bed spaces 
required.  As such, the City Plan has not been positively prepared in this respect and needs further 
review.  
 
Sites within the New England & London Road Quarter are well located to provide student halls of 
residence.  We therefore request that the Strategic Allocations are amended so that student 
accommodation is also acceptable on these sites in addition to the employment floorspace 
requirements.     
 
Building Heights 
 
In order to provide certainty and confidence for landowners in the DA4 area, it would be paramount 
to understand the guidelines for acceptable building heights for new developments.  Existing 
buildings on New England Street include New England House (6-8 storeys), One Brighton (8-10 
storeys) and Vantage Point (9 storeys).  Given the character of the existing built environment and the 
need to encourage redevelopment of the New England Quarter, the strategic allocation could be 
more effective if it stated that development heights of 6 to 10 storeys would be acceptable in 
principle subject to passing Building Research Establishment daylight/sunlight assessments.    
 
We hope that officers agree with the suggested amendments set out in this correspondence and 
amend the wording of the draft Plan accordingly.  It would be helpful to meet and discuss the 
potential of these sites in further detail and we look forward to hearing from officers in due course. 
 
If you require further information, please contact Paul Burgess MRTPI on 01273 413700. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Lewis & Co Planning 
 
paul@lewisplanning.co.uk 
 
 
Encs – Site Location Plan 



From: Rose Freeman [rose.freeman@theatrestrust.org.uk]

Sent: 09 April 2013 14:51

To: LDF

Subject: City Plan Part 1 Submission

Page 1 of 1

09/04/2013

Our Ref.: A/4864

City Plan Part 1 Submission

Thank you for your email of 21 February consulting The Theatres Trust on the submission stage 

of the new City Plan, Part 1.

Section Four: Citywide Policies

We support the document and find it to be sound with regard to Policy CP5 which will protect 

and enhance existing arts and performance venues to maintain the city’s cultural infrastructure.

We do not wish to take part in the Hearings.

Please advise us by email when the Plan is submitted, when the Inspector’s Report is published, 

and when the Plan is adopted.

Rose Freeman
Planning Policy Officer
The Theatres Trust
22 Charing Cross Road
London WC2H 0QL
Tel: 020 7836 8591
Fax: 020 7836 3302

planning@theatrestrust.org.uk

**************************************************************************************************

Learn more about theatres with our online resource 'Exploring Theatres'
Check out your local theatre on The Theatres Trust 'Theatres database'

***************************************************************************************************
The contents of this email are intended for the named addressee(s) only.  It may contain
confidential and/or privileged information, and is subject to the provisions of the Data
Protection Act 1998.  Unless you are the named addressee (or authorised to receive it for
the addressee you may not copy or use it, or disclose it to anyone else. If you receive it in
error please notify us.

You should be aware that all electronic mail from, to and within The Theatres Trust may be 
subject to public disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act 2000, and theconfidentiality 
of this email and any replies cannot be guaranteed.  Unless otherwise specified, the opinions 
expressed herein do not necessarily represent those of The Theatres Trust or The Theatres 
Trust Charitable Fund.

***************************************************************************************************

� Save energy and paper.
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SWC/LH/HG2051 

Chief Planning Officer 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
King's House 
Grand Avenue 
Hove      BN3 2LS    

chadwicks@signetplanning.com 
9 April 2013 

Dear Sir 

REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF DISCOVERY PROPERTIES LIMITED – LAND 
INCLUDING BECKS GARAGE AND AJDACENT LAND HOVE STATION 

Further to our meeting of 22 March 2013, we write to provide further representations on behalf of 
Discovery Properties in relation to the Council’s intentions of the City-wide Local Plan to seek the 
regeneration of the area through employment-led development.  This is the subject of Policies 
DA6 and CP3 in the draft Local Plan and we note that the policy intentions in the current draft 
Local Plan are a repetition of the previous draft that we commented on in July 2012.  The 
contents of our letter in relation to the previous draft remain, in our view, equally valid as last 
year.  Whilst the Council’s intentions for the regeneration of the Hove Station area are laudable, it 
is our view that the long standing intention to have the area including the Peugeot garage site 
retained for employment redevelopment would not result in regeneration being delivered.  The 
reliance on a long standing allocation for employment purposes remains contrary to the intentions 
set out in the NPPF paragraph 22. 

Similarly, the intentions for employment-led regeneration do not give sufficient weight to 
paragraphs 18-22 of the NPPF which place significant emphasis on local authorities having due 
regard to viability and deliverability issues in formulating their development plans.  In particular, 
paragraph 173 of the NPPF is relevant in advising local authorities that: 

“Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to viability and costs in 
plan making and decision taking.  Plans should be deliverable and therefore the sites 
and scale of development identified in the plan should not be the subject to such a 
scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is 
threatened.” 

Whilst most of that advice relates to the realism of Section 106 Agreements (and CIL), the 
combination of paragraphs 18-22 of the NPPF with paragraph 173 is such that the Council must be 
very careful in designating sites for particular land uses if there is no reasonable prospect of them 
coming forward.  The history of this area (at a time of greater economic prosperity than currently) 
has demonstrated the lack of realistic prospect of employment development coming forward and 
the Council must, in our view, re-visit the potential mix of land uses that could deliver 
regeneration of the Hove Station area. 

In this regard the Council has had prepared by NLP an Employment Land Study that purports to 
justify the retention of the area designated in the City-wide Local Plan at Hove Station for 
employment purposes.  There are a number of points about this study which Discovery Properties 
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and its advisors would have difficulty with, not necessarily in terms of employment land 
requirements but simply the ability of the Hove Station as an attractive and viable site for 
employment development.  There is little point retaining the site for employment in the context of 
what is put forward as an over-riding shortfall of land for B2 development if the market has not 
delivered such development in significantly better economic circumstances.  In this sense the 
conclusions of the land study fail to take due account of the NPPF. 

Discovery considers that a mixed-use regeneration scheme with a new foodstore is fundamental to 
a more realistic and deliverable scheme that will bring about the objectives of the regeneration of 
the Hove Station area which the Council is seeking to promote.  As the meeting of 22 March 
discussed, it may be possible for employment development to come forward as part of the mixed 
use scheme that Discovery is contemplating.  The Council should not, however, ignore that the 
provision of a foodstore on the site would deliver more jobs (circa 200) than its employment 
regeneration objectives for B class uses for the site would otherwise do.  As the Council is aware 
the provision of jobs in the retail sector is now a material consideration that needs to be taken 
into account in plan formulation.  A mix of uses involving retail, housing (affordable housing) and 
an element of employment use would in Discovery’s view achieve regeneration of the Hove 
Station area within the plan period rather than relying on the uncertainty of an employment 
orientated regeneration which has not delivered in the past. 

In this regard Discovery retains its position that Policy DA6 in the Local Plan should be altered to 
introduce retail within the mix of uses that would be permissible as part of the Hove Station 
regeneration.  The four points that were made in our letter of 17 July remain the position in terms 
of the City-wide Local Plan policy draft should be amended.  We attach our letter of 17 July in this 
regard. 

We look forward to discussing matters further with your officers in terms of how the regeneration 
of the Hove Station area can be delivered on this important site. 

Yours sincerely  
for Signet Planning 

SIMON CHADWICK 
Managing Director 
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Lewis and Co Planning South East Limited 
Company Number 05809390 

Registered Office: Preston Park House, South Road, Brighton, BN1 6SB 
Registered in England and Wales 

Local Development Framework Team 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
Hove  
BN3 3BQ 

3rd April 2013 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Brighton & Hove Draft City Plan Part 1 (Proposed Submission Draft - February 2013) 
Richmond House  (D’Aubigny Road/Hughes Road, Brighton) 
Policy CP21 (Student Accommodation & Houses in Multiple Occupation) 

We write on behalf of Matsim Properties in relation to Richmond House, D’Aubigny Road and Draft 
Policy CP21 (Student Accommodation & Houses in Multiple Occupation).  This submission 
concludes that the draft City Plan is unsound and Policy CP21 needs to be amended in order to 
address the shortfall of student bed spaces and support the academic sector accordingly.  

Student Accommodation 

The BHCC Student Housing & Houses in Multiple Occupation Assessment (December 2011) 
acknowledges that the Universities of Sussex and Brighton have approximately 37,000 students, 
including 5,200 international students from 150 different countries. These figures are expected to 
increase gradually over the coming years. 

The Assessment states that the supply of purpose built student accommodation has not matched the 
expansion of the student population with only 5183 purpose built bed spaces currently in 
university halls. It goes on to add: 

“…there is expected to be a continuing significant shortfall of bed spaces in purpose built 
student accommodation even allowing for recent developments, and those being 
considered, in the city.” 

The Assessment sets out a number of priorities including the following: 

“Promote and enable the appropriate development of purpose built student 
accommodation at suitable locations within the city.” 
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Whilst the Universities aim to provide accommodation for all new undergraduates, they are required 
to move into private accommodation after the first year of study.  The majority of students (circa 
31,800) reside in traditional housing stock in the city. 

In addition to University students, accommodation is also required for longer term language school 
students (i.e. those attending one/two year courses).  These courses represent a key growth sector 
in the city in terms of both education and tourism.   

The number of foreign students seeking a university education taught in English is increasing and 
according to Unesco will continue to increase.  Furthermore, the number of mid-tier and stronger 
universities will attract more international students in the coming years. It is believed that Brighton 
and Sussex Universities will be part of that attraction but only if they can provide suitable 
accommodation.  At the moment we are aware of many foreign students travelling from Patcham 
through the town centre to get to the universities, a totally unsatisfactory situation for the students in 
terms of time and cost; and is sustainably unacceptable. 

Draft Policy CP21 

Strategic Objective SO21 in the Draft City Plan states that the plan will assist in the long term 
planning of higher and further education establishments in order to ensure they play a full part in the 
city’s economic, social and environmental development.  However, the Plan only seeks to provide 
circa 2200 new student bed spaces on five identified sites (Varley Halls, Preston Barracks, Pelham 
Street, Circus Street and the University of Sussex East Slope).  These sites would only provide a 
small proportion of the number required as set out in the Student Housing & Houses in Multiple 
Occupation Assessment leaving a shortfall of 29,000 bed spaces which would need to be located 
within existing housing stock.  Furthermore, several of the sites allocated have been the subject of 
redevelopment plans for many years and will take a significant time to come forward.  As such, the 
City Plan has not been positively prepared in this respect and could be declared unsound.   

Whilst Policy CP21 allows for purpose built student accommodation on unidentified sites, the 
qualification criteria listed are difficult to satisfy and could stymie new student accommodation 
schemes being approved.   

The requirement to have the support of one of the city’s two Universities or other existing educational 
establishments could unnecessarily restrict developments being approved.  Firstly, the Universities 
require developments to comply with their own lower price structures which don’t allow for higher 
spec accommodation (thereby limiting market choice).  Secondly, the Universities are themselves 
developers of student accommodation and will not always support proposals on competitor sites. 
For example, Matsim Properties recently approached the University of Brighton to discuss a potential 
joint venture or sale.  Whilst the University expressed written interest in Richmond House, this 
interest was subsequently withdrawn when offers were presented, thereby suggesting that they are 
not always prepared to compete in the open market place. 

Policy CP21 states that purpose-built student accommodation will not be supported on sites with 
either extant planning permission for residential development or sites identified in the Strategic 
Housing Land Availability Assessment.  If landowners are aware that nominating sites as part of the 



SHLAA process would restrict them from being considered for student accommodation, it may hinder 
the number of potential housing sites coming forward (thereby adding to the housing shortage rather 
than helping to address it).  Furthermore, criteria 7 of CP21 does not allow for situations where 
planning permissions for housing are extant but have not been implemented for reasons such as 
financial viability.  Where this is the case, alternative uses such as student accommodation should 
be considered.    

The removal of criteria 6 and 7 from Policy CP21 would mean that a greater number of student 
developments would come forward, thereby helping to meet the identified need and supporting the 
higher and further education growth sectors.  These changes will help to improve the soundness of 
the City Plan on the basis that it would be more positively prepared.   

The increase in purpose-built accommodation will help to reduce the reliance on traditional 
housing stock, thereby helping to release family accommodation in the long term.   I t 
could also help to reduce the over-concentration of student housing and improve the social 
problems in wards such as Hanover, Moulsecoomb, Bevendean, St Peters and North Laine.   

On 5th April 2013, an Article 4 Direction relating to Houses in Multiple Occupation was introduced for 
five wards.  This direction means that planning consent is now required to use a single 
dwellinghouse (C3) as a small house in multiple occupation (C4).  Policy CP21 seeks to avoid more 
than 10% of dwellings within the radius of application sites being used as C4, mixed C3/C4 or other 
types of HMO.  This policy combined with the Article 4 Direction is likely to result in a greater need 
for purpose built accommodation in the five wards and/or a wider spread of C4 style student 
accommodation in neighbouring wards (thereby increasing the social problems elsewhere).      

Richmond House 

Lewis & Co Planning submitted representations in response to the 2012 Draft City Plan seeking the 
allocation of Richmond House to be redeveloped for purpose built student accommodation.  The 
current version of the policy has not been amended as suggested and we therefore continue to 
promote the site for inclusion in CP12 on behalf of Matsim Properties. 

The property is capable of providing approximately 150 student bed spaces as part of a purpose built 
redevelopment scheme.  An application has recently been submitted (BH2013/00197) which 
demonstrates that despite a robust and comprehensive marketing campaign by Flude Commercial 
there is no demand to use the premises for business purposes.  Furthermore, the property was not 
promoted by the City Council for exemption from the forthcoming permitted development rights for 
changes of use from office to residential use.  This approach further underlines the lack of 
contribution that Richmond House makes to the economy of the city.  In addition, the site is within 
the DA3 Strategic Allocation which the City Plan identifies as a suitable location for student 
accommodation and other uses.       

Richmond House is located within the St Peter’s & North Laine ward which has been identified as 
having an over concentration of students living in HMO accommodation and is subject to the Article 4 
Direction.  The Direction is clear confirmation that there is a serious problem with finding suitable 
accommodation for students. It is far more appropriate to build accommodation for students that is 



appropriate in provision, i.e. where the students can be properly managed and where there is a 
degree of control through the leasing arrangements. 

For these reasons, we request that Richmond House is included in the list of sites allocated for 
purpose built student accommodation. 

We hope that officers agree with the suggested amendments set out in this correspondence and 
amend the wording of the Draft City Plan accordingly.   

If you require further information, please contact Paul Burgess MRTPI on 01273 413700. 

Yours sincerely 

Lewis & Co Planning 

paul@lewisplanning.co.uk 

Encs – Site Location Plan 



Local Development Framework Team 
Brighton & Hove City Council  
Room 410  
Hove Town Hall  
Norton Road  
Hove  
BN3 3BQ  

12th April 2013 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Brighton & Hove Draft City Plan Part 1 (Proposed Submission Draft - February 
2013)  
Richmond House (D’Aubigny Road/Hughes Road, Brighton) 
Policy CP21 (Student Accommodation & Houses in Multiple Occupation) 

Whilst Lewis & Co have already made a submission on our behalf on the 3rd April we 
would like to add some additional points after research. 

We assume that there is a general acceptance that purpose built student housing is 
preferable to the other alternatives available. The accommodation is built with 
students and their requirements in mind. It is also managed and therefore there is a 
degree of control over the students and their actions. It also ensures that family 
housing isn’t taken up by students where generally the degree of care to other 
residents can be poor. Students want a roof over their head and a place to study not 
a garden to maintain. 

In the GVA Student Housing Market Overview Autumn 2012 the percentage of 
university and private halls of residence has ranged between 22 and 25 per cent on 
average throughout the country in the period 2008–2012.  At present, the provision 
of this type of accommodation within the Brighton city area is approximately 15 per 
cent(5,183 rooms for a student population of approximately 37,000). If this provision 
is to be brought up to the average within the country the number of rooms in halls of 
residence would need to increase by 3,600 rooms.  The allocation within the City 
Plan is only 2,200 rooms and this is assuming that all of the five sites are brought 
forward.  The development of many of these sites has been discussed for a good 
number of years without any success.  If the city is to even match the average 
provision, assuming all of the allocated spaces are brought forward, then it needs to 
find some 1400 additional rooms. 

The Knight Frank Report 2012 on Student Housing points out that Brighton is the 
third most popular location for investment reflecting the quality and demand of the 
university.  As the Report states, education is an increasing global market place and 
the UK is well placed to take advantage of this due to the quality of the education 
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coupled with the advantage that English is the taught language.  The UK is the 
world’s second largest host country and is showing increasing market share.  This 
can only be taken advantage of if suitable accommodation is produced. 

If the City is to maintain or hopefully increase demand for both domestic and foreign 
students then it must provide a better range of accommodation for them. In 
Manchester where there are some 80,000 students, there are 24,993 managed 
rooms some 31% provision.In your own Student Housing Policy Options Paperyou 
have highlighted the fact that Brighton has the highest concentration of HMO’s in the 
country leading to areas dominated by the student population. Under Option 3 of that 
paper you suggest there are no disadvantages to this option. The most obvious 
disadvantage is that the restrictions created by restricting sites to four locations 
leaves a significant shortfall in spaces. This can only result in a continuing provision 
in below standard accommodation and the building up of a reputation for inadequate 
accommodation.  

In that paper you refer to Manchester proposing a limit of 10% HMO’s within a 100 
metres of an application. This is in a city where the population is in excess of 2 
million and the students number 80,000 as opposed to Brighton (and Hove) where 
the population is 270,000 and the student numbers are 37,000. This is exasperated 
by the fact that the two universities lie in Brighton and therefore the student housing 
provision is concentrated in half of the city as Hove, Portslade etc. is considered too 
far for travelling from. It is no wonder there is a problem with student housing in the 
City. 

The location of Richmond House in terms of its relationship to the universities, 
together with its main access arrangements onto the industrial estate entrance make 
it a very suitable site in a city that is extremely constrained for new development 
sites. If the City is to embrace this valuable asset of education it must plan for 
student housing and not rely on this ad-hoc arrangement that results in such a 
serious impact on local housing provision that Article 4 Directions are deemed 
necessary to control the situation. 

We hope that the officers seriously consider the substantial undersupply of student 
housing and amend the City Plan accordingly. 

Yours sincerely 

Andrew Lambor 
Matsim Properties Ltd. 



Lewis & Co Planning 
town planning consultants 

2 Port Hall Road Brighton BN1 5PD 
T  01273 413700 

E  info@lewisplanning.co.uk 
W www.lewisplanning.co.uk 

Lewis and Co Planning South East Limited 
Company Number 05809390 

Registered Office: Preston Park House, South Road, 
 Brighton, BN1 6SB 

Registered in England and Wales 
Chartered Town Planners 

LDF Team 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
Room 407-410 
2nd Floor 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
Hove   
BN3 3BQ 09 April 2013 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 – Proposed Submission Version (February 2013) 

This letter is submitted on behalf of Mike Holland, of Thornton Properties – owners of the Court 
Farmhouse site on King George VI Avenue. 

Further to the Draft City Plan being issued for consultation on 25th February, we write to object to the 
document on grounds of soundness.   

Policy DA7 

Policy DA7 is a strategic allocation policy affecting two neighbouring sites, Court Farm House and 
the remainder of Toads Hole Valley.  Court Farm House is at the north east end of the DA7 policy 
area.  The policy as drafted does not pass the test of soundness as it is not positively prepared and 
is not consistent with national policy. The effectiveness of the policy will be diluted because of how 
the policy is worded. 

With regard to being positively prepared, the policy will not meet objectively assessed development 
requirements.  Attached with this letter is a report from Pinders with regard to the extreme need for 
new nursing home accommodation within the City.  There is little need to duplicate information, but 
the salient points from the report include a current qualitative need for an additional 637 nursing 
home rooms, rising to 877 by 2022. With such a high requirement, it can be seen that space within 
the City needs to be found for anywhere between 15 and 20 new nursing homes.  Given such a high 
requirement, it is inevitable that a development area as large as the DA7 development area should 
include provision of nursing home accommodation.  If it doesn’t, then it is most unlikely that the 
Council will find enough suitable sites to meet its development requirements for nursing home 
accommodation 
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Lewis & Co Planning 
town planning consultants 

The Court Farm House site is an ideal site for a nursing home, and can provide for a 58 bedroom 
nursing home – representing a near 10% contribution towards current qualitative need.   Given this, 
the DA7 policy should be reworded to make specific reference to the provision of nursing home 
accommodation. 

With regard to consistency with national planning policy, the DA7 policy’s reference to employment 
generation is limited to B1 employment space, secondary school, multi use community facilities and 
ancillary supporting uses.  The reference to employment space should be expanded to include all 
uses that contribute towards economic development – as defined in the National Planning Policy 
Framework (which defines economic development as “development, including those within the B Use 
Classes, public and community uses and main town centre uses (but excluding housing 
development)”.  The policy (as currently worded) is therefore not consistent with the National 
Planning Policy Framework, as it should make provision for other employment generating uses that 
also contribute to the economy. 

The 2012 Employment Land Study acknowledges that the some of the largest employment sectors 
in the City do not fall within the traditional B use classes, and that such uses have provided the 
strongest level of growth over the last few years (see extracts from the 20121 Employment Land 
Study below): 

2.21  In employment terms, the City’s largest sectors in 2012 are business services (12%), 
education (12%) and other (including social work – 11%) with retail (10%), admin and 
support services (9%) and hotels and catering (9%) also important (Figure 2.3). A strong 
representation of the education and health sectors suggests that the City is more reliant 
upon the public sector for  employment than other locations in the South East, although this 
reflects the presence of a number of large employers such as the Hospital and universities. 

2.24  Over the last decade, the largest contributors to job growth in the City have been recreation, 
business services, healthcare and education, where the City outperformed regional and 
national growth rates. At the same time, the City saw significant job losses in 
communications, banking & insurance and manufacturing (Figure 2.4). 

It is very clear that commercial uses outside of the traditional B use classes are very important to the 
local economy – by changing policy DA7  to include provision for such uses (which include Nursing 
Home uses) it would mean that the policy is positively prepared and will be more effective in 
supporting economic generation.  

Conclusions 

The draft City Plan currently has significant elements which are failing the test of soundness. We 
trust that these areas can be reviewed accordingly in order to minimise the prospects of the 
Secretary of State concluding that the Plan is unsound.   



Lewis & Co Planning 
town planning consultants 

The inclusion of nursing home provision within the Policy DA7 development area will help contribute 
to the identified development requirements for nursing home provision, and ensure that economic 
development opportunities are maximised in line with the provisions of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

If you would like to discuss these issues further, please contact Simon Bareham MRTPI on 01273 
413700. 

Yours faithfully 

STB 
Lewis & Co Planning 

simon@lewisplanning.co.uk 

Enc. Pinders Report 

mailto:simon@lewisplanning.co.uk
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INTRODUCTION 

  
 

 

Address of Subject Property Court Farm, Hove, BN1 8YJ 

Specified Catchment Area 8.0km (5.0 miles) 

Administrative Area Brighton and Hove 

 

The report seeks to analyse the relationship between the provision of care and nursing homes and the estimated 

demand for such care, both currently and into the future.  In doing so, the following sources of information have been 

relied upon.   

 

1. The sub-national population projections are based upon information provided by CACI Information Systems. 

 

2. The Laing & Buisson “Care Of Elderly People” UK Market Survey 2010/11.  

 

3. The care home information provided herein is supplied by A-Z Care Homes Directory updated on a 

quarterly basis. 

 

4. Barbour ABI database of pending planning applications. 

 

 

Pinders are Chartered Surveyors and Business Appraisers, and have provided valuation and consultancy advice to the 

healthcare sector for more than forty years.  During that time Pinders has undertaken more than 35,000 inspections 

of care homes and over the last five years has appraised an average of 860 homes per year.  

 

The Company holds valuation panel positions with all the UK’s banks and has provided expert advice to Government 

departments, sector regulators and Local Authorities.  Pinders has listed entries within Chambers & Partners Guide to 

the Legal Profession, the UK Register of Expert Witnesses and the Deloitte and Touche Expert Witness Directory. 
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SYNOPSIS  

  
 

Elderly Population Catchment Area Administration Area 

Current Population over 65 years 42,252 36,523 

- Forecast Growth by 2022 +3,724 +1,630 

- Forecast Growth by 2032 +13,754 +9,766 

   
Those likely to require residential care 1,900 1,669 

- Forecast for 2022 2,140 1,795 

- Forecast for 2032 2,678 2,179 

 

Provision of Care Beds Catchment Area Administration Area 

Total bed spaces 2,002 1,745 

Single rooms with en suite facilities 1,263 1,131 

 

Assessed Quantitative Need Catchment Area Administration Area 

Current -102 -76 

- Forecast for 2022 138 50 

- Forecast for 2032 676 434 

 

Assessed Qualitative Need Catchment Area Administration Area 

Current 637 538 

- Forecast for 2022 877 664 

- Forecast for 2032 1,415 1,048 

 

 

• Quantitative Need is calculated by comparing the number of elderly persons likely to require residential or 

nursing care with the total number of bed spaces provided. 

 

• Qualitative Need compares the number of elderly persons likely to require residential or nursing care with the 

number of best practice beds (ie single en suite rooms) provided. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
 

 

Catchment Area 

• Within a catchment area* based on a 8.0km (5.0 miles) radius of the location under consideration, an estimated 

1,900 people over the age of 65 will currently require some form of residential care.** 

 

• This demand is forecast to increase by 12.6% to 2,140 persons over the next decade and by 40.9% to 2,678 by 

2032. 

 

• The number of people aged over 85 years requiring care is forecast to rise from its current level of 1,164 to 1,773 

over the next twenty years. 

 

• The homes within the Catchment Area currently provide total registered accommodation for 2,002 residents. 

 

• Of these, 1,263 (63.1%) can be accommodated in single bedrooms with en suite facilities (the Government’s 

stated measure of best practice).   

 

Quantitative Need 

• To accommodate all of the estimated demand requires an additional 138 by 2022 and 676 by 2032.   

 

Qualitative Need 

• To accommodate all of the estimated demand in single bedrooms with en suite facilities, would require an 

additional 637 such rooms immediately, 877 by 2022 and 1,415 by 2032.   

 

Administrative Area 

• The qualitative need in the Brighton and Hove area is currently for 538 single, en suite bedrooms, which is 

forecast to rise to 664 over the next decade and to 1,048 through the decade to follow.   

  

• In providing for the additional capacity clearly needed, close care accommodation and domiciliary care, as well as 

care homes, will obviously have a role to play in the future. Information on these types of care is provided in 

Appendix 1 of this report. 

 

 

* Whilst residents may choose to relocate to a care home from further afield (possibly to be close to relatives), it is our 

experience that homes typically draw from a relatively close geographic area.  Whilst it might differ between rural and urban 

locations, it is now widely accepted that a catchment area based on either an approximate 30 minute drive-time or an 8 km (5 

mile) radius is appropriate.  See the Appendix to this report for a more detailed explanation. 

 

For comparison, the same analysis has been provided for the Administrative Area in which the proposed development lies and 

also for the neighbouring Administrative Areas.  

 

** Studies published by Laing & Buisson identifies how demand for residential care services escalates with age, to the extent that 

0.79% of the population under 65 years of age are likely to require residential care, through to some 15.30% of over 85 year 

olds are to require the same. Whilst this analysis is on a national basis, it is likely that similar percentages will be replicated far 

smaller regions and areas of the country. 
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FACTORS AFFECTING CARE PROVISION  

  
 

• The main barriers to entry within the residential care and nursing home market locally reflect fairly accurately 

those that are experienced generally across the UK. These are: 

 

• Lack of allocated sites; 

• High construction costs; 

• Care & physical environment standards; and 

• Lack of suitable staff. 

 

• Care Home Viability - Typically homes with a registration of less than 20 may struggle to remain economically 

viable as businesses.  In many instances their future viability may well depend on the home’s ability to extend, or 

to convert the existing accommodation to single en suite bedrooms. 

 

• Adaptability of Existing Homes - non-purpose built care homes are typically within converted private houses, 

or within converted hotels or bed and breakfast accommodation.  Such accommodation by its very nature is often 

difficult and costly to reconfigure.  Usually, the creation of larger bedrooms and en suite facilities would reduce 

the registration of the home to render it less profitable and less viable. In such circumstances it is typically more 

beneficial for the care home owner to dispose of the property to an alternative use. 

 

• Lack of Allocated Sites - many planning authorities do not designate any sites within their Local Plan or Local 

Development Framework or sufficient areas for the provision of care for the elderly.  This results in a lack of 

affordable sites in appropriate areas.  

 

• High Construction Costs – the buoyant residential house development market of the late 1990s and early 

2000s has led to an increased demand for house building.  As with all industries, as demand increases for a 

product or services so its value or cost increases. Build costs in the construction industry have risen dramatically 

over the last decade or so. This has been exacerbated with the increased floor areas required within care homes, 

and increased market expectations in terms of the quality of accommodation. 

 

• Unlike traditional forms of development where income can be generated from pre-lets, pre-sales, or the costs can 

be spread over a longer period through phasing the development, the construction of a care home tends to be in 

one single phase and costs cannot be offset through pre-lets or pre-sales. In the case of a care home, the entire 

building has to be completed, fitted out and furnished before any income can be received. Even then it is usually 

not until the building is some 75% occupied that the home becomes profitable. It may well take some 6 to 12 

months to reach such occupancy levels. Build costs in the construction industry have risen dramatically over the 

last decade or so.  

 

• Care & Physical Environment Standards – the industry is ever increasingly experiencing greater attention 

from various regulatory bodies. Increased standards have led to higher costs both from a development point of 

view as well as from a management/administration point of view. Increased bureaucracy involved has led to many 

potential entrants walking away from the sector as well as existing operators leaving it. The increased costs of 

development due to the increased new build standards are an obvious barrier to entry.  
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FACTORS AFFECTING CARE PROVISION  

  
 

• Lack of Suitable Staff – the care industry is not the mot glamorous industry.  Recruiting and retaining staff, 

especially qualified nursing staff, poses the biggest challenge to operators.  Frequently care operators are forced to 

look overseas for staff, especially qualified nursing staff. 

 

• A facility such as a new care home for the elderly would provide a range of employment opportunities from 

unskilled to semi-skilled through to fully qualified nursing staff.  A 60 bed care home for the elderly would typically 

provide circa 60 full time equivalent employment opportunities. 

 

• Bed Blocking - the Government has stated its determination to deal with bed blocking as part of the 

“modernisation” of the NHS and Social Services. Despite this determination, bed blocking within hospitals remains 

a regular occurrence. 

 

• The Comptroller and Auditor General provides a strong endorsement of the private sector’s role in alleviating 

some of the stresses of the public sector, by the former providing a greater supply of bed spaces. 

 

“The role of the independent sector (private sector providers and voluntary organisations) is crucial to developing longer 

term solutions to capacity problems.” 

 

“Residential and nursing home shortages will only be tackled with the full involvement of the independent sector.  NHS 

Trusts and Primary Care Trusts should involve independent providers more in planning and developing older people’s 

services.” 

 

• Whilst the availability of further care home bed spaces may not solve the problem of slow discharge procedures 

due to Social Services or funding, it will make further bed spaces available, so at least the opportunity is there to 

move patients out of hospitals into alternative appropriate caring environments. 
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SPECIALIST DEMENTIA BED SPACES 
 

 

• Local Provision of Specialist Dementia Bed Spaces 

• Specialist dementia care is generally perceived as being best provided in specifically designed environments, where 

the design of the building and the accommodation are sympathetic to the particular issues relevant to those with 

dementia. 

 

• In addition to the general accommodation standards which will apply to all care or nursing homes, those 

specialising in dementia care would also demonstrate good choices of communal spaces and destinations (both 

internal and external) and aids to navigation through pictorial signage, colour coding, memory boxes and other 

visual cues. 

 

• It is not possible to identify such attributes in existing homes from their registration listings, particularly as most 

operators will now be registered as providers of dementia care within their homes in various locations.  Many 

homes appearing to offer such care would not offer what is considered as best practice for the care of those with 

dementia. 

 

• Whilst it is fair to say that homes built in more recent years will tend to have physical environments more suited 

to dementia care, not all purpose-built homes do so and, indeed, many converted/extended homes will provide 

more appropriate accommodation for this client group.  
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS 

  
 

• Planning Applications – the following applications and developments are understood to be in the pipeline:- 

 

Application / Address Distance Proposal: New Beds 

 
The Brow 

Burgess Hill 

RH15 9BS 

 

Ref: 11/00258/FUL 

10.3km 

Detail planning granted for development of 

46 retirement living apartments and 22 age 

restricted affordable apartments. 

46 

Junction of London Road 

and Carden Avenue 

Brighton 

BN1 8NA 

 

Ref: BH2011/03358 

4.0km 
Detail planning granted for a 3 three storey 

care home with 99 rooms 
99 

Elmhurst Site 

Warren Road 

Brighton 

BN2 6BB 

 

Ref: BH2008/02303 

9.5km 
Detail planning granted for an 80 bed 

nursing home 
80 

 

• Therefore the total number of new bed spaces likely within the Catchment Area and the Administrative Area of 

Brighton and Hove are estimated to be 225.   

 

• We are also aware of the following proposal which has not yet been granted permission, but have included it for 

information purposes only. 

 

Application / Address Distance Proposal: New Beds 

 
Court Farm House 

Devils Dyke Road 

Hove 

BN3 6XJ 

 

Ref: BH2012/03446 

2.4km 
Detail planning sought for development of 

58 bed care home 
58 
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CATCHMENT AREA  
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CATCHMENT AREA 
 

 

• Catchment Area - typically a care home’s catchment area will usually be based upon a 30 minute drive time 

radius of the home.  Generally this results in a catchment area of some 8 km (5 miles) from the home, but in 

inner urban areas can be as little as 3 km (2 miles) from the home. 

 

• In this report we feel that it is appropriate to rely on a Catchment Area of 8.0km (5.0 miles) of BN1 8YJ. 

 

• General Demographic  

 

Elderly Population  2012 2022 2032 

Under 18 years 49,668 54,435 55,431 

18 to 24 years 35,692 32,416 37,781 

25 to 44 years 83,636 88,656 90,665 

45 to 64 years 63,335 69,323 69,416 

65 to 74 years 20,098 21,586 27,016 

75 to 84 years 14,546 15,557 17,398 

85 years and over 7,608 8,833 11,592 
 
 
 

Forecast Change in Population Distribution
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CATCHMENT AREA 
 

 

• Socio-economic Demographic 

• The socio–economic data is taken from the 2001 Census information and records the economic activity within 

the area of those aged between 16 and 74 years of age. Social Grades A/B through to E are generally regarded as a 

key indicator as to the affluence and economic stability of an area. 

 

• Within the Catchment Area there is the following socio-economic distribution:- 

 

Socio-Economic Group Definition No. of Persons % 

A/B Management / Professional 27,384 23.0% 

C1 Skilled – Non Manual 43,253 36.3% 

C2 Skilled - Manual 13,087 11.0% 

D/E Partly Skilled / Unskilled 35,433 29.7% 
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CATCHMENT AREA 
 

 

• Home Ownership 

• Within the Catchment Area 64.5% of the population are owner occupiers, with the remaining 35.5% being in 

rented accommodation.  

 

• Nationally 68.3% of the population are owner occupiers, with the remaining 31.7% being in rented 

accommodation.  
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CATCHMENT AREA 
 

 

• Elderly Demographic 

 

Elderly Population  2012 2022 2032 

65 to 74 years      20,098 21,586 27,016 

75 to 84 years        14,546 15,557 17,398 

85 years plus           7,608 8,833 11,592 

TOTAL 42,252 45,976 56,006 
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• The elderly population within the Catchment Area currently stands at some 42,252 persons, and this figure is set 

to increase to circa 45,976 over the next decade and to circa 56,006 by 2032. 

 

• Over the next decade those over 65 years, within the Catchment Area, will increase by 9%, and this compares 

with the 23% for the UK as a whole. By 2032 this age bracket will have increased by 33% locally, compared with 

51% nationally. 

 

• Over the next decade those over 85 years of age, within the Catchment Area, will increase by 16%, compared 

with the 36% for the UK as a whole. By 2032 this age bracket will have increased by 52% locally, compared with 

101% nationally. 
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CATCHMENT AREA 
 

 

• Elderly Requiring Care 

• According to The Laing & Buisson “Care Of Elderly People” UK Market Survey demand for residential care 

services escalates with age.  Whilst this analysis is calculated on a national basis, it is likely that similar percentages 

will be replicated across far smaller regions and areas of the country. 

 

• The following table summarises the position if the suggested profile is applied to the population within the 

catchment area:- 

 

Elderly Population Requiring Care 2012 2022 2032 

65 to 74 years        (0.79%) 158 170 213 

75 to 84 years        (3.98%) 578 619 692 

85 years plus          (15.30%) 1,164 1,351 1,773 

TOTAL 1,900 2,140 2,678 

 

• By 2022, in the Catchment Area, those elderly requiring residential care will have increased from 1,900 in 

2012 to 2,140 an increase of some 12.6%.  By 2032, in the Catchment Area, those elderly requiring 

residential care will have increased from 1,900 to 2,678 an increase of some 40.9%. 
 

 

• Dementia Care 

• The Alzheimer’s Society reports that there are about 750,000 people in the United Kingdom with dementia of 

some form or another, to include Alzheimer’s Disease, Vascular Disease, Dementia with Lewy Bodies (Tiny 

Spherical Structures in Nerve Cells Degenerating Brain Tissue), Fronto-Temporal Dementia, Pick’s Disease, 

Supranuclear Palsy, Korsakoff’s Syndrome, Binswanger’s Disease, and Creutzfeldt-Jakob Disease. 

 

• The Society estimates that some 97% are over 65 years of age, with approximately 7½% of the population over 

65, and 20% of those over 85, are suffering from some form of dementia. 

 

• A study carried out by Martin Prince, Emiliano Albanese, Cleusa Ferri and Robert Stewart (Source: Knapp et al 

2007) indicates the following prevalence rates in relation to dementia and these have been applied to the 

population distribution within the catchment area. 

 

Elderly with some form of Dementia 2012 2022 2032 

- 65 to 69 years   (1.3%) 148 146 199 

- 70 to 74 years   (2.9%) 252 300 340 

- 75 to 79 years   (5.9%) 468 537 545 

- 80 to 84 years   (12.2%) 807 787 995 

- 85 years plus     (20.3%) 1,544 1,793 2,353 

 

• Within the Catchment Area, the numbers of persons over 85 years of age suffering from some form of dementia 

is set to increase by 249 persons to 1,793 over the next decade.  
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CATCHMENT AREA 
 

 

• Living at Home with a Long Term Illness 

• The 2001 Standard Census has published data in connection those living at home with a limiting long term illness. 

This data has been applied to the Catchment Area and the results are as follows:- 

 

Elderly living at home with a long term illness 2012 2022 2032 

- 65 to 74 years 7,637 8,203 10,266 

- 75 to 84 years 7,331 7,841 8,769 

- 85 years plus 4,116 4,779 6,271 

TOTAL 19,084 20,822 25,306 

 

• Therefore, according to the 2012 data, there are some 19,084 persons over 65 years of age, in the Catchment 

Area, living at home with a limiting long term illness. 

 

• The average age of a person entering a care or nursing home is 85 years of age.  Therefore, within the Catchment 

Area there are 4,116 people living at home with a limiting long term illness over the average age of entry into a 

care home. 

 

• Living Alone in Own Home 

• The 2001 Standard Census has published data in connection those living alone in their own home. This data has 

been applied to the Catchment Area and the results are as follows:- 

 

Elderly Living Alone in Own Home 2012 2022 2032 

- 65 to 74 years 8,441 9,066 11,347 

- 75 to 84 years 8,102 8,665 9,691 

- 85 years plus 4,816 5,591 7,338 

TOTAL 21,359 23,323 28,375 

 

• Therefore, according to the 2012 data, there are some 21,359 persons over 65 years of age, in the Catchment 

Area, living alone in their own home. 

 

• The average age of a person entering a care or nursing home is 85 years of age. Therefore, within the Catchment 

Area there are 4,816 people living alone in their own homes over the average age of entry into a care home. 
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CATCHMENT AREA 
 

 

• Local Provision of Care Homes & Bed Spaces 

• According to the A to Z Care Homes Database, the Catchment Area over the past 5 years has seen 9 closures 

and 7 new registrations of care homes, resulting in a net loss of 53 bed spaces.  The database indicates that there 

are 77 care homes for the elderly within the catchment area, offering 2,002 registered bed spaces. 

 

Name of Home 

 

(Home Operator) Registered 

Beds 

Single 

Rooms 

En-suites 

     
Adelaide Nursing Home Dr L Sumoreeah 35 35 33 

Arlington House Driss Zemouli And Niki Clarke 33 23 16 

Aspen House Mr & Mrs D Roussel 15 9 6 

Autumn Lodge Bravery Care 35 23 21 

Barford Court Royal Masonic Benevolent Institution 40 40 0 

Birch Grove Nursing Home Alain Shookhye 60 60 0 

Bon Accord Four Seasons Health Care 41 31 23 

Bramble Cottage Bramble Care Homes  28 24 26 

Brighton & Hove Bethesda Home Gospel Standard Bethesda Fund 22 22 22 

Brittany Lodge Deborah Dunne 15 11 10 

Caburn House Rest Home Orion Care Services (caburn)  28 20 4 

Carlton House Macleod Pinsent Care  25 17 10 

Cavell House Care Home Adiemus Care Group 52 50 12 

Cavendish House Cavendish Care 25 17 18 

Charles Lodge Nicholas James Care Homes  27 19 21 

Charlesworth Rest Home Eileen Horne 18 12 0 

Conifer Lodge Macleod Pinsent Care  34 24 26 

Craven Vale Brighton & Hove Council 31 31 31 

Crescent House London & Brighton Conval. Home 17 17 6 

Dane House Care Home Four Seasons Health Care 25 25 9 

Eaton Lodge Vigcare 10 10 10 

Elmcroft Shaw Healthcare (group)  60 60 60 

Elreg Anthony Brown 23 15 6 

Fairdene Lodge Mr & Mrs T G Holliday 32 22 11 

Glentworth House  Glentworth House 33 21 23 

Greenways Brenda Clark 15 13 14 

Grosvenor Lodge Mrs M Holiday-welch 31 27 30 

Harmony House Radiant Care  29 29 29 

Hazelgrove Nursing Home Hazel Grove Nursing Home 33 29 31 

Hereford House Southern Primecare (brighton)  29 29 29 
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Name of Home 

 

(Home Operator) Registered 

Beds 

Single 

Rooms 

En-suites 

     
Ireland Lodge Brighton & Hove Council 23 23 23 

Kathleen's Lodge Angela Brown 20 14 10 

Keychange Charity Romans Care Keychange Charity 30 30 6 

Kingsland House Care Home Barchester Healthcare 71 67 69 

Ladymead Nursing Home W Ball And P Hale 27 19 6 

Loxwood House Loxwood House  12 8 2 

Lyndhurst Care Home Mr & Mrs Z F Moussavi 37 37 6 

Marine View M S Ali 19 11 3 

Meadowcroft Rachel Mohidin 20 20 10 

Middleton Grove Hazel Grove Nursing Home 46 46 46 

Oak House A D Sargeant 12 12 0 

Oakleigh Lodge Mr & Mrs R Lockwood 15 11 11 

Patcham Nursing Home Eastwick Barn  30 30 30 

Pembroke Hotel For The Retired Pembroke Group 18 18 18 

Pembroke House Mr & Mrs Lloyd Brand 3 3 3 

Pembroke Lodge Pembroke Group 19 19 19 

Pilgrim Home Pilgrim Homes 21 17 1 

Place Farm House Mrs M W Tomlinson 20 18 19 

Princess Alexandra House Carole Franklin 18 14 11 

Regent House Nursing Home Shafa Medical Services  30 30 30 

R-janmayur Care Home Dr K Ramadas & K Ramadas 7 5 0 

Rosecroft Rest Home D Clark 19 17 17 

Royston Nursing Home Care Reminiscence  17 7 0 

Seaway Nursing Home Seaway Nursing Homes  20 8 2 

Springfields Nursing Home Vigcare 32 18 9 

St Ann's Rest Home St Anne's Community Services 15 9 2 

St Christopher's Mrs T Hounsome And D S Sandhu 17 13 7 

St Clare Mr & Mrs C G Thrower 18 14 1 

St Joseph's Institute Of Our Lady Of Mercy 17 15 16 

St Mary's House Grace And Compassion Benedictines 22 22 22 

Summer Lodge Vigcare 22 16 16 

Sycamore Court Anchor 40 40 40 

The Churchley Rest Home  The Churchley Rest Home  18 14 7 

The Downs Christian Home Sussex Partnership NHS Foundation  25 25 25 

The Grange Rest Home The Grange Rest Homes  26 26 11 

The Pines Gracewell Healthcare 35 35 28 
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Name of Home 

 

(Home Operator) Registered 

Beds 

Single 

Rooms 

En-suites 

     
Valerie Manor Zoe Bates 23 23 23 

Vallance Lodge Vallance Lodge 15 9 11 

Vallance Residential Care Home Vallance Organisation 19 11 3 

Victoria Chartwell Victoria Nursing Homes 24 18 21 

Victoria Chatsworth Victoria Nursing Homes 23 23 23 

Victoria Downlands Victoria Nursing Homes 23 19 21 

Victoria Highgrove Victoria Nursing Homes 23 19 21 

Victoria Oaklands Nursing Home Victoria Nursing Homes 22 18 20 

Villa Adastra Salvation Army 40 40 40 

Westwood Mr & Mrs M S Sadek 29 23 17 

Wilbury Rest Home Dean Care  19 17 0 

     
  2,002 1,716 1,263 

634 0    
 

• Of the 2,002 registered bed spaces, 1,716 bed spaces are shown to be within rooms for single occupation and of 

these, 1,263 have the benefit of en suite facilities.  This would indicate that 63.1% of residents within these care 

homes occupy a single bedroom and have access to en suite facilities; 36.9% have to use shared WC and bathing 

facilities.  

 

• Both central and local Government regard it as best practice that residents in care homes should be offered the 

choice of a single bedroom with private en suite facilities.   

 

• In addition to pressure from various regulatory bodies, a predominant force that is driving the quality of 

environment and care upwards is market and consumer demand.  Residents are now entering care with higher 

expectations of accommodation than ever before.  Equally the relative, or relatives, responsible for placing that 

person in care are also making judgements on placements based upon their own expectations of the quality and 

type of accommodation and environment that they would expect in such circumstances.  Therefore, the quality of 

environment and accommodation is forever being driven higher from all angles. 
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EXTRA CARE HOUSING  

  
 

According to the Elderly Accommodation Council’s most recent records, there are 106 age-restricted housing 

schemes falling within the catchment area. 

 

Of these, only five provide care services to the occupants - the descriptive term ‘extra care’ is used, or alternatively 

‘housing-with-care’.  These are listed below and shown on the following map. 

 

Scheme Provider Post Code Units 

 
Vernon Gardens Guinness Care BN1 3AH 10 

Library Court Hanover BN1 9ED 6 

New Larchwood Hanover BN1 9EZ 38 

Patching Lodge Hanover BN2 0DD 76 

Martlet Court Sussex Housing & Care BN2 1LQ 33 

 Total for 5 schemes  163 

 

The care services are provided by Brighton & Hove City Council at Library Court and Patching Lodge and by 

Independence at Home for the residents of New Larchwood.  Sussex Housing & Care and Guinness Care provide the 

care at their schemes. 

 

The schemes offer a choice of leasehold and social rental tenure.  

 

 

The remaining 101 schemes within the catchment area offer only Housing with Support, providing some form of 

emergency call system but no dedicated care packages.   

 

Of these schemes, 78 provide accommodation on a social rental basis only, whilst the others operate to a market rent 

or leasehold purchase tenure. 

 

A total of 2,878 units of accommodation (flats or bungalows) are provided, of which 63% are operated by the top five 

providers listed below:- 

 

Provider Schemes Units 

Brighton & Hove City Council 20 768 

Southern Housing Group 12 214 

Adur District Council 10 190 

Anchor 9 275 

Peverel Retirement 7 381 

Total for 5 providers 58 1,828 
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EXTRA CARE HOUSING  
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ADMINISTRATIVE AREA  
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ADMINISTRATIVE AREA  
 

 

• Brighton and Hove District Council - the subject home falls within the Administrative Area covered by 

Brighton and Hove District Council  

 

• General Demographic  

Elderly Population  2012 2022 2032 

Under 18 years 47,096 52,013 53,139 

18 to 24 years 36,537 33,307 38,871 

25 to 44 years 82,922 88,049 90,092 

45 to 64 years 58,590 64,869 65,375 

65 to 74 years 17,195 18,121 23,003 

75 to 84 years 12,567 12,471 13,814 

85 years and over 6,761 7,561 9,472 
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ADMINISTRATIVE AREA 
 

 

• Socio-economic Demographic 

• The socio–economic data is taken from the 2001 Census information and records the economic activity within 

the area of those aged between 16 and 74 years of age. Social Grades A/B through to E are generally regarded as 

a key indicator as to the affluence and economic stability of an area. 

 

• Within the Administrative Area there is the following socio-economic distribution:- 

 

Socio-Economic Group Definition No. of Persons % 

A/B Management / Professional 26,147 22.9% 

C1 Skilled – Non Manual 41,309 36.1% 

C2 Skilled - Manual 12,286 10.7% 

D/E Partly Skilled / Unskilled 34,686 30.3% 
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ADMINISTRATIVE AREA 
 

  

• Home Ownership and Average House Prices 

• Within the Administrative Area 61.6% of the population are owner occupiers, with the remaining 38.4% being in 

rented accommodation.  

 

• Nationally 68.3% of the population are owner occupiers, with the remaining 31.7% being in rented 

accommodation.  

 

38.4%
31.7%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Administrative Area UK

Property Ownership Profile

Rented
Owner Occupied

 

 
 
• Comparison of Average House Prices 

 
 

 Detached Semi-Detached Terraced Flat All 

England & Wales £256,496 £153,339 £123,097 £155,314 £162,900 

Brighton And 

Hove 

     
 

 (Source: www.landregistry.gov.uk/house prices) 
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ADMINISTRATIVE AREA  
 

 

• Elderly Demographic 

Elderly Population  2012 2022 2032 

65 to 74 years      17,195 18,121 23,003 

75 to 84 years        12,567 12,471 13,814 

85 years plus           6,761 7,561 9,472 

TOTAL 36,523 38,153 46,289 
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• The elderly population within the Administrative Area currently stands at some 36,523 persons, and this figure is 

set to increase to circa 38,153 over the next decade and to circa 46,289 by 2032. 

 

• Over the next decade those over 65 years, within the Administrative Area, will increase by 4%, and this compares 

with the 23% for the UK as a whole. By 2032 this age bracket will have increased by 27% locally, compared with 

51% nationally. 

 

• Over the next decade those over 85 years of age, within the Administrative Area, will increase by 12%, compared 

with the 36% for the UK as a whole. By 2032 this age bracket will have increased by 40% locally, compared with 

101% nationally. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE AREA  
 

 

• Elderly Requiring Care 

• According to The Laing & Buisson “Care Of Elderly People” UK Market Survey demand for residential care 

services escalates with age.  Whilst this analysis is calculated on a national basis, it is likely that similar percentages 

will be replicated across far smaller regions and areas of the country. 

 

• The following table summarises the position if the suggested profile is applied to the population within the 

administrative area:- 

 

Elderly Population Requiring Care 2012 2022 2032 

65 to 74 years        (0.79%) 135 143 181 

75 to 84 years        (3.98%) 500 496 549 

85 years plus          (15.30%) 1,034 1,156 1,449 

TOTAL 1,669 1,795 2,179 

 

 

• By 2022, in the Administrative Area, those elderly requiring residential care will have increased from 1,669 in 

2012 to 1,795 an increase of some 7.5%.  By 2032, in the Administrative Area, those elderly requiring 

residential care will have increased from 1,669 to 2,179 an increase of some 30.6%. 
 

 

• Dementia Care 

• The Alzheimer’s Society reports that there are about 750,000 people in the United Kingdom with dementia of 

some form or another, to include Alzheimer’s Disease, Vascular Disease, Dementia with Lewy Bodies (Tiny 

Spherical Structures in Nerve Cells Degenerating Brain Tissue), Fronto-Temporal Dementia, Pick’s Disease, 

Supranuclear Palsy, Korsakoff’s Syndrome, Binswanger’s Disease, and Creutzfeldt-Jakob Disease. 

 

• The Society estimates that some 97% are over 65 years of age, with approximately 7½% of the population over 

65, and 20% of those over 85, are suffering from some form of dementia. 

 

• A study carried out by Martin Prince, Emiliano Albanese, Cleusa Ferri and Robert Stewart (Source: Knapp et al 

2007) indicates the following prevalence rates in relation to dementia and these have been applied to the 

population distribution within the Administrative area. 

 

Elderly with some form of Dementia 2012 2022 2032 

- 65 to 69 years   (1.3%) 126 124 172 

- 70 to 74 years   (2.9%) 218 250 284 

- 75 to 79 years   (5.9%) 406 428 438 

- 80 to 84 years   (12.2%) 694 636 780 

- 85 years plus     (20.3%) 1,372 1,534 1,922 

 

• Within the Administrative Area, the numbers of persons over 85 years of age suffering from some form of 

dementia is set to increase by 162 persons to 1,534 over the next decade.  
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ADMINISTRATIVE AREA  
 

 

• Living at Home with a Long Term Illness 

• The 2001 Standard Census has published data in connection those living at home with a limiting long term illness. 

This data has been applied to the Administrative Area and the results are as follows:- 

 

Elderly living at home with a long term illness 2012 2022 2032 

- 65 to 74 years 6,534 6,886 8,741 

- 75 to 84 years 6,334 6,285 6,962 

- 85 years plus 3,658 4,091 5,124 

TOTAL 16,526 17,262 20,828 

 

• Therefore, according to the 2012 data, there are some 16,526 persons over 65 years of age, in the Administrative 

Area, living at home with a limiting long term illness. 

 

• The average age of a person entering a care or nursing home is 85 years of age.  Therefore, within the 

Administrative Area there are 3,658 people living at home with a limiting long term illness over the average age of 

entry into a care home. 

 

• Living Alone in Own Home 

• The 2001 Standard Census has published data in connection those living alone in their own home. This data has 

been applied to the Administrative Area and the results are as follows:- 

 

Elderly Living Alone in Own Home 2012 2022 2032 

- 65 to 74 years 7,222 7,611 9,661 

- 75 to 84 years 7,000 6,946 7,694 

- 85 years plus 4,280 4,786 5,996 

TOTAL 18,501 19,343 23,351 

 

• Therefore, according to the 2012 data, there are some 18,501 persons over 65 years of age, in the Administrative 

Area, living alone in their own home. 

 

• The average age of a person entering a care or nursing home is 85 years of age. Therefore, within the 

Administrative Area there are 4,280 people living alone in their own homes over the average age of entry into a 

care home. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE AREA  
 

 

• Local Provision of Care Homes & Bed Spaces 

• According to the A to Z Care Homes Database, over the past 5 years the Administrative Area has seen 8 

closures and 6 new registrations of care homes, resulting in a net loss of 53 bed spaces.  The database indicates 

that there are 70 care homes for the elderly within the administrative area, offering 1,745 registered bed spaces. 

 

Name of Home 

 

(Home Operator) Registered 

Beds 

Single 

Rooms 

En-suites 

     
Adelaide Nursing Home Dr L Sumoreeah 35 35 33 

Arlington House Driss Zemouli And Niki Clarke 33 23 16 

Arundel Park Lodge Glentworth House 30 26 20 

Aspen House Mr & Mrs D Roussel 15 9 6 

Autumn Lodge Bravery Care 35 23 21 

Barford Court Royal Masonic Benevolent Institution 40 40 0 

Birch Grove Nursing Home Alain Shookhye 60 60 0 

Bon Accord Four Seasons Health Care 41 31 23 

Bramble Cottage Bramble Care Homes  28 24 26 

Brighton & Hove Bethesda Home Gospel Standard Bethesda Fund 22 22 22 

Brittany Lodge Deborah Dunne 15 11 10 

Caburn House Rest Home Orion Care Services (caburn)  28 20 4 

Carlton House Macleod Pinsent Care  25 17 10 

Cavendish House Cavendish Care 25 17 18 

Charles Lodge Nicholas James Care Homes  27 19 21 

Charlesworth Rest Home Eileen Horne 18 12 0 

Conifer Lodge Macleod Pinsent Care  34 24 26 

Craven Vale Brighton & Hove Council 31 31 31 

Crescent House London & Brighton Convales. Home 17 17 6 

Dane House Care Home Four Seasons Health Care 25 25 9 

Eaton Lodge Vigcare 10 10 10 

Fairdene Lodge Mr & Mrs T G Holliday 32 22 11 

Gate Cottage Mr & Mrs M M Sodeau 11 11 11 

Glentworth House Glentworth House 33 21 23 

Grosvenor Lodge Mrs M Holiday-welch 31 27 30 

Hazelgrove Nursing Home Hazel Grove Nursing Home 33 29 31 

Hereford House Southern Primecare (brighton)  29 29 29 

Highbury House Southcare Homes 30 28 27 

Hyman Fine House Jewish Care 45 45 45 

Ireland Lodge Brighton & Hove Council 23 23 23 
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Name of Home 

 

(Home Operator) Registered 

Beds 

Single 

Rooms 

En-suites 

     
Loxwood House Loxwood House  12 8 2 

Lyndhurst Care Home Mr & Mrs Z F Moussavi 37 37 6 

Marine View M S Ali 19 11 3 

Middleton Grove Hazel Grove Nursing Home 46 46 46 

Oak House A D Sargeant 12 12 0 

Oakleigh Lodge Mr & Mrs R Lockwood 15 11 11 

Oasis House Sunrise Apartments  5 5 0 

Partridge House Anchor 38 38 38 

Patcham Nursing Home Eastwick Barn  30 30 30 

Pembroke Hotel For The Retired Pembroke Group 18 18 18 

Pembroke House Mr & Mrs Lloyd Brand 3 3 3 

Pembroke Lodge Pembroke Group 19 19 19 

Pilgrim Home Pilgrim Homes 21 17 1 

Place Farm House Mrs M W Tomlinson 20 18 19 

Princess Alexandra House Carole Franklin 18 14 11 

Regent House Nursing Home Shafa Medical Services  30 30 30 

R-janmayur Care Home Dr K Ramadas & K Ramadas 7 5 0 

Rottingdean Nursing/care Home Mr & Mrs J Breeds 34 28 18 

Seaway Nursing Home Seaway Nursing Homes  20 8 2 

Springfields Nursing Home Vigcare 32 18 9 

St Ann's Rest Home St Anne's Community Services 15 9 2 

St Christopher's Mrs T Hounsome And D S Sandhu 17 13 7 

St Joseph's Institute Of Our Lady Of Mercy 17 15 16 

St Mary's House Grace And Compassion Benedictines 22 22 22 

Summer Lodge Vigcare 22 16 16 

Sycamore Court Anchor 40 40 40 

The Churchley Rest Home  The Churchley Rest Home  18 14 7 

The Downs Christian Home Sussex Partnership NHS Foundation  25 25 25 

The Grange Rest Home The Grange Rest Homes  26 26 11 

The Pines Gracewell Healthcare 35 35 28 

The Whitehouse Mr & Mrs J Hall 14 10 12 

Vallance Lodge Vallance Lodge 15 9 11 

Vallance Residential Care Home Vallance Organisation 19 11 3 

Victoria Chartwell Victoria Nursing Homes 24 18 21 

Victoria Chatsworth Victoria Nursing Homes 23 23 23 

Victoria Downlands Victoria Nursing Homes 23 19 21 
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Name of Home 

 

(Home Operator) Registered 

Beds 

Single 

Rooms 

En-suites 

     
Victoria Highgrove Victoria Nursing Homes 23 19 21 

Victoria Oaklands Nursing Home Victoria Nursing Homes 22 18 20 

Westwood Mr & Mrs M S Sadek 29 23 17 

Wilbury Rest Home Dean Care  19 17 0 

     
  1,745 1,489 1,131 

503 0    
 

• Of the 1,745 registered bed spaces, 1,489 bed spaces are shown to be within rooms for single occupation and of 

these, 1,131 have the benefit of en suite facilities.  This would indicate that 64.8% of residents within these care 

homes occupy a single bedroom and have access to en suite facilities; 35.2% have to use shared WC and bathing 

facilities.  

 

• Both central and local Government regard it as best practice that residents in care homes should be offered the 

choice of a single bedroom with private en suite facilities.   

 

• In addition to pressure from various regulatory bodies, a predominant force that is driving the quality of 

environment and care upwards is market and consumer demand.  Residents are now entering care with higher 

expectations of accommodation than ever before.  Equally the relative, or relatives, responsible for placing that 

person in care are also making judgements on placements based upon their own expectations of the quality and 

type of accommodation and environment that they would expect in such circumstances.  Therefore, the quality of 

environment and accommodation is forever being driven higher from all angles.  
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CONCLUSIONS 

  
 

• Typically the needs argument can be either quantitative or qualitative, for the purposes of this report we have 

utilised the following methodology:   

 

• Quantitative need - namely comparing the overall number of beds with the number of elderly 

persons requiring residential care; 

 

• Qualitative need - namely comparing the number of best practice beds with the number of 

elderly persons requiring residential care. 

 

• For the purposes of this report “best practice” bed spaces refers to single rooms with en suites.  The above logic 

has applied to numerous planning applications and appeals across the UK.  

 

• Whilst the Care Standards Act (2000) specified standards for the physical environment within care homes, the 

subsequent Health & Social Care Act (2008), which came into effect on 1 October 2010, is far less prescriptive, 

with the suitability of the accommodation being assessed by the Care Quality Commission in relation to delivered 

care outcomes.  Despite the absence of prescribed standards, the market continues to assess homes in relation to 

established benchmarks in terms of size and facilities and our comments below seek to reflect these. 

 

• The Catchment Area 

• Within Catchment Area there are some 1,263 single en suite bed spaces catering for an elderly population in 

need of residential care of some 1,900 persons.   

 

• To provide all of persons within the 8.0km (5.0 miles) Catchment Area with a single en suite care bedroom within 

an acceptable quality care home, the local industry would need to provide somewhere in the region of an 

additional 637 en suite bedrooms immediately or 13 care homes. 

 

• The demographics within the 8.0km (5.0 miles) Catchment Area are such that there is clearly an ageing population 

locally, and an increasing dependent elderly population as well.  Over the next decade those elderly requiring care 

will increase from some 1,900 persons to some 2,140 persons.  The vast majority of this increase occurs in the 

most vulnerable of the elderly age bands, namely those over 85. 

 

• If further development of residential care and nursing facilities is not forthcoming locally there will obviously be no 

new stock to cater for the likely future demand, nor will there be any incentives for existing local care home 

operators to improve the quality of the existing homes and to try to meet best practice targets, and increase the 

number of single bedrooms with en suite facilities. 

 

• Administrative Area 

• Within the Brighton and Hove area there are some 1,745 bed spaces within residential care and nursing homes 

for the elderly. Of these, there is a maximum of some 1,131 bed spaces that are within single bedrooms with an 

en suite wash hand basin and WC.   

 

• The care home market of Brighton and Hove has witnessed a loss in bed spaces locally, according to the A to Z 

Care Homes database, of 53 bed spaces over the past five years.  

 

• There is an ageing population, which is set to peak at some point towards the middle of this century, dependent 

upon which particular age band is considered.  Locally by 2022, those over 65 years of age are set to increase 

from circa 36,523 to circa 38,153, increasing further to some 46,289 by 2032.   
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CONCLUSIONS 
 

 

• Those elderly requiring residential and nursing care in the area currently stands at 1,669.  By 2022 this is 

anticipated to increase to some 1,795 and by 2032 increase yet further to some 2,179 elderly persons.  

 

• At present there are 1,131 single en suite bed spaces within the same geographical area.  Currently the needs 

argument appears to be largely qualitative, with a shortfall of 538 en suite beds with demand increasing to 664 

bedspaces within 10 years.  This situation could lead to elderly persons being cared for in sub-standard 

accommodation and perhaps not fit for purpose. 

 

• In providing for the additional capacity clearly needed, close care accommodation and domiciliary care, as well as 

care homes, will obviously have a role to play in the future. Information on these types of care is provided in 

Appendix 1 of this report. 

 

• Whilst statistical information is unavailable for those persons over 85 years of age living in large houses, it is a 

strong likelihood that a good proportion will be living in premises of over two bedrooms, maybe even three or 

four bedroom houses.  The placement of at least a small proportion of these people in some form of residential 

care environment would potentially free up a number of two, three and four bedroom dwellings.         

 

• Extra care is still a relatively new concept and with few schemes around the country.  These schemes suffer the 

same barriers to entry as residential care and nursing homes.  Most sheltered/retirement schemes do not accept 

people needing any form/degree of nursing care. 

 

• These areas of care namely extra care, residential care and domiciliary care, will have to provide a service to cater 

for an additional 877 elderly persons over the next decade.  

 

• By 2032, another 1,415 new bed spaces will be required, if all homes within the area are to adhere to 

Government’s best practice targets. 

 

• Specialist care within registered homes will, in particular, have a role to play in the future, and specialist 

dementia/EMI homes will be in demand.  At a local level there are some 1,544 people over the age of 85 with 

dementia, with this figure expected to increase to 1,793 within the next 10 years. 

 

• If further development of residential care and nursing facilities is not forthcoming locally there will obviously be no 

new stock to cater for the likely future demand, nor will there be any incentives for existing local care home 

operators to improve the quality of the existing homes and to try to meet best practice targets, and increase the 

number of single bedrooms with en suite facilities. 

 

• In our view the needs argument within the Catchment Area appears to be of a qualitative nature immediately. 

However over the course of the next 10 years there also appears to be a quantitative need.  Therefore, there is a 

valid argument that additional purpose built care beds need to be developed or the situation could be that elderly 

people are cared for in sub-standard accommodation.   

 

 
 

 

PINDERS PROFESSIONAL & CONSULTANCY SERVICES LTD 

23 January 2013 
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JUSTIFICATION OF THE CATCHMENT AREA 

  
 

• Catchment Area 

• Residents entering a care home will usually choose a facility in close proximity to where they currently live or to where their close relatives 

reside.  In recent years, the tendency has been towards the former as the decision to enter residential or nursing homes has become 

increasingly based on necessity rather than choice, particularly if funding is being received from public sources.  

 

• In such circumstances, the choice of a particular home may well be determined or influenced by the Local Authority and the availability of 

accommodation at the time of need. 

 

• Where the resident is wholly funding their care, greater choice may exist, allowing them to select their preferred home, which may be 

further afield.    

 

• The relationship between a home’s location and where its residents reside will therefore be determined by different factors, which could 

vary between urban and rural areas.  

 

• However, the vast majority of those entering residential care will do so in a home close to where they live.  This conclusion is based upon 

discussions with the owners of many hundreds of care homes across the UK which Pinders appraises each year. 

 

• Additionally, we have undertaken specific research with one major group operator, involving the mapping of their residents’ immediate 

previous address.  Clearly, the detailed data is confidential but the average distance between the care home and previous dwelling was 4 km 

(2.5 miles) and the furthest distance travelled was 9km (5.5 miles).  The research did show that the distance was slightly greater for home’s 

in more affluent areas where private fees were more relevant.   

 

• For example:-   

 

A home in the village of Holmfirth– the average distance was 4 km (2½ miles) from the home, and the maximum distance was 9 km (5½ 

miles).  

 

Whereas a home in the less affluent town of Stalybridge showed an average distance of 3 km (2 miles) and maximum of 6½ km (4 miles). 

 

• Whilst catchment areas will vary, experienced operators and developers have tended to base their planning upon an approximate ‘drive-

time’ of half an hour from the existing or proposed care home. Within urban areas this will typically cover an area of up to 5 km (3 miles), 

and 8-10km (5-6 miles) in less developed areas. 

 

• By way of further endorsement of these principles, Planning Inspectors in the following appeals have accepted such assessments as being 

appropriate.  In each case, the centre of the catchment area has been the exact location of the care home or proposed care home. 

 

 
 

LOCATION APPEAL REFERENCE CATCHMENT AREA 

Chichester, West Sussex APP/L3815/A/06/2020575 8 km (5 miles) radius 

Sevenoaks, Kent APP/M2270/A/08/2070550 8km (5 miles) radius 

Surbiton, Surrey APP/Z5630/A/07/2043781 5km (3 miles) radius 

Manchester APP/B4215/E/06/2027786 4km (2½ miles) radius 



 

 

 
  
  
 

TYPES OF CARE  

  
 

• Registered residential care homes for the elderly are not to be confused with the other types of care and housing for the elderly currently 

available in the United Kingdom. 

 

• Registered residential and nursing care for the elderly is the traditional form of care for the elderly albeit that close care 

accommodation is an effective alternative. 

 

• Sheltered and Retirement accommodation schemes, whether warden controlled or not, usually require that when an individual 

resident requires care, they will have to move out to a more appropriate environment. 

 

• Close care/extra care and assisted living are relatively new concepts to the UK, and as such there is limited statistical information 

available on either. Within Close Care and Assisted Living Schemes they do not need to move away.  The scheme operator simply assesses 

the individual’s needs and organises an appropriate care package accordingly. 

 

• Domiciliary care is the provision of light levels of care within an individuals own home in the wider community. 

 

• Sheltered Housing and Private Retirement Housing - this type of elderly housing usually refers to elderly/older persons over the age 

of 55 or 65 and properties within this category typically have the following characteristics separating it from normal housing: 

 

• Specially designed units for older people; 

• Community alarm system; 

• Resident warden or manager specifically designated for the scheme; 

• Apartments are usually self-contained accommodation; and 

• Usually have some communal facilities such as a common room, lounge, laundry etc. 

 

• Within such schemes the resident warden takes on the responsibility of the property maintenance and insurance and deals with the day to 

day management issues of the scheme.   

 

• In some instances, the wardens go beyond this and are responsible for arranging social events, etc but in every instance the warden/manager 

is not permitted to carry out any form of personal care, or administration of drugs/medicine, whatsoever, to a resident. 

 

• When a resident is in need of personal care, domiciliary care, etc, he or she is normally required to move out of the development. The 

quality of accommodation within all these schemes is ever improving, with developers seemingly distancing themselves from the older style, 

smaller and more compact accommodation in favour of larger, more spacious two bedroom apartments.   

 

• In the 1970s and 1980s retirement accommodation/sheltered accommodation was predominantly provided only by Housing Associations, 

Local Authorities and Charities and was of a bed-sit nature, with units being between 25m² and 35m².   

 
• In the late 1980s and early 1990s new developments were predominantly of a one bedroom nature, with the private sector and the likes of 

McCarthy & Stone moving into this market as well as the Housing Associations, Local Authorities and Charities. Units were typically circa 

45m² for a one bedroom flat and circa 55m² for a two bedroom flat. 

 

• From the mid 1990s onwards, in line with both the improvement in the residential market generally and also with the market’s increased 

awareness of the “elderly/older sector”, further private sector developers became involved, developing a broader range of units, with 

predominantly two bedroom units being built and sold.  

 

• Flats also became known as apartments. Apartments now range considerably in size as follows: 

 

• One bedroom  - 45m² to 60m²; 

• Two bedroom  - 55m² to 150m²; and 

• Three bedroom - 110m² +. 

 

• The market also began to experience that appropriately sized units could not only achieve high values, but also in some instances premiums 

could be achieved for apartments within such schemes. 

 

• Developers within this sector include McCarthy and Stone, Churchill Retirement Homes, Pegasus Retirement Homes, English Courtyard and 

Beechcroft. 

 

• Close Care and Extra Care Apartments - are similar to the concepts of sheltered/retirement accommodation, save that whereas a 

warden/manager is unable to provide any form of care, within close care and extra care schemes, care is readily available to residents.  

Typically such units will only cater for light levels of care. 

 

• The difference between Close Care and Extra Care accommodation is generally that Close Care tends to be sheltered/retirement 

accommodation within the grounds of an existing care home, whereas Extra Care accommodation involves no ancillary or adjacent care 

home. 

 

• Both can be defined as sheltered/retirement flats, bungalows or cottages for older people, that are self-contained and which would enable a 

resident to live independently of the communal facilities if they so wished.  



 

 

 
  
  
 

TYPES OF CARE  

  
 

• However, a resident would also have the ability to receive support, practical and personal care and potentially nursing care as and when 

required 24 hours a day (in reality, a resident needing 24-hour nursing care could still be more effectively provided for in a nursing home).   

 

• In addition, there are the benefits of full property maintenance, some communal facilities and services and the theory of “a home for life” 

and residents’ security of tenure. Such units are not registered as a care home under the Care Standards Act 2000, as a rule. 

 

• There is a wide range of both types of schemes now available in the United Kingdom, although each scheme is very individual in terms of the 

type and level of care and packages available. Some schemes will only offer light levels of domestic assistance through to other schemes 

which are potentially able to offer full 24 hour nursing care. 

 

• Typically, the advantages of extra care and close care housing over residential and nursing homes include: 

 

• Care and particularly very regular short visits are delivered at a lower cost when older people are clustered closer 

together; 

• The intensity of care can be adjusted easily on a daily basis according to the resident’s needs; 

• Residents can remain in extra care with greater degrees of frailty and ill health than they could in their own disbursed 

homes, even with intensive home care packages; 

• Moving to extra care can free up a larger unit of social housing for use by a family; 

• In the private sector, extra care can release housing equity to pay privately for care; 

• Enables older people to live independently as part of a community rather than being isolated; 

• Encourages older people to remain more independent for longer; 

• Measured levels of dependency may decrease after a period in extra care; 

• Offers residents a capital investment in the case of long leasehold schemes; and 

• Enables couples not to be separated by one partner leaving to enter a care home. 

 

• Unfortunately both forms of care, i.e. close care and extra care, suffer from similar barriers to entry as residential care and nursing homes, 

namely: high land values; lack of available land in appropriate areas; lack of allocated sites; high construction costs; care & physical 

environment standards; and lack of suitable staff. 

 

• Operators within this aspect of the sector include Retirement Villages, Care Village Group, Raven Audley Court and Richmond Villages. 

 

• Domiciliary Care - is predominantly funded by the public sector, whilst local authorities will typically contract with the private sector 

domiciliary care agencies to provide varying levels of care to those in need of the same within their own homes. In 1992 just 2% of these 

care services were outsourced – in 2008 that figure stood at 81%. 

 

• Whilst the number of households receiving care has decreased since 1992, from 528,500 to some 328,600 in 2008, over the same period 

the number of actual care hours provided has over doubled from 1,687,000 to 4,082,900. 

 

• It is widely recognised that domiciliary care, whilst keeping people in their own homes for longer than they would otherwise do, also fails to 

provide a complete service for the needs of an individual at the appropriate time that a service is required. This view is supported by the 

Commission for Social Care Inspection document “Time to Care? An overview of care home services for older people in England, 2006” of 

October 2006. 

 

• A further criticism of domiciliary care is that the carers spend a fair part of their day, not administering care, but travelling between the 

“cared”. Because their day is filled with a number of clients, the individual requiring care has to fit in his/her assistance requirements around 

the availability of the carer. This could potentially involve having to take an assisted bath at midday, say, or receive help in coming down the 

stairs in the morning at 10.00 am, for example. 



 

 

 
  
  
 

ACCOMMODATION STANDARDS 

  
 

• National Care Home Standards - on 2 March 2001, The Department of Health issued new National Minimum Standards on room sizes and 

other facilities in respect of care homes, under the auspices of the Care Standards Act 2000.   

 

• The Government commissioned a review of the standards relating to the physical environment for those homes registered prior to 1 April 

2002 and, as a result, an amended set of National Standards came into effect from 1 June 2003.  The revised environment standards make 

provision for those homes registered prior to 1 April 2002 (‘pre-existing homes’), allowing them to maintain many of the standards of 

accommodation in existence at that date.  The requirement to meet various standards by 2007 was also removed. 

 

• Whilst these revised standards effectively remove the need for pre-existing homes to make changes to bedroom sizes, bathroom provision 

and the single room ratio, the standards are to be viewed as best practice and something to which home owners should aspire.  

 

• Each home must produce an up-to-date Statement of Purpose, which will clearly state the aims and philosophy of the home, together with 

the services and facilities offered.  Homes will be inspected and assessed to ensure compliance with this Statement and the Standards.  It will 

be necessary, therefore, for homes to demonstrate that the property and facilities are suitable for the needs of the resident group 

accommodated. 

 

• Investors in the care home sector generally show preference for homes with accommodation meeting, or exceeding, the original minimum 

standards, which remain as relevant benchmarks.  

 

Health and Social Care Act (2008) 

Whilst the Care Standards Act (2000) specified standards for the physical environment within care homes, the subsequent Health & Social Care 

Act (2008), which came into effect on 1 October 2010, is far less prescriptive, with the suitability of the accommodation being assessed by the 

Care Quality Commission in relation to delivered care outcomes.  Despite the absence of prescribed standards, the market continues to assess 

homes in relation to established benchmarks in terms of size and facilities and our comments below seek to reflect these. 

 

• The key standards are summarised under each appropriate heading: 

 

• Single Room Sizes - single rooms registered after 1 April 2002 should be at least 12m2 with en suite facilities. Whilst the 

revised National Standards have removed the need for single rooms to exceed 10.0m2 in pre-existing homes, this is still 

viewed as a relevant benchmark. 

 

• Twin Rooms - twin rooms are not permitted as new registrations after 1 April 2002. Rooms currently shared should 

exceed 16m2, and there should be no more than two residents per room. 

 

• Room Ratio - whilst the revised National Standards have removed the need for single rooms to exceed 80% of the total 

capacity of pre-existing homes, this is still viewed as a relevant benchmark. 

 

• Communal Space - communal space (lounges and dining rooms only) to be no less than 4.1m2 per resident in new 

homes. Whilst the revised National Standards have removed the need for communal space to exceed 4.1m2 for pre-

existing homes, this is still viewed as a relevant benchmark.  

 

• Floor Levels and Accessibility - all residents to have access to all private and communal areas (by means of ramps, 

where required). Grab rails should be available in corridors, bathrooms, toilets and communal rooms.  

 

• Lifts/Stairs - all residents are to have access to all areas of the home, by means of a passenger lift, where required. 

 

• Bathroom Provision - one assisted bath to each eight residents (excluding suitable en suite rooms) in new homes. 

Whilst the revised National Standards have removed the need for a bathroom for every eight residents in pre-existing 

homes, this is still viewed as a relevant benchmark. 

 

• Wheelchair Access – single bedrooms for wheelchair users must exceed 12m2.  Doorways into rooms needing 

wheelchair access must be sufficiently wide and exceed 800mm in new homes. 

 

• Residents’ Accommodation - every resident’s bedroom should have, or at least be of sufficient size to accommodate, 

the following: call system installed in every resident’s room; bed of at least 900 mm width and a suitable, safe height; 

comfortable seating provided for two persons; hanging space and drawers for possessions; bedside table/cabinet; table/desk 

at which resident can sit; wash hand basin (if no en suite facility is provided); two accessible double power sockets; and 

door locks suitable for the residents’ use fitted to bedrooms. 

 

• Services - water temperature controls and anti-scald valves must be in place. Pipework and radiators must be guarded or 

have low surface temperatures. A sluice facility must be provided. 

 



 

 

 
  
  
 

ACCOMMODATION STANDARDS 

  
• The following illustrate a comparison older style accommodation and modern purpose built equivalents. 

  
Older Bedroom Modern Equivalent 

  
Older Lounge Modern Equivalent 

  

Older Bathroom Modern Equivalent 

  
Older Corridor Modern Equivalent 



 

 

 
  
  
 

CARE HOME CRITERIA 

  
 

• Site area required driven by the footprint of proposed buildings.  

 

• Size of the building driven by two different factors:- 

1. National Standards minimum requirements; and  

2. Market forces/ expectations. 

 

• Despite relaxation, National Standards not only increased floor areas within bedrooms and day space, but also in other areas of the home, 

because of the requirements for assisted bathing facilities, sluices, storage areas, lifts, grab rails in corridors and WCs, etc. Buildings had to 

be designed larger to accommodate all the facilities that made that building a suitable place for the administration of care effectively to the 

elderly. 

 

• Home sizes - Local Authority care homes tend to be designed and constructed around the “brief” of the national minimum requirements. 

Overall, a new care home merely complying with these requirements could have an overall floor area equivalent to circa 45 m² per 

registered bed space. Therefore a 60 bedded care/nursing home could have a floor area of circa 2,700 m² over two floors – therefore a 

ground floor footprint in the region of 1,400 m². Such a building would require a site area of a minimum of an acre (4,046 m²). 

 

• Generally, single storey units are regarded by the industry as the ideal, but are often not practical or economical from a land use perspective. 

 

• Private and corporate care operators, however, are not building care/nursing homes merely to comply with the minimum standards, but are 

looking to build bedrooms and homes of sufficient size to provide a better quality of life and attract the higher fee paying private clients, as 

well as future proofing themselves against any potential increase in spatial requirements or changes in legislation.  

 

• Bedroom sizes - Typically bedrooms will be a good deal larger than the 12m² minimum requirement, and be circa 16m² to 20m², excluding 

the en suite.  

 

• En suite - The minimum en suite is a WC and wash hand basin, according to the Standards. However, to attract premium fees, operators 

are often providing en suite WCs, wash hand basin and level access showers or baths – the latter being seldom used, but providing a 

valuable marketing tool to sell the room/home to the prospective resident’s family. 

 

• Private sector homes sizes - With the larger room sizes and increased en suites, together with a greater number of smaller lounge areas, 

the corporate and private sectors are typically building homes between 50m² and 55m² per registered bed space. A 60 bed care home in this 

sector would be between 3,000m² and 3,300 m² and would therefore more typically occupy a site area of closer to 1¼ acres. 

 

• Bed spaces per home - New build care homes for the elderly tend to have minimum registrations of circa 60 and go as high as 90, or 

even higher.  

 

• Smaller care home owner/operator will typically be doing so from a converted former residential property, or old seaside hotel, registered 

for circa 25 residents or fewer.  

 

• Corporate sector look to develop larger units of a minimum of 45 registered bed spaces in order to achieve the necessary economies of 

scale to provide the higher standards of care, accommodation and service. As the standard of accommodation and care rises, the minimum 

size of care home that can be viable increases. 

 

• Core and cluster - Care homes are designed with “clusters” of bedrooms in multiples of 12 to 20. Wings within the homes will usually be 

of 12 to 20 and these will effectively form “mini communities” within the overall community of the care home. These areas will tend to be 

capable of being self-contained, with the exception of the kitchen and laundry facilities.  

 

• They may contain 12 to 20 bedrooms, storage areas, a small lounge, dining area, an assisted bath, an assisted level access shower, separate 

WCs, sluice and nurse station. This is partly to minimise the institutional feel of the home, but also to maximise the staffing efficiency levels.  

 

• The creation of these smaller communities with localised and more personal facilities within a larger overall environment has meant that the 

overall accommodation has increased substantially in size/floor area. 



 

 

 
  
  
 

HEALTHCARE TRENDS 

  
 

• The care sector in the UK has undergone a period of significant and prolonged change over the past two decades, with various pieces of 

legislation aimed at improving standards and addressing the challenge of funding care for an increasing elderly population. 

 

• The A to Z Care Homes Database for 2012 indicates: 

• 12,505 care homes for the elderly in the UK; 

• Providing 461,788 bed spaces; 

• of those, 414,024 bed spaces are within single bedded rooms; and 

• of these only 258,261 have en suite facilities. 

 

• Dementia bed spaces - just 271,101 bed spaces allocated potentially, but not exclusively, for EMI/dementia residents. 

 

• Shortage of single bedroom accommodation – 89.7% of bedrooms are single rooms – 10.3% are shared. 

 

• Shortage of en suite accommodation – 55.9% of bedrooms have en suite accommodation – 44.1% of bedrooms rely on communal WC 

facilities within the home, and have to use shared WC and bathing facilities. 

 

• National Care Standards - to put this into some context, the National Care Standards, when they were effective, dictated that all new 

care homes:- 

 

• had to have just single bedded rooms; 

• had to have at least an en suite WC and wash hand basin; and  

• must be in excess of 12m² - excluding the en suite.  

• new twin bedded rooms were not permitted. 

 

• Many undersized rooms - what the statistics fail to adequately demonstrate is the fact that a substantial percentage of the 414,024 bed 

spaces will be in rooms below 12m², and in fact many will be below 10m². 

 

• Despite any softening of the official standards, 12m² remains the benchmark insofar as the regulatory bodies are concerned, and is now very 

much a minimum insofar as both the private fee paying and local authority funded markets are concerned. 

 

 

 
 
  
  
 

CARE HOME CLOSURES AND NEW REGISTRATIONS 
 

 

• Over the last decade or so there have been a substantial number of both closures of old homes and openings of new.   

 

• Since the end of 2003, the elderly care industry lost a total of some 3,507 homes and some 88,805 bed spaces.  Over the same period the 

industry has benefited from 69,384 new bed spaces within 1,956 new care homes. 

 

• Since mid 2003, there has witnessed a net loss of 1,286 homes and 12,043 bed spaces. 

 

• Reasons for closures - there are three primary reasons for this decline, namely:- 

 

• the substantial growth in residential property and land values – despite more recent times; 

• non-compliance with minimum standards; and 

• the ever-increasing levels of bureaucracy involved. 

 

• Limited new registrations – apart from the current economic climate, the low level of new registration activity, when compared with the 

anticipated future substantial increase in demand for bed spaces, is partly as a result of the continued pressures on margins in care homes 

that cater for Local Authority funded clients, who make up some 60% of the target market. This has therefore limited the opportunities for 

operators/developers to achieve target returns from new developments. 

 



 

 

 
  
  
 

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION - NATIONALLY 

  
 

• As at 2012, the Government Actuary Department estimate the population to be 62,652,624.  

 

• Elderly population in 2012 - from the same source, in 2012 there are:- 

 

• 10,495,462 persons or 16.8% over 65 years of age; 

• 4,987,852 persons or 8.0% over 75 years of age; and   

• 1,447,247 persons or 2.3% aged 85 and over.  

 

• Elderly population in 2022 - from the same source, in 2022 there will be:- 

 

• 12,912,484 persons or 19.3% over 65 years of age – 23% growth; 

• 6,352,041 persons or 9.5% over 75 years of age – 27% growth; and 

• 1,992,815 persons or 3.0% aged 85 and over – 38% growth.  

 

• Elderly population in 2032 - from the same source, in 2032 there will be:- 

 

• 15,824,517 persons or 22.3% over 65 years of age – 51% growth; 

• 8,281,989 persons or 11.7% over 75 years of age – 66% growth; and 

• 2,944,742 persons or 4.2% aged 85 and over – 103% growth.  

 

(Source: CACI Information Systems) 

 

 
  
  
 

DEPENDENT ELDERLY - NATIONALLY 

  
 

• The Laing & Buisson “Care Of Elderly People” UK Market Survey 2010/11 identifies how demand for 

residential care services escalates with age, to the extent that 0.04% of the population under 65 years of age are 

likely to require residential care, through to some 15.3% of over 85 year olds who are likely to require the same. 

 

• The full extent of this is more clearly identified in the following table: 

 

 Requiring care 2012 (est) 2022 (est) 2032 (est) 

65 to 74 years         (0.79%) 42,612 51,658 58,352 

75 to 84 years         (3.98%) 139,042 168,851 211,318 

85 years plus           (15.30%) 215,098 292,697 432,574 

  396,752 513,206 432,574 

TOTAL  129 176 259 

 

(Source: The Laing & Buisson “Care of Elderly People” UK Market Survey 2010/11 & Government Actuary Department 2004 based projection at 2012) 

 



From: Lees, Andrew [

Sent: 10 April 2013 16:33

To: LDF

Subject: BML2 - city plan

Page 1 of 1

10/04/2013

Dear Sirs, 

I have noted the recent proposed support in the Brighton & Hove Draft City Plan -  Paragraph 4.98 on page 

170 – of BML2 Rail. 

The BML2 project is completely essentially for the South East and urgent funding needs to be found for a 

GRIP2 analysis that considers reinstatement of Lewes – Uckfield, Uckfield - Brighton and Eridge – Tunbridge 

Well West rail links.  The BML2 proposal would provide a direct link between Tunbridge Wells and Brighton 

and with the inclusion of Ashcombe Tunnel a journey between the two of 37mins only. 

I urge the council to actively promote the reinstatement of Lewes – Uckfield / BML2 and to work with East 
Sussex County Council and the Central Corridor Local Enterprise Partnership and South East Local 
Enterprise Partnership to seek funding to develop the project. 

Regards 

Scanned by MailMarshal - M86 Security's comprehensive email content security solution. Download a free 
evaluation of MailMarshal at www.m86security.com 

Respondent 21



From: Michael Davies [ 
Sent: 10 April 2013 16:38

To: LDF

Subject: Brighton & Hove City Plan

Page 1 of 1

10/04/2013

Dear Sirs, 

Having worked on a similar “Plan” as a councillor elsewhere, I welcome your publication of the Brighton Plan 
and appreciate the work which has gone into it.  I have only just seen it and it is too late to make any detailed 
comments at this stage and in any case I am not a Brighton resident, so my interest relates to the wider 
hinterland between the coast and London. 

However, I caught sight of one reference (p 170 para 4.98) stating “The need for rail service capacity and line 
improvements between the Sussex Coast and London, including the reinstatement of the rail line between 
Lewes and Uckfield, are supported”. 

I really do hope that this aspect of the recommendations will be actively pursued with adjacent Councils and 
other relevant bodies to ensure that funding is forthcoming and priority is given to improving the Brighton Main 
Line and working to establish additional rail links between the coast and the Metropolis.  It seems to me that 
the re-instatement of the Uckfield line to Lewes, Brighton and the East Coastway destinations in general 
should be given high priority. 

I shall away developments with interest. 

Michael Davies 

Respondent 22
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!"#$%&&%'()*%+,)-./()-/0+)1))
23&4'(&3)5'0$)

-/0+)6)7)23&4'(83(+)93+/%.&):;'")'(.,)(338)+')<'$4.3+3)+=%&)'(<3>)

-30&'(/.)93+/%.&) 6?3(+@&)93+/%.&)

A%+.3) A%+.3)

5%0&+)B/$3) 5%0&+)B/$3)

C/&+)B/$3) C/&+)B/$3)

D0?/(%&/+%'()
:E=303)03.3F/(+>)

D0?/(%&/+%'()
:E=303)
03.3F/(+>)

68803&&))
)
)
)

68803&&))
)
)
)

-'&+)*'83) -'&+)*'83)

A3.34='(3)) A3.34='(3)

G$/%.)) G$/%.))

H'E)+')03&4'(8I)"#$!%&'())

1. Visit the council’s consultation portal online: http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/portal; or

2. If you use Acrobat Pro, please fill out and save this form and e-mail it to:

.8JK#0%?=+'(L='F3I?'FI"M))

3. Please fill out this form, print it and return by post to:

Brighton & Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
HOVE 
BN3 3ZZ 

#,)1N)640%.)NO1P

9/+/)-0'+3<+%'()B'+%<3: Personal information given on this form will be used by Brighton & 
Hove City Council (and its agents) in connection with its statutory functions. It will not be 
used for any other purpose. 

Mr Mr

Jolly Roger

Hall Daniels

Fulbeck Land Ltd Pegasus Planning Group

International House
1-6 Yarmouth Place
London

First Floor, South Wing
Equinox North,
Great Park Road
Almondsbury, Bristol

W1J 7BU BS32 4QL

020 3137 8863 01454 625945

jolly.hall@fulbeckland.co.uk roger.daniels
@pegasuspg.co.uk

Respondent 23
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-/0+)N)7)23403&3(+/+%'())
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.

1I) Q=%<=)-/0+)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representations you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 

Section One: Introduction ) )

Section Two: The Strategy ) )

Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies )

Section Four: Citywide Policies )

Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms )

Appendix 2 Key Diagram )

Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring )

Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan )

Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy )

  Policies Map )

Sustainability Appraisal )

NI) SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()A=033@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)L)
E=%<=)-'.%<,)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please
tick one box only))

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area )

DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area )

DA3 Lewes Road Area )

DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area )

DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area )

DA6 Hove Station Area )

DA7 Toad's Hole Valley )

DA8 Shoreham Harbour )

SA1 The Seafront )

SA2 Central Brighton )

SA3 Valley Gardens )

SA4 Urban Fringe )

SA5 The South Downs )

SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods )

PI)SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()5'"0@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)
E=%<=)4'.%<,)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please tick one box only))

CP1 Housing Delivery) ) )

CP2 Sustainable Economic Development )

CP3 Employment Land )

CP4 Retail Provision )

CP5 Culture and Tourism )

CP6 Visitor Accommodation )

CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions )

CP8 Sustainable Buildings )

CP9 Sustainable Transport )

CP10 Biodiversity )

CP11 Flood Risk )

CP12 Urban Design )

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces )

CP14 Housing Density )

CP15 Heritage )

✔

✔
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CP16 Open Space )

CP17 Sports Provision )

CP18 Healthy City )

CP19 Housing Mix )

CP20 Affordable Housing )

CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation

)

CP22 Traveller Accommodation )

WI)A')E=%<=)-/?3)B"$#30:&>)8'3&),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

XI)A')E=%<=)4/0/?0/4=)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

)

YI)9'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&\)

6a Legally Compliant?) Yes? ) No? ) )

6b Sound?) Yes? ) No? ) )

]I)SJ),'")/?033)+=/+)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)/(8^'0)
&'"(8)/(8)E%&=)+')&"44'0+)+=%&U)4.3/&3)"&3)+=%&)#'_)+')&3+)'"+),'"0)<'$$3(+&)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

`I)SJ),'")+%<M38)TB'@)+')Y#>)8'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)-./()%&)"(&'"(8)#3</"&3)%+)%&)('+\)

! Positively Prepared )

! Justified )

! Effective )

! Consistent with National Policy )

pages 138-143

paragraphs 4.28 to 4.40

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔



!4 of 8

aI)-.3/&3)?%F3)83+/%.&)03?/08%(?)E=,),'")<'(&%830)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()
-/0+)1)%&)('+).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)%&)"(&'"(8I):-.3/&3)#3)/&)403<%&3)/&)4'&&%#.3>I)
)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1OI)-.3/&3)&3+)'"+)+=3)<=/(?3:&>),'")<'(&%830)(3<3&&/0,)+')$/M3)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)
H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)&'"(8U)=/F%(?)03?/08)+')+=3)03/&'(),'")
%83(+%J%38)/#'F3)E=303)+=%&)03./+3&)+')&'"(8(3&&I))
)
:;'")E%..)(338)+')&/,)E=,)+=%&)<=/(?3)E%..)$/M3)+=3)-./().3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)
&'"(8I)S+)E%..)#3)=3.4J".)%J),'")/03)/#.3)+')4"+)J'0E/08),'"0)&"??3&+38)03F%&38)
E'08%(?)'J)/(,)4'.%<,)'0)+3_+I)-.3/&3)#3)/&)403<%&3)/&)4'&&%#.3I>)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

11I)SJ),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()<'(<30(&)&'"(8(3&&)'0).3?/.)<'$4.%/(<3)/(8)%&)&33M%(?)
/)<=/(?3U)8'),'")<'(&%830)%+)(3<3&&/0,)+')/++3(8)/(8)?%F3)3F%83(<3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)
4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(R):+%<M)#'_)#3.'E)/&)/440'40%/+3>)A=3)S(&43<+'0)E%..)
83+30$%(3)+=3)$'&+)/440'40%/+3)40'<38"03)+')/8'4+)+')=3/0)+='&3)E=')=/F3)
%(8%</+38)+=/+)+=3,)E%&=)+')4/0+%<%4/+3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(I)

No, I wish to communicate through written representations )

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions )

Paragraph 3 of Policy CP3 identifies the Hollingbury Industrial Estate as a primary industrial
estate/business park for business, manufacturing and warehouse (B1, B2 and B8) use. The
Industrial Estate adjoins the Hollingbury and Brighton Retail Parks and there are parts of the
industrial estate which provide opportunities to extend the range of retailing available in
Brighton and Hove by accommodating styles of retailing that cannot be accommodated in
the Regional Centre or traditional town and district centres, such as bulky goods, discount
retailing or other forms or retailing requiring immediate car access. There is already a critical
mass and range of retail warehouses at this location, which is accessible by car and public
transport.
Consolidation of the Hollingbury area as a retail destination would help to retain expenditure
in Brighton; provide more opportunities for linked trips; and help to reduce the number and
length of car journeys to other shopping destinations.

Retailing is an important economic activity and source of employment and should not be
excluded in principle from the Hollingbury Industrial Estate by restricting activities to Use
Classes B1, B2 and B8. The NPPF calls for other uses to be considered in relation to market
signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable communities.

Policy CP3 should be qualified by the addition of a paragraph after paragraph 3 to indicate
that there may also be opportunities for retail development on parts of the Hollingbury
Industrial Estate, on sites that are well related to adjoining retail parks and could
accommodate styles of retailing that cannot be accommodated in the Regional Centre, or
traditional town or district centres.

This representation is linked to another representation on behalf of Fulbeck Land Ltd
which suggests complementary changes in Policy CP4 (Retail Provision) to recognise the
role of established retail parks and opportunities for their expansion, especially at
Hollingbury.

✔
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11/I)SJ),'")E%&=)+')4/0+%<%4/+3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(U)4.3/&3)'"+.%(3)
E=,),'")<'(&%830)+=%&)+')#3)(3<3&&/0,I

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1NI)9'),'")=/F3)/(,)<'$$3(+&)'()+=3)(3E)4'.%<,)!!1)-03&"$4+%'()%()5/F'"0)'J)
!"&+/%(/#.3)93F3.'4$3(+R)

Yes No

1N/)SJ)b;3&b)8'),'")&"44'0+)^)'#c3<+)'0)4/0+%/..,)&"44'0+)^)4/0+%/..,)'#c3<+)+')+=%&)
4'.%<,R)

Support )  Partially Support )

Object )  Partially Object )

1N#)-.3/&3)&+/+3),'"0)03/&'(&)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1PI)-.3/&3)('+%J,)$3)E=3(III

The Plan has been submitted for Examination) )
)

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination )

Adoption of the City Plan) )

What happens next?
)*+,*-*'.&./#'-!0&1*!.#!.2*!3#$'%/4!5/44!6*!-$00&,/-*1!&'1!+&--*1!.#!.2*!7'-+*%.#,!8#,!
%#'-/1*,&./#'9!
:'%*!.2/-!2&-!2&++*'*1;!.2*!7'-+*%.#,!5/44!%#00*'%*!.2*!*<&0/'&./#'!&'1!=/>*!'#./%*!#8!
.2*!-.&,.!#8!.2*!2*&,/'=!-*--/#'-9!
7'.*,*-.*1!+&,./*-!5/44!6*!/'8#,0*1!#8!.2*!-.&,.!1&.*!#8!.2*!*<&0/'&./#'!-*--/#'-!&'1!.2*!
0&..*,-!.#!6*!%#'-/1*,*19!
!
Thank you for making your representations 

Fulbeck Land is an experienced developer with interests in Brighton. They - or their
advisers - would be able to assist the Inspector understand the implications of Policy CP4
in relation to the characteristics of the Hollingbury Industrial Estate and specific
opportunities for extending the adjoining retail park.

✔

✔

There is no need for such a policy to be consulted on, examined and adopted as it merely
re-states a requirement of national planning policy. It should be included, if at all, as an
advisory note rather than a local plan policy.

✔

✔

✔
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!"#$%&&%'()*%+,)-./()-/0+)1))
23&4'(&3)5'0$)

-/0+)6)7)23&4'(83(+)93+/%.&):;'")'(.,)(338)+')<'$4.3+3)+=%&)'(<3>)

-30&'(/.)93+/%.&) 6?3(+@&)93+/%.&)

A%+.3) A%+.3)

5%0&+)B/$3) 5%0&+)B/$3)

C/&+)B/$3) C/&+)B/$3)

D0?/(%&/+%'()
:E=303)03.3F/(+>)

D0?/(%&/+%'()
:E=303)
03.3F/(+>)

68803&&))
)
)
)

68803&&))
)
)
)

-'&+)*'83) -'&+)*'83)

A3.34='(3)) A3.34='(3)

G$/%.)) G$/%.))

H'E)+')03&4'(8I)"#$!%&'())

1. Visit the council’s consultation portal online: http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/portal; or

2. If you use Acrobat Pro, please fill out and save this form and e-mail it to:

.8JK#0%?=+'(L='F3I?'FI"M))

3. Please fill out this form, print it and return by post to:

Brighton & Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
HOVE 
BN3 3ZZ 

#,)1N)640%.)NO1P

9/+/)-0'+3<+%'()B'+%<3: Personal information given on this form will be used by Brighton & 
Hove City Council (and its agents) in connection with its statutory functions. It will not be 
used for any other purpose. 

Mr Mr

Jolly Roger

Hall Daniels

Fulbeck Land Ltd Pegasus Planning Group

International House
1-6 Yarmouth Place
London

First Floor, South Wing
Equinox North,
Great Park Road
Almondsbury, Bristol

W1J 7BU BS32 4QL

020 3137 8863 01454 625945

jolly.hall@fulbeckland.co.uk roger.daniels
@pegasuspg.co.uk

Respondent 23
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-/0+)N)7)23403&3(+/+%'())
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.

1I) Q=%<=)-/0+)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representations you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 

Section One: Introduction ) )

Section Two: The Strategy ) )

Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies )

Section Four: Citywide Policies )

Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms )

Appendix 2 Key Diagram )

Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring )

Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan )

Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy )

  Policies Map )

Sustainability Appraisal )

NI) SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()A=033@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)L)
E=%<=)-'.%<,)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please
tick one box only))

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area )

DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area )

DA3 Lewes Road Area )

DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area )

DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area )

DA6 Hove Station Area )

DA7 Toad's Hole Valley )

DA8 Shoreham Harbour )

SA1 The Seafront )

SA2 Central Brighton )

SA3 Valley Gardens )

SA4 Urban Fringe )

SA5 The South Downs )

SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods )

PI)SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()5'"0@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)
E=%<=)4'.%<,)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please tick one box only))

CP1 Housing Delivery) ) )

CP2 Sustainable Economic Development )

CP3 Employment Land )

CP4 Retail Provision )

CP5 Culture and Tourism )

CP6 Visitor Accommodation )

CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions )

CP8 Sustainable Buildings )

CP9 Sustainable Transport )

CP10 Biodiversity )

CP11 Flood Risk )

CP12 Urban Design )

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces )

CP14 Housing Density )

CP15 Heritage )

✔

✔
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CP16 Open Space )

CP17 Sports Provision )

CP18 Healthy City )

CP19 Housing Mix )

CP20 Affordable Housing )

CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation

)

CP22 Traveller Accommodation )

WI)A')E=%<=)-/?3)B"$#30:&>)8'3&),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

XI)A')E=%<=)4/0/?0/4=)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

)

YI)9'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&\)

6a Legally Compliant?) Yes? ) No? ) )

6b Sound?) Yes? ) No? ) )

]I)SJ),'")/?033)+=/+)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)/(8^'0)
&'"(8)/(8)E%&=)+')&"44'0+)+=%&U)4.3/&3)"&3)+=%&)#'_)+')&3+)'"+),'"0)<'$$3(+&)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

`I)SJ),'")+%<M38)TB'@)+')Y#>)8'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)-./()%&)"(&'"(8)#3</"&3)%+)%&)('+\)

! Positively Prepared )

! Justified )

! Effective )

! Consistent with National Policy )

pages 144-147

paragraphs 4.41 to 4.49

✔

✔
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aI)-.3/&3)?%F3)83+/%.&)03?/08%(?)E=,),'")<'(&%830)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()
-/0+)1)%&)('+).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)%&)"(&'"(8I):-.3/&3)#3)/&)403<%&3)/&)4'&&%#.3>I)
)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1OI)-.3/&3)&3+)'"+)+=3)<=/(?3:&>),'")<'(&%830)(3<3&&/0,)+')$/M3)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)
H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)&'"(8U)=/F%(?)03?/08)+')+=3)03/&'(),'")
%83(+%J%38)/#'F3)E=303)+=%&)03./+3&)+')&'"(8(3&&I))
)
:;'")E%..)(338)+')&/,)E=,)+=%&)<=/(?3)E%..)$/M3)+=3)-./().3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)
&'"(8I)S+)E%..)#3)=3.4J".)%J),'")/03)/#.3)+')4"+)J'0E/08),'"0)&"??3&+38)03F%&38)
E'08%(?)'J)/(,)4'.%<,)'0)+3_+I)-.3/&3)#3)/&)403<%&3)/&)4'&&%#.3I>)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

11I)SJ),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()<'(<30(&)&'"(8(3&&)'0).3?/.)<'$4.%/(<3)/(8)%&)&33M%(?)
/)<=/(?3U)8'),'")<'(&%830)%+)(3<3&&/0,)+')/++3(8)/(8)?%F3)3F%83(<3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)
4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(R):+%<M)#'_)#3.'E)/&)/440'40%/+3>)A=3)S(&43<+'0)E%..)
83+30$%(3)+=3)$'&+)/440'40%/+3)40'<38"03)+')/8'4+)+')=3/0)+='&3)E=')=/F3)
%(8%</+38)+=/+)+=3,)E%&=)+')4/0+%<%4/+3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(I)

No, I wish to communicate through written representations )

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions )

Policy CP4 should acknowledge that not all new retail floorspace for comparison goods
can be accommodated in the Regional Centre or traditional town or district centres. There
are styles of retailing, such as bulky goods, discount retailing or shops requiring immediate
car access that should be available to the residents of Brighton and Hove but may not be
appropriate for inclusion in the primary retail frontage of Churchill Square or Western
Road, etc.

Established retail parks, including the Hollingbury Retail Parks, should therefore be
identified as centres in the City Plan Part 1, for more detailed consideration of their
development opportunities in Part 2. Their roles and opportunities for enhancement should
also be acknowledged in the supporting text (paragraphs 4.41 to 4.49).

The local threshold of 1,000 sq m net for impact assessments requires justification in
relation to the specific circumstances of the plan area to show why it is 'proportionate',
consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework.

Established retail parks should be identified in Policy CP4 as an additional category of
centre. The policy and supporting text should also acknowledge that there are some styles
of retailing that can be accommodated more appropriately within the retail parks than
within the Regional Centre or traditional town or district centres. The final sentence of the
policy should state that opportunities for the expansion and enhancement of the identified
retail parks will be considered in detail in Part 2 of the City Plan.

The Brighton & Hove Retail Study Update (2011) reports (in paragraph 4.20) that council
officers asked CBRE to advise on the designation of the Hollingbury and Goldstone Retail
Parks as new centres. CBRE's advice (in paragraph 4.22) was not sound as it did not
reflect the distinctive roles of such centres, which are different from and potentially
complementary to those of traditional town or district centres by accommodating certain
styles of retailing such as bulky goods, discount retailing or other shops requiring direct
access by car that may not be possible or appropriate in traditional town or district centres.

✔
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11/I)SJ),'")E%&=)+')4/0+%<%4/+3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(U)4.3/&3)'"+.%(3)
E=,),'")<'(&%830)+=%&)+')#3)(3<3&&/0,I

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1NI)9'),'")=/F3)/(,)<'$$3(+&)'()+=3)(3E)4'.%<,)!!1)-03&"$4+%'()%()5/F'"0)'J)
!"&+/%(/#.3)93F3.'4$3(+R)

Yes No

1N/)SJ)b;3&b)8'),'")&"44'0+)^)'#c3<+)'0)4/0+%/..,)&"44'0+)^)4/0+%/..,)'#c3<+)+')+=%&)
4'.%<,R)

Support )  Partially Support )

Object )  Partially Object )

1N#)-.3/&3)&+/+3),'"0)03/&'(&)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1PI)-.3/&3)('+%J,)$3)E=3(III

The Plan has been submitted for Examination) )
)

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination )

Adoption of the City Plan) )

What happens next?
)*+,*-*'.&./#'-!0&1*!.#!.2*!3#$'%/4!5/44!6*!-$00&,/-*1!&'1!+&--*1!.#!.2*!7'-+*%.#,!8#,!
%#'-/1*,&./#'9!
:'%*!.2/-!2&-!2&++*'*1;!.2*!7'-+*%.#,!5/44!%#00*'%*!.2*!*<&0/'&./#'!&'1!=/>*!'#./%*!#8!
.2*!-.&,.!#8!.2*!2*&,/'=!-*--/#'-9!
7'.*,*-.*1!+&,./*-!5/44!6*!/'8#,0*1!#8!.2*!-.&,.!1&.*!#8!.2*!*<&0/'&./#'!-*--/#'-!&'1!.2*!
0&..*,-!.#!6*!%#'-/1*,*19!
!
Thank you for making your representations 

Fulbeck Land Ltd is an experienced developer with interests in retail development in
Brighton. They - or their advisers, who are also experienced in retail planning - would be
able to assist the Inspector understand the implications of Policy CP4 in relation to market
demands and the findings of the Brighton & Hove Retail Study Update (2011).

✔

✔

There is no need for such a policy to be consulted on, examined and adopted as it merely
re-states a requirement of national planning policy. It should be included, if at all, as an
advisory note rather than a local plan policy.

✔

✔

✔
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LDF Team 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
Room 407-410 
2nd Floor 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
Hove 
BN3 3BQ 11 April 2013 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 – Proposed Submission Version (February 2013) 

This letter is submitted on behalf of Ross Barbour, of Cross Stone Regeneration – owners of sites in 
School Road and Melbourne Street. 

Further to the Draft City Plan being issued for consultation on 25th February, we write to object to the 
document on grounds of soundness.   

Policy CP3 

Policy CP3 relates to employment land.  The policy is not consistent with the National Planning 
Policy Framework, is not positively prepared, and will not be effective or justified. 

Part 3 of the policy refers to several industrial estates and business parks, stating that they will be 
protected for Class B1, B2 and B8 uses.  Such a restriction does not accord with the definition of 
economic development provided within the National Planning Policy Framework (which defines 
economic development as “development, including those within the B Use Classes, public and 
community uses and main town centre uses (but excluding housing development)”.  The policy is 
therefore not consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework, as it should make provision for 
other employment generating uses that also contribute to the economy. 

Part 3 of the policy is also not “positively prepared”. The 2012 Employment Land Study 
acknowledges that the some of the largest employments sectors in the City do not fall within the 
traditional B use classes, and that such uses have provided the strongest level of growth over the 
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last few years (see extracts from the 20121 Employment Land Study below): 

2.21  In employment terms, the City’s largest sectors in 2012 are business services (12%), 
education (12%) and other (including social work – 11%) with retail (10%), admin and 
support services (9%) and hotels and catering (9%) also important (Figure 2.3). A strong 
representation of the education and health sectors suggests that the City is more reliant 
upon the public sector for  employment than other locations in the South East, although this 
reflects the presence of a number of large employers such as the Hospital and universities. 

2.24  Over the last decade, the largest contributors to job growth in the City have been recreation, 
business services, healthcare and education, where the City outperformed regional and 
national growth rates. At the same time, the City saw significant job losses in 
communications, banking & insurance and manufacturing (Figure 2.4). 

It is very clear that commercial uses outside of the traditional B use classes are very important to the 
local economy – by changing part 3 of Policy CP3 to include provision for such uses would mean 
that the policy is positively prepared and will be more effective in supporting economic generation.  

Part 4 of Policy CP3 states that employment led mixed use development will be allowed on sites at 
Franklin Road, School Road, Melbourne Street, Portland Road and Newtown Road.  The policy as 
currently worded is not positively prepared, justified or effective – as it states that there should be no 
net loss in employment floorspace.  Such a generalised restriction ignores the fact that it will not 
always be possible to provide for a mixed use scheme on such sites without some loss of 
employment floorspace. Furthermore, such a blanket ban on loss of floorspace ignores the fact that 
more modern, higher quality, floorspace can actually result in higher numbers of people employed on 
the site. Other considerations such as finance and the scale /visual impact of development mean that 
it will not always be possible to increase the density of development on the site in a manner that 
does not result in the loss of some employment floorspace.  The policy as written will not be 
effective, as it will merely make perfectly reasonable and sensible redevelopment schemes contrary 
to policy.  The Council’s own Employment land study identifies the issues surrounding two of these 
sites (Melbourne Street and School Road) stating: 

5.25  Melbourne Street [M2] is a 0.55 hectare site containing B1c and B2 employment space. The 
site comprises a collection of poorer quality workshops and the Enterprise Point small 
business unit building. The site appears to be providing an important source of affordable 
business units and workshop accommodation, although the operators of Enterprise House 
report vacant units and there has been some change of use of upper floors into leisure use 
now also vacant. Whilst the strategic access to the site is relatively good along 
unconstrained roads, the local access is poor with constrained junctions onto and off the site 
along with a narrow and congested internal layout shared with new residential properties. 
Whilst the site sits alongside a residential area (including a school), it remains relatively 
compatible with its surroundings in the context of the current uses which do not affect local 
amenity. However, the recently completed residential units immediately opposite the site 
may lead to increased amenity issues in the future. The site has limited potential for 



Lewis & Co Planning 
town planning consultants 

expansion and is already reasonably intensely developed. A comprehensive redevelopment 
of the site would allow a more efficient layout and access, and potentially to better manage 
the site’s relationship with adjoining residential properties. However, it will be important to 
ensure that future redevelopment can provide substitute affordable workspace. 

5.27  School Road [M4] is a 1.21 hectare site that contains a mix of uses including B1a and B1c 
uses. The site is located out-of-centre and approximately 3km from the A27. The local 
access is constrained via residential roads, sharing the access with a school. There is a 
considerable amount of on-street parking along the roads, restricting vehicular movements. 
The site comprises a number of older industrial buildings which appear under-utilised and 
with a number of non B-class uses (e.g. hand car wash, children’s play space), and a 1970s 
office building that appears in reasonable condition and is occupied by some smaller 
businesses. The site is surrounded by residential properties, and bounded by the railway line 
to the north. Overall, this employment site is underperforming and its allocation for mixed-
use redevelopment is justifiable although it is less clear that a strong B-class employment 
function can be maintained in this  location, however it may offer potential for small scale, 
flexible provision serving local needs. 

Redevelopment of both of these sites will require a complex balancing of issues – for example the 
scale of development, car parking levels, Section 106 contributions, Sustainability levels and 
affordable housing levels.  All of these issues will impact on the viability of schemes, and so a 
blanket ban on any net loss of employment space on these sites will merely prejudice what are 
already identified as necessary development schemes.  Cross Stone Regeneration are in an 
advanced stage of pre-application discussions with regard to both the Melbourne Street and School 
Road sites.  For both sites, regeneration schemes are proposed that will significantly improve the 
quality of employment floorspace in the area, as well as making valuable contributions towards 
housing land supply.   For both sites, the regeneration proposals result in a loss in the quantum of 
floorspace. In both cases, detailed viability information has been submitted to the Council, and it has 
been agreed with both case officers and the District Valuer that a reduced quantum of commercial 
floorspace is required in order to realise a financially viable scheme.  The policy as currently worded 
could therefore prejudice reasonable development proposals and so is not justified or effective. 

Conclusions 

The draft City Plan currently has significant elements which fail the test of soundness. We trust that 
these areas can be reviewed accordingly in order to minimise the prospects of the Secretary of State 
concluding that the Plan is unsound.   

If you would like to discuss these issues further, please contact Simon Bareham MRTPI on 01273 
413700. 

Yours faithfully 

STB 

Lewis & Co Planning 

simon@lewisplanning.co.uk 
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From: kirk LEE 

Sent: 10 April 2013 23:40

To: LDF

Subject: Soundness of City plan

Page 1 of 1

11/04/2013

Dear Sir/Madame 

The plan relating to paragraph 4.98, where it talks about "The need for rail service capacity and line 
improvements between the Sussex Coast and London, including the reinstatement of the rail line 
between Lewes and Uckfield, are supported." 

This is completely sound. I grew up in Uckfield, and have now lived in Brighton for the last 5 years. 
As a child, we always wanted to take the train to Brighton, rather than the slow buses. Even now, 
when i go to work in Crowborough from time to time, i can spend 15 mins getting out of Coombe 
road in Rush hour, another 20 mis getting through Lewes, and then a painfully slow journey from 
Uckfield to Crowborough, stuck behind a lorry. I have to allow over an hour to get from the 
outskirts of Brighton to Crowborough by car. When the Uckfield to Lewes railway is reinstated, this 
could be taken down to 30 mins from Brighton/Moulsecoombe to Crowborough stations. Even 
better, we would have a direct rail link to London, via Uckfield, if BML2 is incorporated, rather that 
getting stuck on the horrendously overcrowded Brighton to London mainline via Haywards Heath.  

This railway line needs to be opened now. I fully support the inclusion of opening Uckfield to 
Lewes in the City Plan. 

Kind regards 

Kirk 
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From: paul collins

Sent: 10 April 2013 18:31

To: LDF

Subject: Support

Page 1 of 1

11/04/2013

Dear Sir, 

I fully support para 4.98 of you local develpoment plan regarding rail links to London and the 

desirability of reopening the line from Lewes to Uckfield 

Paul Collins 

Ide Hill, 

Kent 
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A3.34='(3)) A3.34='(3)
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H'E)+')03&4'(8I)"#$!%&'())

1. Visit the council’s consultation portal online: http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/portal; or

2. If you use Acrobat Pro, please fill out and save this form and e-mail it to:

.8JK#0%?=+'(L='F3I?'FI"M))

3. Please fill out this form, print it and return by post to:

Brighton & Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
HOVE 
BN3 3ZZ 

#,)1N)640%.)NO1P!

9/+/)-0'+3<+%'()B'+%<3: Personal information given on this form will be used by Brighton & 
Hove City Council (and its agents) in connection with its statutory functions. It will not be 
used for any other purpose. 

Hazel  

McKay

Campaign to Save 
Toad's Hole Valley.
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-/0+)N)7)23403&3(+/+%'())
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.  

1I) Q=%<=)-/0+)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representations you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 

Section One: Introduction ) )

Section Two: The Strategy ) )

Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies )

Section Four: Citywide Policies )

Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms )

Appendix 2 Key Diagram )

Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring )

Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan )

Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy )

 Policies Map )

Sustainability Appraisal )

NI) SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()A=033@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)L)
E=%<=)-'.%<,)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please 
tick one box only))

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area )

DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area )

DA3 Lewes Road Area )

DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area )

DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area )

DA6 Hove Station Area )

DA7 Toad's Hole Valley )

DA8 Shoreham Harbour )

SA1 The Seafront )

SA2 Central Brighton )

SA3 Valley Gardens )

SA4 Urban Fringe )

SA5 The South Downs )

SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods )

PI)SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()5'"0@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)
E=%<=)4'.%<,)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please tick one box only))

CP1 Housing Delivery) ) )

CP2 Sustainable Economic Development )

CP3 Employment Land )

CP4 Retail Provision )

CP5 Culture and Tourism )

CP6 Visitor Accommodation )

CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions )

CP8 Sustainable Buildings )

CP9 Sustainable Transport )

CP10 Biodiversity )

CP11 Flood Risk )

CP12 Urban Design )

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces )

CP14 Housing Density )

CP15 Heritage )

!

!
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CP16 Open Space )

CP17 Sports Provision )

CP18 Healthy City )

CP19 Housing Mix )

CP20 Affordable Housing )

CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation 

)

CP22 Traveller Accommodation )

WI)A')E=%<=)-/?3)B"$#30:&>)8'3&),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

XI)A')E=%<=)4/0/?0/4=)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

)

YI)9'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&\)

6a Legally Compliant?) Yes? ) No? ) )

6b Sound?) Yes? ) No? ) )

]I)SJ),'")/?033)+=/+)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)/(8^'0)
&'"(8)/(8)E%&=)+')&"44'0+)+=%&U)4.3/&3)"&3)+=%&)#'_)+')&3+)'"+),'"0)<'$$3(+&)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

`I)SJ),'")+%<M38)TB'@)+')Y#>)8'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)-./()%&)"(&'"(8)#3</"&3)%+)%&)('+\)

! Positively Prepared )

! Justified )

! Effective )

! Consistent with National Policy )

!

!

!

!

!
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)
)
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)
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)
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E'08%(?)'J)/(,)4'.%<,)'0)+3_+I)-.3/&3)#3)/&)403<%&3)/&)4'&&%#.3I>)
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)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

11I)SJ),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()<'(<30(&)&'"(8(3&&)'0).3?/.)<'$4.%/(<3)/(8)%&)&33M%(?)
/)<=/(?3U)8'),'")<'(&%830)%+)(3<3&&/0,)+')/++3(8)/(8)?%F3)3F%83(<3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)
4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(R):+%<M)#'_)#3.'E)/&)/440'40%/+3>)A=3)S(&43<+'0)E%..)
83+30$%(3)+=3)$'&+)/440'40%/+3)40'<38"03)+')/8'4+)+')=3/0)+='&3)E=')=/F3)
%(8%</+38)+=/+)+=3,)E%&=)+')4/0+%<%4/+3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(I)

No, I wish to communicate through written representations )

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions )!
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)
)
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)
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Yes No  

1N/)SJ)b;3&b)8'),'")&"44'0+)^)'#c3<+)'0)4/0+%/..,)&"44'0+)^)4/0+%/..,)'#c3<+)+')+=%&)
4'.%<,R)

Support ) Partially Support )

Object ) Partially Object )

1N#)-.3/&3)&+/+3),'"0)03/&'(&)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1PI)-.3/&3)('+%J,)$3)E=3(III 

The Plan has been submitted for Examination) )
)

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination )

Adoption of the City Plan) )

What happens next? 
)*+,*-*'.&./#'-!0&1*!.#!.2*!3#$'%/4!5/44!6*!-$00&,/-*1!&'1!+&--*1!.#!.2*!7'-+*%.#,!8#,!
%#'-/1*,&./#'9! 
:'%*!.2/-!2&-!2&++*'*1;!.2*!7'-+*%.#,!5/44!%#00*'%*!.2*!*<&0/'&./#'!&'1!=/>*!'#./%*!#8!
.2*!-.&,.!#8!.2*!2*&,/'=!-*--/#'-9! 
7'.*,*-.*1!+&,./*-!5/44!6*!/'8#,0*1!#8!.2*!-.&,.!1&.*!#8!.2*!*<&0/'&./#'!-*--/#'-!&'1!.2*!
0&..*,-!.#!6*!%#'-/1*,*19!
! 
Thank you for making your representations 

!

!

!
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‘Brighton & Hove Proposed Submission City Plan Part One’ 

Objection to Policy DA7 

Representations by the Campaign to Save Toad’s Hole Valley 

There are three main strands to these representations submitted on behalf of 
the Campaign to Save Toad’s Hole Valley.   

First and foremost, Toad’s Hole Valley should be protected from development 
because it is a much-valued part of the South Downs. The site is a highly 
valued landscape that should be safeguarded from development by 
designating it as a Local Green Space in accordance with paragraphs 76 and 
77 of the National Planning Policy Framework NPPF.  (Section 1) 

Second, Policy DA7 is not sound because (A) it conflicts with the core policies 
of the City Plan, (B) it would create a neighbourhood that was inherently 
unsustainable, contrary to the planning principles of the NPPF, and (C) there 
is a lack of evidence that the standards of sustainability and the benefits listed 
in policy could or would be delivered.  (Sections 2 to 4) 

Third, the proposed development of the valley would be incompatible with its 
surroundings and the impacts on the surroundings have not been properly 
assessed.  (Section 5) 

Conclusions are presented in Section 6. 

Appendix 1 contains a detailed commentary on Policy DA7, which should be 
read in conjunction with Sections 1-5.  

Appendix 2 explores the impact of deleting Policy DA7 from the city plan. 

The Campaign to Save Toad’s Hole Valley is a group of local residents 
united by their concerns to protect this area of the South Downs from 
development. Unlike traditional amenity societies, this group communicates 
almost exclusively by email.  Amongst its supporters are several serving city 
councillors and the former Director of Planning for Hove Borough. 

The representations were drafted by Hazel McKay, who is a retired local 
government executive director, a past president of the Royal Town Planning 
Institute and an Honorary Member of Construction Industry Council. 

A draft of the full text of these representations was circulated to all supporters 
of the campaign for comment, and after a number of revisions the final version 
of the text was agreed by email. 

Respondent 29
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[1] Toad’s Hole Valley should be protected from Development 
 
Any development of the site would be unsound in that it would:  

• damage part of the South Downs chalk ridge  
• destroy a much valued landscape between the boundary of the built-up 

area and the national park 
• damage the interface between the city and the national park 

 
1(a) Background 
The site is a beautiful expansive sweep of downland scenery, which frames 
views of the bypass and offers glimpses of the city and the sea. 
 
The planning policies for the Toad’s Hole Valley were first set out in the 1958 
Hove and Portslade Town Map, where it was designated as land of Great 
Landscape Value and within water gathering grounds. 
 
In 1966 the South Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty was designated.  
This strengthened downland protection policies, which were supported by 
successive East Sussex Structure Plans. 
 
For many years the valley has been vulnerable to pressure from landowners 
and developers.  Before the Second World War there was a proposal to erect 
film studios on the land.  East Sussex County Council compulsorily purchased 
the lower part for school playing fields but it did not work out, as flints kept 
coming to the surface.  In the end, it was returned to the former owners.  Later, 
the Albion used that part as a training ground but it too failed.   
 
In 1980 came proposals for the A27 Bypass.  Strong opposition to this was 
based on the belief that its benefits were outweighed by the harm it would to 
the Sussex downland, including Toad’s Hole Valley.  There was fear that the 
new bypass would encourage the development of more downland on the 
AONB land south of the proposed new road. 
 
At the public inquiry in 1983, the Department of Transport’s main witness, Mr 
Collins, rejected this argument and told the inquiry the intention was not to 
encourage any further development.   
 
His evidence was reinforced by the Department of Transport’s landscape 
witness, Mr Chitty.  He explained that, in order to make the best integration of 
the road into the AONB, the road was designed as a rural route, set within 
strategically wide landscaping, that would leave the sweep of the Downs as 
natural as possible. 
 
After lengthy considerations, the bypass was approved and, even before the 
road was built, pressure to develop land south of the proposed route began.  
Toad’s Hole Valley was part of a farm, owned by the wife of a partner in one 
Brighton’s leading architectural practices.  He submitted a proposal for a 
hypermarket but planning consent was refused, partly on the direction of the 
Department of Transport, which was concerned about traffic generation. 
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Construction of the bypass began in 1989 and the extensive landscaping 
promised by the Department of Transport was put in place.  In particular, the 
embankments on the south had long easy, grassed gradients to preserve the 
downland appearance of Toad’s Hole Valley.  
 
For a while, there were considerable improvements to the valley.  Hove 
Borough Council and the landowners came together and, with the enthusiastic 
support of local activists and residents, scrub was pushed back, grass was 
mown, a dewpond was created, rubbish was cleared and a management plan 
was agreed. 
 
But soon there was renewed pressure for development, in particular, from the 
Brighton & Hove Albion Football Club, which was seeking to leave the 
Goldstone Ground.  Wyncote Developments proposed a scheme that included 
a new football ground and commercial development to make the development 
viable.  The clubʼs proposals were strongly discouraged by the political 
leaders of both Hove and Brighton councils and by the planning policies of 
Hove Borough Council.  No planning application was submitted but the 
landowners responded by withdrawing from the management plan and 
stopping public access to the valley.  (See D. Bangs, ʻA Freedom to Roam 
Guide to the Brighton Downs from Shoreham to Newhaven and Beeding to 
Lewes, 2008, p157) 
 
The landowners then began a long campaign to have the land included for 
development in the first Hove Local Plan and its later versions.  The Hove 
Borough Council maintained its stance and sustained its position at public 
inquiries, when the owners pressed their case. 
 
By December 1994, the bypass had been constructed and, following the 
inquiry into the last Hove Local Plan, the inspector, Rosalind Whittaker, 
wrote:- 

“4.25 Toad's Hole Valley is a roughly triangular-shaped area of about 
43 ha; it is bounded by King George VI Avenue to the south-east, 
Downland Drive to the south-west and the Bypass to the north.  On the 
opposite sides of both King George VI Avenue and Downland Drive is 
residential development. Typical of the landscape of the AONB, Toad’s 
Hole Valley is asymmetrical in shape with a steeply sloping south-
western side and a more gentle slope to the north-east.  Toad’s Hole 
Valley is free from development; with the exception of the wooded 
western slope, the Valley is in agricultural use.  Toad’s Hole Valley is 
excluded from the Environmentally Sensitive Area, which covers the 
downland to the north of the Bypass; however, this is not a planning 
designation.  The Valley includes some of the best and most versatile 
land which, in accordance with policy S12(d) of the Structure Plan, 
should be protected from development. 
 
“4.26 From King George VI Avenue, the broad horizons to the north 
and north-west of Toad's Hole Valley are not seriously interrupted by 
the Bypass or traffic moving upon it.  From the north-east beyond the 
Bypass, on the road leading to Devil’s Dyke, traffic moving upon the 
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Bypass rather than the Bypass itself is visible; but these vehicle 
movements do not seriously affect the perception of Toad’s Hole Valley 
as part of Downland.  At closer range, especially from the higher 
ground of Downland Drive, the Valley is of sufficient size for its 
downland character to be readily appreciated in its own right.  In my 
view, therefore, the character of Toad’s Hole Valley itself and its 
relationship with the wider downland have not been significantly 
changed by the construction of the By-pass; it continues to make an 
important contribution to both the AONB and the exceptionally fine 
setting of the town of Hove.” 

 
Miss Whittaker also rejected the objectors’ arguments that the Toad's Hole 
Valley should not be covered by downland protection policies, stating (in 
paragraph 5.42 of her report) that “I consider that the statement that Toad's 
Hole Valley is an intrinsic part of the Downland landscape is well justified”.   
 
She also declined (in paragraphs 5.45-48) to include the valley in land to meet 
the future development needs of Hove  
 
At the public inquiry concerning the Community Stadium between 2003 and 
2006, the City Council robustly argued that Toad’s Hole Valley must be 
protected from any form of urban development.  
 
A major change came with the decision not to include some of Hove’s 
downland periphery, including Toad’s Hole Valley, in the South Downs 
National Park.  The city council and the South Downs Conservation Board 
resisted any attempts to reallocate Toad’s Hole Valley or to withdraw its 
protected status.  Following the initial inquiry, it was decided that the valley 
should be part of the national park.  However, at a subsequent inquiry on the 
boundary details, that decision was overturned. 
 
When the decision on the final extent of the national park was made in 2010, 
the AONB designations in the South Downs were revoked, leaving some 
lands around the city unprotected, including Toad’s Hole Valley.  This has to 
be one of the unintended consequences of the campaign to create the South 
Downs National Park.  Instead of having enhanced protection, Toad’s Hole 
Valley then had no significant protection, pending approval of the city’s next 
development, but it did not follow that the valley ought to be developed.  
 
In recent years the condition of the land has deteriorated as a consequence of 
the neglect by the owners and its illegal use by bikers has marred its charm.  
But basically it is good quality agricultural land that is not being used by its 
owners.  It has been argued that it is scruffy, so its development would be no 
great loss, but the owners should not be allowed to profit from the dereliction.  
 
It would take little effort to restore the valley to its former glory.  As David 
Bangs wrote in 2008, “The site is in a scandalous mess.   The landowners 
should hang their heads in shame.” (See Bangs, ibid, p226)  A previous 
survey of the valley identified thirty different species of birds, as well as deer, 
rabbits and foxes.  (See J. Middleton ‘Encyclopaedia of Hove and Portslade, 
volume T to V, 2003, p28) 
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Allowing the degradation of land on the urban fringe is a well-established 
practice of developers seeking to convince the public that such land is 
worthless and ought to be developed.  Were local planning authorities to 
succumb to such pressures, it would create a developer’s charter.   
 
The valley is a deep downland coombe.  Prior to its neglect, it was a beautiful 
swathe of green that rippled in the south-west wind, with the sea shining in the 
distance.  Even today, driving through the valley on the bypass, one feels 
engulfed by the downland on both sides and a surprising sense of 
remoteness.   It is, in Miss Whittaker’s words, part of “the exceptionally fine 
setting of Hove”. 
 
1(b) Reasons for continuing to protect Toad’s Hole Valley 
The South Downs is one of the country’s most valuable landscapes that has 
been frequently under threat from urbanisation since the railways made the 
south coast easily accessible from London.  The pressures for urbanisation in 
the twentieth century consumed large tracts of downland, destroying in the 
process some of the very features that new residents came to enjoy.  It was 
only the robust campaigning by some notable individuals and the Society of 
Sussex Downsmen (now the South Downs Society) that ensured the South 
Downs were not more severely damaged by urbanisation than actually 
happened.  (See ‘The South Downs’ by Brandon and Reid, 2011) 
 
The creation of the South Downs National Park in 2011 now protects most of 
the downland from development, but a few sites were excluded from the park, 
including Toad’s Hole Valley.  The site wasn’t excluded because it wasn’t 
downland, but because remedial management was required to return it to the 
condition of the downland north of the bypass.  Before the bypass was 
constructed, the land north and south of the bypass formed a continuous 
sweep, with no appreciable differences in its condition north and south of the 
route. There is only one reason now for the site’s poor condition, and that is 
neglect by the site’s landowners, who are now seeking to use the site’s badly 
managed state as a reason why it should be released for development.  
 
Despite losing AONB status when the South Downs National Park was 
designated, Toad’s Hole Valley continues to be part of the chalk ridge of the 
South Downs and it is the part of the South Downs that is most visible from 
North Hove.  It is also located at the point where the South Downs are at their 
narrowest and most vulnerable.  More than any other site around the city, this 
site performs the functions of a ‘Green Belt’, in that it is: 
 

 safeguarding the downland from further encroachment  
 checking the sprawl of the built up area of the city into the downland 
 preserving the setting of the distinguished town of Hove which is visually 

bounded by the sea and the downs  
 assisting the urban regeneration of the whole city, by encouraging the 

recycling of derelict and underdeveloped urban land 
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As a downland site, Toad’s Hole Valley is characterised by (i) high landscape 
value, which remains despite the owner allowing its degradation, (ii) good 
quality agricultural land, which the owner declines to exploit, (iii) an aquifer 
collecting rainwater for the benefit of the city, and (iv) an area of biodiversity 
which could be improved with better management.  The draft city plan offers 
no reasons as to why those constraints should be set aside. 
 
This special site in the South Downs can only be released once for 
development; once released, there would be no turning back.  Previously, it 
has been argued by the city council that, even in exceptional circumstances, 
Toad’s Hole Valley should not be released.  Most recently, at public inquiry, 
the council vigorously resisted using the site for a community stadium, even 
though that was argued to be a very special case, and nothing about Toad’s 
Hole Valley’s condition has changed since that inquiry.  Unlike the case made 
for locating the stadium in the downs at Falmer in that it had very special 
access requirements, covering Toad’s Hole Valley with residential and 
employment buildings would be downland encroachment for no special 
reason; in fact, it will be argued below that the site would not even be well 
suited for the uses proposed. 
 
1(c) Future protection for Toad’s Hole Valley 
The paragraph 76 of the NPPF indicates that “local communities through local 
(…) plans should be able to identify for special protection green areas of 
particular importance to them.  By designating land as Local Green Space 
local communities will be able to rule out new development other than in very 
special circumstances.”   
 
Given the very special nature of this downland site, Toadʼs Hole Valley 
appears to be a site that merits protection as a ʻLocal Green Spaceʼ. 
 
Toadʼs Hole Valley satisfies the criterion for designation detailed in NPPF 
para 77 in that: 
 the valley is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves 
 the valley is demonstrably special to the surrounding local communities 

and holds a particular local significance, because of its beauty, geological 
and historical significance, recreational value, visual tranquility and 
richness of its flora and fauna 

 the valley has a local character in that it is contained by the 
neighbourhoods of Hangleton, Nevill, and the Goldstone Valley 

 
 
[2] Conflict with the Principles of the Core Strategy 
 
The proposed release of Toad’s Hole Valley is inconsistent with the Strategy 
that underpins the Local Development Framework (LDF) as expounded in 
Section 2 of the plan.   
 
The section sets out the ‘vision and objectives’ for city until 2030, which are 
fleshed out under a number of headings. 
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Under a ‘Strong and Prosperous City’ (para 2.2), bullet 6 states: 

“Significant new development will be directed to areas of the city with 
good sustainable transport links and to those areas in need of 
regeneration and renewal.” 

 
Under a ‘Sustainable City’ (para 2.3), strategic objective SO9 says the plan 

will “make full and efficient use of previously developed land in 
recognition of the environmental and physical constraints to 
development posed by the sea and the South Downs.” 

 
Under an ‘Attractive City’ (para 2.4), strategic objective SO14 makes a 

commitment to conserving and enhancing the South Downs National 
Park. 

 
The proposal to release Toad’s Hole Valley for development conflicts with 
these fundamental principles of the LDF in that 

 
a) the valley does not have good sustainable transport links 
b) the site, being greenfield, is not in need of regeneration or renewal 
c) releasing the site would fail to conserve or enhance the South Downs 
 

2(a) Development of the valley would not be sustainable  
The proposal to release this greenfield site for development was not included 
in the original plan for the obvious reason that it was not compatible with the 
principles of the LDF.  The strategy supports the development of a compact 
city that is well served by public transport and grows by reusing previously 
developed land.  Proposing to release a greenfield site, with excellent 
accessibility to the strategic road network and poor potential for public 
transport services, is totally at odds with the strategy and with the core 
planning principles of the NPPF.   
 
Policy DA7 was only inserted following protestations from the landowner that 
proper consideration had not been given to the development potential of 
Toad’s Hole Valley, given it is no longer designated as AONB.  The landowner 
had a valid point, but a proper examination of the site demonstrates, as 
explained later in this submission, that by virtue of its location, there is no 
possibility of the site being developed in a sustainable manner, rather the 
policy would create an isolated car borne suburb.   
 
2(b) Undermining brownfield development 
The release of Toad’s Hole Valley would actually undermine the strategy of 
the LDF, by making it harder to achieve the proposed redevelopments of the 
seven brownfield development areas, set out in Policies DA1-6, & DA8.   
 
Recent attempts to secure the redevelopment of major brownfield sites within 
the city, such as the Marina or King Alfred, have floundered.  Given they are 
difficult and expensive to redevelop, it is important to maximise the prospects 
for their success by avoiding the distraction of easier development 
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opportunities.  Releasing Toad’s Hole Valley would be a distraction, because 
it will always be easier to develop a greenfield site, if one be available. 
 
2(c) Protection of the South Downs 
Whilst Toad’s Hole Valley lies outside the South Downs National Park, it is still 
a downland site and its development would be in conflict with the principle of 
conserving and enhancing the South Downs.  Moreover, any development of 
the valley would inevitably have an adverse impact on the setting of the 
national park and on how the park is viewed from the built-up area.  Also by 
allowing the built-up area to encroach closer to the park, it would detract from 
the dark skies policy of the national park, which was respected when the A27 
bypass was constructed without street lighting west of the Devil’s Dyke 
junction. 
 
2(d) Conflict with the NPPF 
Policy DA7 is similarly in conflict with the ‘core planning principles’ of the 
NPPF (paragraph 17), which inter alia require patterns of growth to be 
“actively managed… to make the fullest possible use of public transport, 
walking and cycling, and (to) focus significant development in locations which 
are or can be made sustainable” and “encourage the effective use of land by 
reusing land that has been previously developed (brownfield land), provided 
that it is not of high environmental value.” 
 
 
[3] Policy DA7 Proposes an Inherently Unsustainable 
Development 
 
Whereas the city council claims that Toad’s Hole Valley presents the 
opportunity to create a highly sustainable neighbourhood that would be an 
exemplar of ‘One Planet Living’, policy DA7 would actually create an isolated 
car borne community because the valley is in an inherently unsustainable 
location.  
 
Toad’s Hole Valley is characterised by its excellent access to the A27, the 
A23 and the wider strategic road network.    
 
 The travel time to the M25 is only 35mins, which offers access within an 

hour to many destinations in south London, to the Dartford Tunnel in just 
over an hour and to Heathrow Airport in about 1¼hrs.   

 Via the M23 the travel times to both Gatwick airport and the Crawley 
industrial area (Manor Royal) are both about 35mins, Horsham can be 
accessed in 30mins and Haywards Heath in 20mins.  

 Via the A27 Worthing, Lewes and Newhaven can be accessed in 20mins.   
 
In short, Toad’s Hole Valley is an ideal location from which to travel to work by 
car.  Similarly it is as an excellent location for any business, where the 
employees and/or customers need access by car or for operating a 
distribution network. 
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The new neighbourhood would be physically isolated from adjacent areas 
because there are barriers on all three sides of the valley.  
 

 To the north the A27 trunk road is a fenced highway that creates an 
impenetrable barrier. Whilst the policy speaks of improving links from 
the site to the national park, in reality there is no prospect of any 
additional bridge or tunnel being constructed across the trunk road.  A 
new crossing would be expensive and could not be justified as there is 
no public right of way north of the A27 with which it could connect. 

 
 The south-east of the site is currently severed from the built up area by 

King George VI Avenue and a continuous barrier of hedging and 
fencing that protects King George VI Drive from the valley.  Access to 
the valley can only be gained at the top via Dyke Road Avenue or at 
the bottom via Goldstone Crescent.  Regardless of whether or not King 
George VI Avenue were rerouted, existing residents would expect the 
hedging and fencing to be retained to protect the amenity of the King 
George VI Drive and Goldstone Valley neighbourhood.  In any event, if 
for whatever reason the hedge were to be grubbed out and the fence 
removed, King George VI Drive and the Goldstone Valley 
neighbourhood would continue to form a barrier preventing access to 
the other parts of Hove.  This is because the estate in the Goldstone 
Valley is itself a big cul-de-sac that is accessed from Goldstone 
Crescent and is severed from the rest of Hove by Woodland Drive.  
This can be clearly seen by examining any street map. 

 
 To the south-west is a very steep hill separating the valley from 

Downland Drive and north Hangleton.  Because of the gradient it 
would not be possible to create a simple footpath cycleway connection 
between the two areas.  To achieve an acceptable gradient any path 
would have to be very long, running almost parallel to the bank and 
doubling back in a zigzag; such a path would not be attractive.  This 
problem has been recognised by the landowner’s agents, who in jest 
suggested constructing a cable car connection.  If a new road were 
constructed along the base of the bank to take the traffic currently 
using King George VI Avenue, it would only serve to augment the 
severance between the valley and Downland Drive. 

 
Because of these barriers it would not be possible to create good pedestrian 
links between the valley and the surrounding neighbourhoods or the rest of 
Hove.  Moreover, given the gradient within the valley, footpaths within the new 
neighbourhood would also be challenging, particularly for the less able 
bodied, or adults pushing prams or accompanied by small children. 
 
Similarly, because of the barriers, buses could only access the valley at the 
bottom via the junction of Goldstone Crescent with King George VI Avenue, or 
at the top via the Devil’s Dyke roundabout.  Therefore, as there are currently 
no regular bus services along the northern part of Dyke Road Avenue, any 
service into the valley would have to enter at the bottom and would inevitably 
take the form of an extension to the suburban bus route serving the Goldstone 
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Valley.  This would offer access to the central parts of Hove and Brighton 
within about half an hour, similar to the time to Crawley or Gatwick by road.  
There is no realistic prospect of bus services being provided to other parts of 
the city, such as Hangleton or Portslade, or to the surrounding Sussex towns.   
In fact, the valley would suffer problems with bus accessibility similar to those 
currently experienced by Mile Oak or Bevendean.   Connectivity by public 
transport would thus be very poor relative to the valley’s excellent connectivity 
by road. 
 
Cycle routes would also be limited by these barriers to the two main access 
points at Goldstone Crescent or the Devil’s Dyke roundabout, and a long 
zigzag path to Downland Drive through the nature conservation area. 
 
In short, because of its location, the potential for creating sustainable routes 
into the valley is very limited, whether for walking, cycling or public transport.  
Therefore, development of the site would be incompatible with ‘One Planet 
Living’ designation sought by the council because, as stated in para 4.94 of 
the City Plan, sustainable transport is a key principle of ‘One Planet Living’.   
 
The development would likewise be incompatible with the core planning 
principles of the NPPF (para 17), which include “actively managing patterns of 
growth to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and 
cycling, and focusing significant development in locations which are or can be 
made sustainable”. 
 
 
[4] Lack of Evidence Policy DA7 would deliver on its Promises 
 
There is no evidence that the exemplary standards of sustainable construction 
specified in Policy DA7 could or would be delivered.  There is similarly a lack 
of evidence that various key features and benefits would be delivered, notably 
a secondary school or new link across the A27 into the national park. 
 
4(a) Housing and sustainability 
Policy DA7 states that all the dwellings would be constructed to Sustainable 
Homes Code Level 6 and at least 50% of the dwellings would have 3+ 
bedrooms (including the affordable dwellings), whilst policy CP20 states that 
40% of the homes would be affordable.  These are high expectations but it is 
most unlikely they would all be achieved. 
 
Constructing to such high standards of sustainability would substantially 
increase construction costs by a factor of about 50%.  However, there is no 
evidence to suggest that dwellings sold on the open market would achieve 
substantially higher prices than those in neighbouring areas.  It is, therefore, 
most unlikely that the sales of market housing would be able to recoup the 
additional costs of Sustainable Homes Code Level 6. 
 
Requiring 40% of the dwellings to be affordable and at least 50% of the 
affordable dwellings to have 3+ bedrooms would require cross subsidy from 
the market housing as the subsidies from the Homes and Communities 
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Agency are being withdrawn.  The burden of this cross subsidy would be 
additional to the costs of Sustainable Homes Code Level 6 and there no 
evidence is offered to show that the market housing could afford this level of 
cross subsidy. 
 
It is not a function of the planning system to require higher standards of 
construction than those required by the building regulations, and this principle 
is reaffirmed by policy CP8, which indicates that those higher standards of 
construction would be required ‘unless it can be demonstrated that doing so 
… would make the scheme unviable’.   So construction to Sustainable Homes 
Code Level 6 is not an obligation. 
 
In any event this site would be expensive to develop because the land is very 
steep and the site has no services – no access roads, electricity, gas, water 
supply, sewerage or cable.  Furthermore, the costs of installing all those 
services, together with the costs of constructing the proposed relief road (or 
road improvements) would have to be incurred at the beginning of the 
development period, significantly increasing total development costs.  
 
The development, it is stated, would protect the aquifer, which would 
necessitate measures to prevent surface water being lost via the sewers to 
the sea or by surface water run off.  This would be expensive to achieve and 
would add further to total development cost.  
 
All these essential costs would impact on the viability of the development, 
reducing the margin for discretionary features.  It would thus appear most 
unlikely that any dwellings constructed at Toad’s Hole Valley would achieve 
‘Code Level 6’ or any code level in excess of the buildings regulations.  Were 
that to be the case on any other site, it would not be a matter of great 
consequence, but in this case exemplary sustainable performance is being 
advanced as a primary reason for releasing Toad’s Hole Valley for 
development.  In reality, what is likely to be delivered is an unsustainable 
edge-of-town suburb. 
 
4(b) Employment floorspace and sustainability 
Policy DA7 states that the B1 employment floorspace will be constructed to 
the standard of BREEAM ‘Outstanding’ and that “the office element of scheme 
[class B1(a)] will be high tech units with a range of sizes to attract new 
businesses to the city and support growing businesses.”  
 
Again these are high expectations that are unlikely to be achieved. 
 
The supporting text indicates that there will be a mix of B1 uses including light 
industry [class B1(c)] and that the whole B1 allocation “will support a key 
growth sector in the economy - the knowledge based economy - by providing 
the opportunity for high quality, sustainable and flexible business space 
offering move-on space for successful companies that need to expand and 
incubation space linked to the universities.” 
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As explained below, this employment floorspace would be located in an 
inherently unsustainable location, which would not be attractive to employees 
given the lack of local amenities (such as shops, cafés, medical facilities) and 
poor accessibility by public transport. 
 
Because, in the BREEAM assessment, the site could only achieve a very poor 
score for public transport, it is most unlikely the proposed development would 
achieve BREEAM ‘Outstanding’, even if all other aspects of the development 
were exemplary.  However, again as indicated above, policy CP8 states such 
a high standard would not be required if “it could be demonstrated that doing 
so ... would make the scheme unviable”. 
 
It is the case that business properties constructed to higher standards of 
sustainability can in some locations command higher rents.  However, a 
location so far from the main railway stations, the central hub of the city and 
the universities would be unlikely to be attractive to businesses in the target 
group (modern knowledge-based companies), so the rents that could be 
achieved would be depressed.  Meanwhile, fledgling and young companies 
usually look to keep their overheads low by seeking units with low rents and 
‘easy-in easy-out’ terms, quite the opposite of the high quality, high rental 
space that is proposed.  It is also the case that the scale of development 
proposed, 25,000sqm, is very much larger than other business innovation 
centres, by about a factor of 10.  
 
The policy further states that the new floorspace would attract new business 
to the city but no evidence is given.  Businesses requiring good road access 
would find the location attractive but would be unlikely to want to pay premium 
rents for an edge of town location.  There is, therefore, a mismatch between 
the location and scale of the space proposed, together with the high standard 
of sustainability proposed, and the rental levels that are likely to be achieved. 
 
For these and other reasons, it is most unlikely that any floorspace 
constructed at Toad’s Hole Valley would achieve BREEAM ‘Outstanding’ or 
any other standard in excess of the buildings regulations.  As with the 
housing, in any other location that would not be a big issue, but in this case 
the claim that the development would be an exemplar of sustainable 
development is a prime reason for advocating development of the site.  In 
reality, what would probably be delivered would be a fairly standard edge-of-
town business development. 
 
A further serious consideration regarding the large allocation for employment 
space would be whether or not there would be sufficient demand to justify 
such a large allocation.  This is a legitimate concern, given the quantities of 
vacant industrial space in city.  Policy DA7 makes no provision for how the 
land might be developed were there to be a shortfall in demand.  Given that 
this site would be ideal for edge-of-town retailing or distribution centres, it 
seems inevitable that a shortfall in the demand for B1 would result in pressure 
for retailing and storage/distribution.  This would continue the theme of the 
mixed-use suburb but would further undermine the claims that it would be an 
exemplar of sustainability. 



 

 13 

 
4(c) Construction of a new secondary school  
It is the case that Policy DA7 only requires the landowner to reserve a 5-
hectare site for a secondary school.  It gives no indication as to how the 
school would be funded and, in particular, does not require the landowner to 
pay for the school.  The city council does not have a budget for a new school 
and no source of public funding has been identified.  The current Government 
programmes are for ‘free schools’ and ‘academies’, operating outside of local 
authority control, and those funds are quite limited. 
 
The benefit of securing a new secondary school is being commended as a 
key reason why release of Toad’s Hole Valley should be supported, without 
any evidence that a secondary school could be delivered on the site.  
 
Furthermore, the policy does not address what would happen in the event that 
the funds for the school could not be found.  In similar cases, when the 
funding has not been forthcoming, the landowner has sought and secured 
planning permission for housing on the reserved land.  Were that to happen at 
Toad’s Hole Valley, development of the valley would amount to little more 
than a suburban housing estate in an unsustainable location. 
 
4(d) Creating improved pedestrian and cycle links to the national park 
To suggest that there might be a new bridge or tunnel across the A27 raises 
false expectations, as any such crossing would be very expensive and it 
would be impossible to justify that expense given there is no public right of 
way north of the A27 with which a new crossing could connect.   As explained 
in the appendix, the improved route to the South Downs National Park is only 
likely to consist of a footpath/cycleway from Goldstone Crescent across the 
site to the existing footbridge over the A27 north of Downland Drive.  Whilst 
such a facility might be desirable, the benefit would not justify releasing the 
whole of Toad’s Hole Valley for development. 
 
 
[5] Lack of Evidence about the Adverse Impacts on 
Neighbouring Areas 
 
5(a) Protecting the setting of the South Downs National Park 
 
Concerning the impact on the national park Policy DA7 states:   

“Ensure that development respects the setting of the South Downs 
National Park and enhances links to the National Park for local residents 
and tourists.” 
“Due regard will be given to the impact of development on the purposes 
and setting of the South Downs National Park” 

 
and the supporting text indicates: 

“In terms of design, care will be taken to ensure that future development 
will not adversely affect views to and from the South Downs National Park.” 

 
No evidence is offered that it would be possible to develop 700+ dwellings 
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and 25,000sqm B1 employment floorspace without having a serious impact 
on the setting of the national park or without adversely affecting views into 
and out of the park.  On the contrary, it is impossible to conceive of how such 
a development could be configured to avoid having a serious adverse impact 
on both the setting of the park and on views of the park from North Hove. 
 
In Switzerland, the impact of the proposed development would have to be 
demonstrated by constructing a scaffold to show the outlines of the buildings 
proposed.  That could be a useful exercise to undertake in Toad’s Hole Valley 
to demonstrate the impact of the proposed development on the national park, 
before any decision is taken. 
 
5(b) Housing density and car parking 
The proposed density of between 50 and 75 dwellings per hectare would be 
twice or thrice the density of neighbouring suburbs and thus totally out of 
character with its surroundings.  Whereas the suburbs of the Goldstone 
Valley, Hove Park, Nevill and Hangleton are characterised by houses with 
good-sized gardens that are rich in flora and fauna, with mature trees and 
shrubs, the proposed new neighbourhood would be much more built up.  Any 
gardens in the new development would be very much smaller, contributing 
much less to biodiversity and with much less space for trees or large shrubs. 
 
The effect of the urbanisation is deliberately understated in the concept plan 
posted on behalf of the landowners on the website www.toadsholevalley.co.uk 
where new buildings are depicted in a biscuit colour, whilst the existing 
buildings are shown in dark grey.  The gardens of the surrounding suburbs 
are shown in green, but no gardens are shown for the new dwellings.  Were 
the same colour scheme adopted for the new as for the existing, the new 
neighbourhood would largely be coloured dark grey; that would present a 
much more realistic representation, but much less attractive.  The proposed 
suburb would be totally out of character with the neighbouring suburbs and 
would have an adverse impact on the environs that characterise them. 
 
Policy DA7 does not address the impact of car parking on neighbouring areas.  
Currently, guidance is to be found in BH SPG4, which specifies 1 space per 
dwelling with up to 3 bedrooms with 1 visitor’s space per two dwellings, and 
this standard is to be reviewed with a view to lowering the standard.  In 
contrast households in the neighbouring Goldstone Valley and Nevill areas 
typically have at least two cars, which reflects the areas excellent accessibility 
by private car and limited accessibility by public transport. 
 
Toad’s Hole Valley would similarly have excellent accessibility by private car 
and only limited potential for public transport services, so the level of parking 
provision prescribed by BH SPG4 would be incompatible with the site’s 
location.  The consequence of insufficient parking provision, together with the 
high density proposed in the valley, would be to create parking pressures in 
the adjacent residential areas, particularly in and around King George VI 
Drive.  Those pressures would in turn be likely to lead to calls for parking 
controls that would adversely impact on the character of the existing adjacent 
suburbs.  
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Furthermore, the proposal to use the business car parks for informal 
Park+Ride appears in the supporting text without any assessment of its 
impact on neighbouring areas. 
 
5(c) Community and medical facilities 
Contrary to the claims in Policy DA7, any community or medical facilities 
constructed on the site would only benefit the residents of the new 
development.  The scale of the proposed facilities would only have the 
capacity to serve the new neighbourhood and the residents of the surrounding 
area would not have easy access to those facilities.  The lack of bus services 
and pedestrian linkages would generally necessitate driving to reach them. 
 
5(d) Highway safety in King George VI Avenue and environs 
Policy DA7 raises the expectation that the traffic currently using King George 
VI Avenue would be rerouted so that it no longer impacts on the residents of 
King George VI Drive.  However, constructing a new route is not a 
requirement of the policy and would be most unlikely to be the cheapest 
solution to the problem, as a large section of any new road would have to be 
constructed on embankment.  If a cheaper solution were found, the traffic 
would continue to flow close to King George VI Drive and its residents would 
have to suffer the additional adverse impact of 700 plus new dwellings. 
 
The policy has no regard to the impacts on the neighbouring areas of the 
additional traffic generated by 700+ dwellings and 25,000sqm of B1.   Since 
the A27 bypass and Devil’s Dyke junction were constructed, there have been 
traffic problems in the Goldstone Valley, Hove Park, and Nevill area.  Nevill 
Road is now overloaded for long periods each day and other streets have 
high volumes of rat-running.  Most of the problems stem from the limited 
routes across the coastway railway and there are no measures in the plan to 
address that problem.  The overloading of the junction of Nevill Road with Old 
Shoreham Road, for which there is no obvious solution, is a serious problem 
that should not be exacerbated by developing Toad’s Hole Valley. 
 
This incompatibility, between the proposed development and the city council’s 
aspirations to reduce car ownership and usage, serves to highlight why 
Toad’s Hole Valley is not a suitable location for the city’s growth.  As stated in 
the core policies, growth should be directed to areas that are well served by 
public transport. 
 
 
[6] Conclusions 
 
Policy DA7 for Toad’s Hole Valley is unsound.  The proposed development 
would be unsustainable and in conflict with the principles of the strategy that 
underpins the LDF.  
 The release of site would be an unacceptable incursion of the built up 

area into the South Downs that would significantly damage the city’s 
downland setting.  

 Toad’s Hole Valley is not in need of regeneration or renewal and there is 
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no prospect of it being well served by public transport.  Rather than 
creating an exemplar of sustainability and ‘One Planet Living’, the policy 
would result in an isolated car borne suburb, quite the opposite of the 
council’s declared aspirations. 

 Releasing Toad’s Hole Valley for development would be likely to prejudice 
delivery of the proposed redevelopments of major brownfield sites that are 
critical elements of the city plan. 

 The council has offered no evidence that it would be feasible for the 
development package proposed in policy DA7 to be delivered, and many 
aspects of the policy are contradictory or ambiguous. 

 
Rather than continuing to argue that an exemplary sustainable suburb could 
be created in an inherently unsustainable location, policy DA7 should be 
abandoned and Toad’s Hole Valley protected in perpetuity from development 
by designating it as a Local Green Space. 
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APPENDIX 1 
 
DETAILED CRITIQUE OF POLICY DA7  
 
Policy DA7 is reproduced below annotated in blue italics to show the detailed 
comments by the Campaign to Save Toad’s Hole Valley.  Comments are 
presented in this manner because, whilst it is strategic, the policy contains a 
lot of detail and ambiguities. 
 
 
DA7 – Toad’s Hole Valley 
The strategy for the development of Toad’s Hole Valley and Court Farm 
is to secure a modern, high quality and sustainable mixed use 
development to help meet the future needs of the city, improve 
accessibility and provide new community facilities to share with 
adjacent neighbourhoods. 
 
A. The local priorities to achieve this strategy are: 
1. That the site is used efficiently and effectively to assist in meeting the 
development and infrastructure requirements of the city.  
 
Whilst the policy states that development of the site will assist in meeting the 
infrastructure requirements of the city, the paragraph headed ‘Secondary 
school and infrastructure’ identifies no other element of infrastructure that this 
site would deliver for the benefit of the city. 
 
If the site were to be released for essential infrastructure such as a new 
regional hospital, then it would be possible to argue that there was a special 
case for releasing this sensitive site, but policy DA7 does not propose 
anything of the kind.  In the recent past a special case was argued to enable 
the football stadium to be built on land in the former AONB. 
 
2. Ensure that development is of an exemplary standard in terms of 
environmental, social and economic sustainability, achieves a One 
Planet approach and promotes the city’s UNESCO Biosphere objectives. 
 
It is impossible for a site in such an unsustainable location to be an exemplar 
for environmental, social and economic sustainability.  Toad’s Hole Valley is 
located in an inherently unsustainable location in that it has unparalleled 
access to the strategic road network, whilst the potential for serving the site by 
public transport is exceedingly limited.  It takes only 35 mins to reach the M25 
by car from Toad’s Hole Valley, 35 mins to Gatwick Airport, less than 20 mins 
to Worthing, Lewes and Newhaven.  
 
In contrast, the only realistic public transport option for Toad’s Hole Valley 
would be an extension of a suburban bus route, which would offer access into 
the city, but not other directions, with a journey time of about half an hour to 
reach central Brighton or Hove.  The paucity of sustainable transport would be 
incompatible with ‘One Planet Living’, of which sustainable transport is a key 
principle as stated in para4.94 of the City Plan.  



 

 18 

 
If the site were released for development, there would be no mechanism 
available to the council to require the developers to pursue this well-intended 
objective.  Whilst the council may wish to see a development that over 
performs relative to the current building regulations, it would have no powers 
to require a developer or house builder to build to those higher standards, 
which would inevitably undermine the economic viability of the development. 
 
3. Ensure that development respects the setting of the South Downs 
National Park and enhances links to the National Park for local residents 
and tourists. 
 
Any development of the site with a mix of high-density housing and offices, 
would inevitably damage the setting of the South Downs National Park.  
Although not stated in the policy, the council’s officers have indicated that the 
height of any development would be restricted to three stories, which may 
mitigate to some extent the impact of any development on views out of the 
national park.  As regards views into the national park from north Hove, with 
development of two or three stories across the valley, it is unlikely the park 
would be visible.  In any event, for height restrictions to apply, they should be 
specified in the policy. 
 
To suggest that there might be any new links to the national park across the 
A27 (for the benefit of local residents and tourists) raises false expectations.  
Any new crossing of the A27 would be very expensive and it would be 
impossible to justify that expense because there is no public right of way north 
of the A27 with which a new crossing could connect.  All that is actually 
proposed is a footpath cycleway across the site from the top of Goldstone 
Crescent/Nevill Road to the existing footbridge over the A27, north of 
Downland Drive.  That facility could be provided without releasing the whole of 
the valley for development. 
 
4. To secure development that will benefit residents in terms of the mix 
of uses, an improved provision of community facilities, road safety 
improvements, training and job opportunities for local people and the 
provision of green infrastructure including public open space and 
natural green space. 
 
The benefits for residents of the surrounding neighbourhoods would be 
minimal.  Improvements to road safety in King George VI Avenue would be 
most welcome, but could almost certainly be achieved without releasing the 
valley for development.  The proposed community facilities and public open 
space are of a scale appropriate to the number of new dwellings proposed; 
they would not be higher order facilities attractive to a wider catchment, so of 
little relevance to existing residents. 
 
5. To improve sustainable transport links to the area.  
 
As there are currently no sustainable transport links into Toad’s Hole Valley, 
any provision would represent an improvement.  In reality the only sustainable 
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modes available for the area are buses, cycling and walking, and there are 
only two points at which access can be gained to the valley.   
 
The two points of access are at the Devil’s Dyke roundabout at the top of the 
valley and adjacent to the junctions with Goldstone Crescent and Nevill Road 
at the bottom of the valley.  This is because the valley has barriers on all its 
three sides.  To the north is the A27 trunk road, to the west is a very steep 
slope between the valley and Downland Drive, and to the east is the 
continuous barrier comprised of hedging and fencing that protects King 
George VI Drive from the valley.  The residents of King George VI Drive would 
undoubtedly resist any right of way being created through the barrier but, in 
any event, were the hedge to be removed, there is only one road leading from 
King George VI Drive into the rest of the Goldstone Valley, which is itself a 
large cul-de-sac development off Goldstone Crescent. The Goldstone Valley 
is separated from the rest of Hove by Woodland Drive and there is no 
prospect of a new access between the two being created.  
 
Thus any walking or cycling routes linking the valley to the surrounding area 
would have to go via Dyke Road Avenue at the top of the valley or Goldstone 
Crescent at the bottom of the valley and bus routes would be similarly 
restricted.  Given there are no regular bus services along the northern part of 
Dyke Road Avenue, any bus service into the valley would have to use 
Goldstone Crescent, which is served by a suburban route that could be 
extended.  Such a route would give future residents of the valley access by 
bus to some part of Brighton & Hove, but it would not compare with the site’s 
excellent access to a much wider area by private car. 
 
6. To incorporate appropriate landscaping and planting to maximise 
opportunities to increase biodiversity across the site.  
 
The site is currently a haven for flora and fauna.  To suggest that the 
biodiversity of the site could or would be increased by developing the valley 
with houses and offices lacks all credibility.  The vegetation on the site could 
be better managed to improve its ecosystems; of that there can be no doubt, 
but the proposed development would be of no assistance.  (Essentially there 
are two options: to clear the scrub and manage rejuvenation of the diverse 
grassland that typifies the downs or to allow the flora on the site to evolve 
naturally into mature woodland.) 
 
It is a serious concern that the proposed new neighbour would lack the 
richness of vegetation that characterises the traditional suburban areas of 
north Hove.  Dwellings in the surrounding neighbourhoods have good-sized 
gardens, characterised by rich flora and fauna.  Given the proposed densities, 
any gardens in the new development would be very small and so likely to 
contribute much less to biodiversity. 
 
7. Conserve and enhance the designated Site of Nature Conservation 
Importance. 
 
The Site of Nature Conservation Importance could be better managed, and 
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was being better managed by volunteers before the landowners halted their 
activities.   This led to the condition of the land deteriorating in support of the 
case for releasing the valley for development. 
 
8. Protect sensitive groundwater source protection zones from pollution 
and ensure the reduction of surface water run-off and flood risk.  
 
In its current state the Toad’s Hole Valley contributes positively to the 
management of water in the town, it absorbs rainwater, which helps to charge 
the aquifers and, by acting like a sponge, prevents surface water run-off and 
flood risk to properties lower down the valleys.  (Water is still extracted further 
south from the adits adjoining the old waterworks, now the Engineerium.)  As 
front gardens have been paved over in the Hove suburbs, surface water run-
off has become an increasing problem, with footways frequently being 
unsuitable for pedestrians during downpours. 
 
If the valley were to be developed as indicated in policy DA7, a much higher 
proportion of the land would be built or paved over than characterises the 
adjacent neighbourhoods, where a much higher proportion of the land is still 
given over to gardens.  It should, therefore, be an absolute requirement that 
any new development would be engineered to prevent any surface water run-
off from the site.  There should be no additional surface water run-off and no 
additional risk of flooding.  This would not be cheap to achieve, but for 
surrounding residents would be much more important than many of the other 
benefits sought by policy DA7. 
 
9. Provide the necessary infrastructure for the development including 
water distribution and sewerage. 
 
Clearly the valley could not be developed without essential infrastructure, so it 
is unnecessary to indicate this is a priority.  Of much greater concern is that 
this additional capacity should be provided without any detrimental impact on 
the surrounding residential neighbourhoods.  Again that should be an 
absolute requirement of any new development. 
 
As more than once in recent years there have had prolonged periods of water 
usage restrictions, residents are concern that the water supply for Brighton & 
Hove cannot adequately support any further buildings. The plan does not offer 
any general improvements to water supply that would enable continuous 
supply for all the water usage needs of the existing and new buildings. 
 
B. Provision will be made for the following amounts and types of 
additional development to be provided by 2030: 
· A minimum of 700 residential units  
· A minimum 25,000sqm of B1 employment space  
· A new secondary school – site area 5ha  
· Public open space with children’s play space and informal sports 

facilities – 2 hectares  
· Provision of ancillary supporting uses – shops and cafes 
· Multi-use community facility  
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· Food growing space – 0.5 hectares  
· Green infrastructure integrated through the site to deliver 

Biosphere objectives and contribute to Biodiversity Action Plan 
targets 

· Energy infrastructure such as district cooling, heating and power 
networks 

 
C. The strategic allocation for Toad’s Hole Valley is:  
1. Toad’s Hole Valley east of the SNCI and south of the A27 
embankment. 
 
Provision will be made for a high standard sustainable, mixed-use 
development across the site comprising a minimum of 700 residential 
units, 25,000sqm B1 employment space, a new secondary school, a 
multi-use community facility and ancillary supporting uses. 
 
It is argued that policy DA7 would limit the damage that could be inflicted on 
the local area by the developing Toad’s Hole Valley.  As both the key 
indicators in the policy, 700 homes and 25,000 sqm of B1 employment space, 
are minima and the policy sets no maximum limits on the numbers of 
dwellings or the amount of employment floorspace, it is not apparent what 
development excesses would be ruled out by this policy. 
 
The policy asserts that the valley would be developed to a high standard, but 
as the council does not own the site, it would not be in a position to influence 
the quality of the development; the quality would be determined by its 
developers and the market. 
 
The following criteria will form the framework for detailed planning 
guidance and the basis for considering development proposals: 
 
a) New development will be expected to make the best use of the site 
and residential densities should fall within a range of 50 - 75 dwellings 
per hectare. 
 
Developing a site with such excellent road access for housing hardly 
represents making best use of the site.  Release of the site should only be 
considered in exceptional circumstances for uses offering superior public 
benefit that need to have such high quality access to the strategic road 
network. 
 
The proposed density is out of character with the surrounding areas: the 
Goldstone Valley, Hove Park and Nevill areas are characterised by densities 
of about 25 dwellings per hectare.  In other words the new development would 
be two or three times denser than those neighbourhoods. 
 
b) There will be a minimum of 50 per cent 3+ bedroom family sized 
dwellings provided as part of the residential scheme. 
 
The research that purports to reveal the requirement for family houses with 3+ 
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bedrooms is flawed.  It mistakenly equates the demand for larger units with a 
requirement for more bedrooms. The data in the research supports the 
contention that there is a demand for larger units, not that those units need to 
have three or more bedrooms, nor that those units need to be large houses as 
opposed to spacious flats. 
 
(The mistake arose because the input data was unnecessarily converted from 
residential floorspace into numbers of bedrooms per dwelling.  Without that 
conversion the sizes of dwellings in the output would have been measured in 
floorspace, as opposed to numbers of bedrooms.) 
 
c) The office element of the scheme will be high tech, modern office 
space that will provide a range of unit sizes to attract new businesses to 
the city and support growing business. 
 
There is a lack of evidence to support this claim. 
 
d) Due regard will be given to the impact of development on the 
purposes and setting of the South Downs National Park. 
 
See comments above under A3 on page 18 
 
e) Environmental sustainability will be central to the design and layout 
of the scheme which will be expected to meet Code for Sustainable 
Homes Level 6, BREEAM Outstanding and be zero carbon (or carbon 
neutral). 
 
A justification given for releasing Toad’s Hole Valley for development is that 
the resulting development would be an exemplar of sustainable development, 
achieving very high standards that are not being attained elsewhere.   
 
In reality it is most unlikely the new dwellings would be built to Sustainable 
Homes Code Level 6 because quite simply it would be too costly.  However 
much is spent on construction, the selling prices for dwellings in Toad’s Hole 
Valley would not be significantly different from the prices being achieved for 
comparable properties in the surrounding area.  In large part that’s because 
that’s how dwellings are valued in this country.   Location establishes the 
benchmark the house prices in an area and this creates a price norm for each 
dwelling type; construction quality has very little impact on price. 
 
In 2010, DCLG’s own review found Code Level 6 construction costs to be 
40% to 50% more than the costs for comparable units constructed to the 
current building regulations (about £35,000 to £45,000 extra).  The costs were 
updated by DCLG in 2011 and show additional costs for constructing to Code 
Level 6 on edge-of-town and greenfield sites to be close to 50%.  Meanwhile, 
evidence finds purchasers unwilling to pay significantly more for such units. 
 
Because it would not be possible to recoup the additional costs from 
purchasers, this key feature of the proposed development, constructing to the 
highest standards of sustainability, lacks credibility. 
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Whilst quite different considerations apply to commercial buildings, it is most 
unlikely that any office development would be able to achieve ‘BREEAM 
Outstanding’, given that the development would be located in such an 
inherently unsustainable location.   
 
An outstanding building has to achieve a BREEAM score of 85% and 
transport counts for 8% of the score. The proposed location for the B1 
development is at the top of Dyke Road Avenue, which has unrivalled 
accessibility by private car.  Currently the only bus service passing the Devil’s 
Dyke roundabout provides intermittently for leisure trips to the Dyke and any 
new services into Toad’s Hole Valley would gain access from the bottom of 
the valley, which would do little to improve the accessibility to and from the B1 
development.  With such a poor score for transport, ‘BREEAM Outstanding’ 
wouldn’t be a realistic target. 
 
In any event, this would be a very poor location for employees, as they would 
not have ready access to shops, cafés, medical facilities or other amenities.  
Good access to a wide range of facilities contributes significantly to the quality 
of an employee’s working life. 
 
f) Development within this area will be expected to incorporate 
infrastructure to support low and zero carbon decentralised energy and 
in particular heat networks subject to viability. 
 
This is an aspiration, not a requirement.  Whether or not it would be achieved 
would depend on the developer and the market. 
 
g) The scheme will make provision for 5ha of land to accommodate a 
new secondary school to be developed in partnership with the city 
council. 
 
This part of the policy is particularly misleading, as many members of the 
public have gained the impression that the landowner/ developer of Toad’s 
Hole Valley would be paying for the construction of a new secondary school.  
Moreover, this misconception is the specific reason why some people support 
the proposed release of Toad’s Hole Valley, and the city council has made no 
attempt to dispel those misconceptions. 
 
It is, of course, the case that a new state school would have to be constructed 
either by the city council or by an organisation developing ‘free’ schools or 
‘academies’.  Currently the city council does not have a budget for the 
construction of a new school, no other source of funding has been identified 
and there is no provision in policy DA7 to deal with the eventuality that the 
funds do not materialise.  Elsewhere, when a site has been reserved for a 
school and the funding has not been secured, the site has later been released 
for housing.  Given that the provision of a new school is of critical importance, 
if the site has to be released, should not the proposed release be delayed 
until funding for the school has been secured? 
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h) Development will make provision for improved pedestrian and cycle 
links to the South Downs National Park. 
 
As indicated above, the most that will be achieved is a new section of footpath 
cycleway across the site from the bottom of King George VI Avenue to the 
existing footbridge across the A27 north of Downland Drive. 
 
i) The provision of a new multi-use community facility to include a 
community meeting place, a doctor’s surgery and a resource promoting 
links to the National Park. 
 
If Toad’s Hole Valley were to be developed then it would be essential for 
community and medical facilities to be provided to support the new residents.  
However, those facilities would be of minimal benefit to existing residents, not 
least because the only sensible way to access them would be by car. 
 
It is strange that the policy is proposing a new doctor’s surgery when those 
making provision for primary care now favour larger medical centres with the 
capacity to undertake some procedures that used to have to be done in 
hospitals. 
 
Toad’s Hole Valley is not the ideal place for a resource centre promoting the 
national park; Stanmer Park is generally considered to be a better location. 
 
j) Development proposals will address the issues of highways safety on 
King George VI Avenue, noise and other traffic impacts from the A27 
and provide improved links to adjacent residential areas. 
 
The requirements of this criterion are neither clear nor specific.  The policy is 
again misleading and the city council has done nothing to dispel the 
misunderstandings.  Many believe that the landowner/developer would be 
required to construct a new road close to the A27, which would carry all the 
traffic that currently uses King George VI Avenue, and agents for the 
landowner have reinforced that notion by publishing a drawing that shows 
King George VI Avenue downgraded to a greenway.  The policy should be 
specific as to whether a new road has to be constructed or whether 
modifications to the existing road would be sufficient.  Existing residents need 
to know which is proposed, as the impacts of the two schemes would be quite 
different.  
 
Constructing such a new road, a large part of which would have to be on 
embankment, would be very expensive, and there are almost certainly 
cheaper ways of making King George VI Avenue safer.  If Toad’s Hole Valley 
were released and the traffic were not removed from King George VI Avenue, 
the residents of King George VI Drive would be more adversely affected than 
at present.  Quite notably, there is no proposal to mitigate the noise from the 
traffic on King George VI Avenue, which is the very least residents of King 
George VI Drive would expect. 
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If a new road were not constructed, the traffic on King George VI Avenue 
would sever the new development from the existing.  On the other hand, if a 
new road were constructed to take that traffic, following a route close to the 
A27 and the bottom of the nature reserve, then the new road would create an 
additional barrier between the proposed neighbourhood and the Downland 
Drive area. 
 
As the new road would inevitably be longer and slower than the current route 
via King George VI Avenue, the residents of Woodland Drive are concerned 
that the rerouting would inevitably lead to increased traffic in that street. 
 
As explained above, it would not be practical to create improved links to 
adjacent residential areas because the valley is separated from the Downland 
Drive area by a very steep bank and a continuous barrier of hedging and 
fencing prevents access from the valley to the King George VI Drive 
neighbourhood. 
 
k) Improvements to public transport access and a good quality public 
realm that encourages healthy lifestyles (walking and cycling with 
connections to existing cycle infrastructure). 
 
See comments above on public transport, cycling and walking under A5 on 
page 19. 
 
As explained above access to the existing highway and footpath network can 
only be via the Devil’s Dyke roundabout at the top of the valley or via the 
Goldstone Crescent/ Nevill Road junctions at the bottom of the valley.  
Because of the steepness of the valley, walking routes within the valley would 
have challenging gradients that would not be attractive to elderly residents, 
mothers with prams or those who are not very fit.  Drawings prepared by the 
landowner’s agent show a very long footpath zigzagging the steep bank to 
Downland Drive, but they didn’t consider it an attractive route and in jest 
suggested a cable car to overcome the problem. 
 
l) Development will need to provide local infrastructure to the water and 
sewer system at the nearest point of adequate capacity. 
 
See comments above under A9 on page 20. 
 
m) Provision of children’s play facilities, public open space (2 ha. 
minimum), improved links to existing parks and food-growing space (0.5 
ha.) and opportunities. 
 
Provision of 2 hectares of public open space and children’s play facilities is 
the minimum one would expect in support of a development of this size.  It 
would not be possible to improve the link to Hove Park as that would have to 
remain via Goldstone Crescent. 
 
0.5 hectare of food growing space is minimal for a development of 700 
dwellings, which would at best have very small gardens.  Existing residents 
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would support much more land being reserved for allotments, as there is a 
dire shortage of allotments in the city and very long waiting lists. 
 
n) Developer contributions will be sought to secure the sustainable 
conservation and enhancement of the adjacent Site of Nature 
Conservation Importance. 
 
If the landowner were acting responsibly, the Site of Nature Conservation 
Importance would already be well managed; they should be asked to provide 
a dowry for its future management, regardless of whether or not the valley is 
released for development. 
 
o) The developer will enter into a training place agreement to secure 
training for local people. 
 
Supported. 
 
p) The site will be the subject of detailed guidance provided in a future 
planning brief. 
 
No comment 
 
q) Work in partnership with the Highways Agency and developer to 
improve the operational performance of the trunk road network and 
links to local roads that will be set out in a future planning brief for the 
area. 
 
The purpose of this criterion is obscure but presumably concerns the Devil’s 
Dyke junction with the A27 and the junctions at the bottom of King George VI 
Avenue.  Whilst the Highways Agency is only concerned with the operational 
performance of the trunk road network, local people are concerned about the 
impact this proposed development would have on local roads in the adjacent 
neighbourhoods. 
 
The impacts on local roads such as Goldstone Crescent, Nevill Road and 
Holmes Avenue should be properly evaluated before any decision is made as 
to whether or not Toad’s Hole Valley should be developed.  The likely impact 
on these roads of increases in the volumes, speed and mix of traffic, and any 
overspill parking, are all matters of serious concern to existing residents. 
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APPENDIX 2 
 
IMPLICATIONS OF DELETING POLICY DA7 FROM THE CITY PLAN 
 
In arguing that Toad’s Hole Valley should not be developed, these 
representations do not ignore the demand for new homes, but their primary 
focus is a critique of Policy DA7. 
 
First, the local housing market must be analysed in its strategic context.  The 
demand for housing in the city is insatiable because Brighton’s housing 
market is part of London’s dynamic housing market.  London’s market is 
driven by foreign investment, which has driven up house prices in the capital, 
causing existing residents to seek cheaper accommodation outside the capital 
and city of Brighton & Hove is a particularly attractive cheaper alternative.  
New houses in Brighton & Hove are marketed in London.  The pressure on 
Brighton & Hove would be reduced, if the London Boroughs were building 
more dwellings, and there is growing pressure for a step change in the 
amount of housing being built in all the Boroughs.  Also when Crossrail 
becomes operational, some of the pressure may be diverted to Essex. 
 
Brighton’s housing market is also part of a much larger housing market along 
the south coast, with some residents, particularly older ones, moving 
considerable distances along the coast to take advantage of cheaper housing 
and a less hectic lifestyle. 
 
Whilst the 700+ units proposed for Toad’s Hole Valley would undoubtedly 
contribute to the supply of housing, the total demand for housing in the 
Brighton & Hove area would probably remain unchanged because of the 
impact London has on the city’s housing market, constantly topping up the 
demand for units in the city.  
 
Secondly, by building dwellings in Toad’s Hole Valley, it is likely that fewer 
dwellings would be built on brownfield sites in the city, so development of the 
valley may not increase the total number of dwellings being constructed in the 
city.  Conversely, by not developing Toad’s Hole Valley, the prospects for 
developing the identified brownfield sites would be improved.  It is generally 
accepted that the prospects for developing brownfield sites are significantly 
reduced if greenfield sites are available.  Moreover, developers and 
housebuilders control the rate at which dwellings are constructed in an area 
so as not to erode selling prices.  Thus, increases in the numbers of dwellings 
being released for sale on one site (in this case Toad’s Hole Valley) are likely 
to be balanced by reductions elsewhere (on the identified brownfield sites). 
 
Thirdly, there is much more scope to intensify development within the city in 
sustainable locations than is envisaged by the City Plan as drafted.  It is 
beyond the scope of this submission to propose the necessary amendments 
to other policies in the plan, but applying the following principles would result 
in more redevelopments being forthcoming in sustainable locations. 
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(1) For a city so tightly constrained by the South Downs and the sea, there are 
large areas that are loosely developed.  There is scope to encourage more 
intensive redevelopments around transport nodes and transport corridors, 
particularly around the city’s seven railway stations, along main arterial roads 
within the built up area and around suburban bus nodes. 
 
(2) There is scope for the plan to be much more supportive of the market, 
adopting a more flexible approach to the reuse and redevelopment of existing 
properties with different uses or different mixes of uses.  In particular, areas 
reserved for various business uses would be redeveloped with mixed uses 
that incorporate residential units.  This could generate a lot of windfall sites. 
 
(3) There is scope to revisit some of the lands protected from development by 
Policy SA4 Urban Fringe, which does not protect the largest urban fringe site 
at Toad’s Hole Valley.  As stated in the plan, ‘the urban fringe is made up of 
‘pockets’ of residual green space rather than any homogenous green ‘belt’ 
around the city’.  In some of those ‘pockets’, land uses could be reorganised, 
to enable some small areas of land to be released for development, whilst 
retaining the facilities being protected and without encroaching into the 
downland. 
 
(4) There should be a thorough systematic review of the council’s own 
landholding to ensure that all parts are being used as efficiently and as 
effectively as possible.  This is common practice for many authorities, and it is 
remarkable how much development land can be revealed.  In Brighton & 
Hove, it should be possible to identify opportunities to consolidate operational 
uses, thereby releasing some buildings for redevelopment or conversion, 
and/or to relocate to backland sites, existing uses that do not need a road 
frontage, thereby releasing frontage sites for housing.   
 
Finally, the following is a list of sites, where it is suggested the amount of 
housing proposed could be increased or housing could be introduced, where 
none is proposed:  

Shoreham Harbour, Preston Barracks, Freshfield Road industrial 
estate, Sackville trading estate, Brighton General Hospital, Telephone 
Engineering Centre (Old Shoreham Road), Peacock industrial estate 
(Lyon Close, Hove), Hove Greyhound Stadium, the retailing park on 
the former Goldstone ground, South Portslade industrial area, and 
Hove Town Hall (which has foundations for several more storeys.) 

 
In summary, the only reason for releasing Toad’s Hole Valley is to chase an 
unrealistic housing target.  Previously, housing targets for Brighton & Hove 
have respected the fact that the towns are constrained by the sea and the 
South Downs, and the current target was agreed on the basis that Toad’s 
Hole Valley was AONB and would be protected. 
 
With more flexibility and a more positive approach to scouring the built up 
area for opportunities, the city plan could generate the confidence that 
sufficient windfall developments would be forthcoming without further 
encroachment on to the South Downs.  
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N/A

Policy CP12 and Policy DA2

Please see attached sheet (Appendix 1).



Please see attached sheet (Appendix 2).

Please see attached sheet (Appendix 2).



Please see attached sheet (Appendix 3).
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Appendix 1  
 

Question 7  
 

 

Policy CP12: Urban Design  

 

Draft Policy CP12 provides a list of areas that have been identified as having the potential for 

taller developments (defined as 1.8m or more in height). The supporting text recognises that 

given the city’s physical constraints (para. 4.144) need to increase density on brownfield land 

in a sustainable manner. It states: 

 

“Taller buildings (in the context of the city’s prevailing built form) offer one potential way of 

achieving this in appropriate locations. This policy seeks to ensure that such proposals are 

directed towards those broad areas where such potential has been identified.” 

 

X-Leisure strongly supports this policy because it offers a pragmatic approach to development 

across the area recognising the need to deliver higher density development in appropriate 

locations to help the city to meet its housing targets. 

 

X-Leisure considers this policy to be sound given it is positively prepared, seeking to ensure 

the objectively assessed development requirements are met.  

 

Policy DA2: Brighton Marina, Gas Works and Black Rock Area 

 

Whilst our client supports the general thrust of the policy, X-Leisure objects strongly to some 

elements of Policy DA2.  

 

In particular, X-Leisure supports paragraph 3.13, which sets out the long term aspirations for 

addressing the existing deficiencies of the Marina. It is widely accepted that Brighton Marina 

is in urgent need of regeneration and X-Leisure is wholly committed to achieving this. The 

refusal of the previous scheme in 2010 came as a disappointment to X-Leisure but the 

rigorous process, which culminated in a 7 week long public inquiry helped demonstrate and 

test the capacity of the Marina for a significant amount of new development. Paragraph 3.13 

reflects the future ambitions of the area, seeking the creation of a mixed use district of the 

city centre that will be achieved through the generation of a sustainable high quality marina 

environment.  

 

Our client supports this and considers this element of the plan to be sound. It has been 

positively prepared, based on delivering new development that will meet the objectively 

assessed housing requirements for the area. 

 

X-Leisure also strongly welcomes the recognition that the marina has the potential for a high 

density mixed-use development with a substantial amount of additional residential 

accommodation. Our client wholly supports the principle that full and effective use must be 

made of previously developed sites, as supported by the National Planning Policy Framework, 

also ensuring a sound approach has been adopted.   
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Appendix 2: Objections 

 
Questions 9 and 10  

 

DA2:  Brighton Marina, Gas Works and Black Rock Area 

Bullet Point 1: Objection to cliff height restriction  

Our representations are supported by two documents which are enclosed and comprise:  

1 an independent capacity/feasibility study undertaken by NLP (July 2012); and, 

2 a summary appraisal of the development issues, supported by design work prepared by 

Allies and Morrison (architects).  

Both documents should be read in conjunction with these representations.  

This assessment work demonstrates that regeneration of the Marina is complex due to the 

various land owner interests and abnormal costs which must be addressed in order to deliver 

viable new development. The capacity/feasibility study (Document 1) demonstrates that to 

safeguard the regeneration of the Marina it is necessary to deliver significantly in excess of 

1,000 residential units alongside other commercial, leisure and community uses. Design 

work in Document 2 shows that translating this to a scheme on the site would mean a 

development which breaches cliff height (as found acceptable by the Inspector at the appeal 

in 2009/10) to achieve the necessary scale.  

This feasibility testing supports the conclusions of the Council’s Core Strategy Site 

Allocations Viability Study (2012) which similarly concluded on the need to deliver more than 

1,000 dwellings and exceed cliff height.  

At present Policy DA2 seeks “a minimum of 1,000 residential units” as part of a development 

which does “not breach the cliff height within the Marina”. The evidence shows these two 

objectives are not compatible, and if retained would undermine deliverability of any scheme 

for the redevelopment and improvement of the Marina. 

The implication for the City Plan is that for Policy DA2 to be justified and deliverable, it must 

provide the policy platform for a scheme which delivers circa 1,300 dwellings and which 

would, by necessity, breach the cliff height. In line with the NPPF, wording in the policy should 

not be unduly restrictive. 

The cliff height restriction is a legacy of the Brighton Marina Act 1968 but it can and has 

already been waived by the Council for the Brunswick scheme. In respect of the previous 

proposal the Inspector confirmed the following: 

“Although some buildings would exceed the current cliff height, this would not result in a conflict 

with current planning policy; moreover, the major shift in policy approach since the 1970s 

means that different considerations now apply.” 

In light of this, it would be reasonable for the Council (and indeed any Inspector at the City 

Plan Examination) to take the same view. It would be unsound for the Plan to maintain its 

current approach.  
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It is understood that the intention of the cliff height restriction is to ensure that views of the 

cliff and out to sea should be protected. No such protected views have ever existed and 

neither are they being promoted now.  Policy DA2 as currently worded is a blunt instrument in 

seeking to achieve that intention. Rather than having a blanket cliff height restriction in Policy 

DA2, it would be more appropriate for it to acknowledge that an appropriate balance must be 

taken between achieving challenging regenerative benefits and protecting key views of the cliff 

and sea, whilst ensuring a high standard of architectural and urban design. 

The NPPF requires local planning authorities to take a positive approach to development and 

not over-burden development with policy expectations. It states that Plans should pay careful 

attention to viability and costs in plan-making and should be deliverable. It states that sites 

and development should not be subject to a scale of policy burdens which put at risk the 

delivery of viable developments.  

Unfortunately, the Plan as currently framed will do just that. Unless a pragmatic approach is 

taken to development at the Marina, its regeneration potential will not be realised and the 

investment, job creation, and potential for delivery of much needed new homes for Brighton 

and Hove will be threatened. 

On the basis set out above, X-Leisure considers that this restriction results in an unsound 

policy approach. It is considered that this approach has not been justified, resulting in an un-

deliverable plan. This will subsequently result in the objectively assessed development 

requirements for the area not being met. This approach is a negative approach to future 

development in the area and is not aligned with national policy.  

If the Council is serious about delivering the regeneration of the Marina, and in doing so 

meeting its objectively assessed need for development, the restriction on building above the 

height of the cliff in Policy DA2 must be reconsidered.  

Bullet point 5: Provision of Heat and Power for the district 

Bullet point 5 of the strategy for development of Policy DA2 states proposals should 

“Contribute towards the production of or provide opportunities for the sustainable production 

of heat and power for the district”. This element of the policy repeats Policy CP8 and we 

question whether its inclusion is necessary at all. Policy CP8 introduced some flexibility into 

the wording of the policy to ensure that the most appropriate energy solution can be found for 

each site.  

If this aspect is retained in Policy DA2, our client would suggest that this sentence is re-

worded to provide greater flexibility in accordance with Policy CP8 so that there is scope to 

find an energy solution best suited to the site.  

Section A 

Paragraph 6 

X-Leisure supports the enhancement of the District Centre through the introduction of a range 

of uses with an emphasis on leisure and recreation (point 6). Our client does however note 

that X-Leisure’s land holdings are on the whole not seaward facing and the scope for sea 

based recreation activities will be limited by this. It has not been demonstrated that there is a 

market demand or an objectively assessed need for boating and surfing activities within the 
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marina and therefore, as guided by the NPPF, this element of the policy should be removed to 

ensure that development is not overburdened by this very specific policy expectation.  

Paragraphs 12 and 13 

Policy DA2 sets out a list of 13 local priorities. Priorities 12 and 13 require development to 

maximise the opportunities to support the city’s sustainability objectives and address the 

challenges faced by climate change.  

As aforementioned, our client supports the principle of sustainable development and the need 

to respond positively to climate change in accordance with proposed Policy CP8.  

Priority 12 seeks to ensure that development maximises the opportunity for zero and low 

carbon energy technologies, particularly where they take advantage of the marina’s coastal 

location. There is no evidence base to suggest that technologies that take advantage of 

coastal locations, such as wave or wind turbines, would be suitable in this location when 

having regard to marine safety or visual impact considerations. Nor is it reasonable that the 

marina, which is an already constrained environment, should meet the needs of the wider 

city.  

Similarly, paragraph 13 states that development in this area will be encouraged to consider 

low and zero carbon decentralised energy and heat networks. Our client supports these 

aspirations but believes that the practicality of delivering this in the marina location has not 

been considered or tested thoroughly.  

The priorities should better reflect Policy CP8 which recognises that it is sometimes not 

“technically feasible” to incorporate such design features. To ensure these priorities meet the 

tests of soundness, our client suggests that both paragraph 12 and 13 are either removed 

and a simple cross reference made to Policy CP8 or that the following wording is introduced: 

“Unless it can be demonstrated that doing so is not technically feasible nor practicable and/or 

would make the scheme unviable”. 

Section B 

Part B states the amount of development allocated within the Marina, Gas Work and Black 

Rock Area. X-Leisure considers the total floorspace being sought could be made clearer. On 

this basis, we request that the first sentence is amended to clarify this by stating the policy is 

seeking ‘Net’ additional development floorspace rather than simply “additional” floorspace. 

The suggested amendment will ensure the plan meets the test of soundness as it will be 

positively prepared, providing development targets in accordance with objectively assessed 

development needs.   

In addition, X-Leisure strongly objects to the inclusion of a primary school within the marina. 

There is no evidence base for doing so. The Marina is a highly constrained location.  The 

existing population demographics do not support the need for a school and future 

development is unknown as is schools provision on the surrounding area.  A primary school 

with play facilities would require approximately two acres of land which is unsustainable at the 

marina and would compromise its regeneration.  The provision of a primary school would not 

only be unviable, but physically undeliverable within the confines of the Marina. X-Leisure 

supports the principle that developments should meet the demand they generates for 

education through S.106 contributions or CIL as applicable.  
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Section C 

Sub Section 1 

Whilst our client supports item 1 ‘Brighton Marina and Inner Harbour’, it seeks clarification 

(as per above) on the total development required. To avoid uncertainty, our client requests 

that the paragraph makes reference to “1,000 additional residential units” and “5,000 sqm 

of net additional retail development”.  

Given that the Brunswick Scheme was approved in July 2006 for the mixed use development 

of 853 residential units, with retail, commercial and office accommodation in 11 buildings 

ranging from 6-40 storeys, item 1 ‘Brighton Marina and Inner Harbour’, it would be helpful if it 

were made clear that the allocation for the Inner Harbour Site excludes this extant 

permission.  

These suggested amendments will ensure the plan meets the test of soundness as it will be 

positively prepared, providing development targets in accordance with objectively assessed 

development needs.   

Sub Section 3 

Our client notes that the Black Rock site has been identified for 7,000 sqm of leisure and 

recreation use. From the evidence presented it would appear that a capacity study has not 

been undertaken to demonstrate that this quantum of floorspace or this type of use is 

suitable for the site and therefore deliverable. This is particularly important given the 

uncertainty which has consistently surrounded development of this site. This is particularly 

relevant because the Black Rock Site is in a constrained location, directly to the south of the 

Kemp Town Conservation Area and with limited access via Marine Drive only. Reference to 

these constrains should be made more explicit within the policy to ensure it has been 

‘positively prepared’ in accordance with the test of soundness.  

Our client notes and supports the element of the policy which states that “Proposals for uses 

in addition to the recreation and leisure use will only be considered where it can be 

demonstrated that these uses support the delivery of a leisure and recreation facility and are 

not in competition with the District Centre status of the Marina.”  

It is important that the developer of the Black Rock site recognises that it is integrally related 

to the Marina and hence fully contributes to delivering improved linkages with the Marina, 

particularly as this will be of benefit to both sites, and to the seafront and Brighton as a 

whole.  

 

Appendix 3  
 

Question 11a 

Our client has the main sub lease for the Inner Harbour site in the Marina.  

Policy DA2 currently contains a number of conflicting criteria which could undermine the 

viability of development and therefore delivery. It is essential that these matters are 

addressed so that this important Development Area of the City is encouraged to come forward 
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for development and deliver a significant amount of new development for the city, including 

housing, which is desperately needed if the Council is to achieve its housing targets.  

X-Leisure is wholly committed to delivering must needed regeneration at the marina but for 

this to happen it is essential that a clear and highly supportive policy framework is put in 

place to encourage the early regeneration of the Marina. The NPPF clearly explains that Plans 

should pay careful attention to viability and costs in plan making and that development should 

not be subject to a scale of policy burden that threatens viability and therefore delivery.   
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Executive Summary 

This report tests the feasibility of development within a range of different 

scenarios at the Brighton Marina Inner Harbour area, as set out in Policy DA2 of 

the emerging Brighton & Hove City Plan.  It looks at the economic viability of 

different amounts of development within different phasing at the site, and the 

extent to which each scenario would generate sufficient value to overcome the 

costly land assembly and infrastructure delivery factors affecting the site.  

Table ES1 illustrates the outputs of the economic viability testing.  

Table ES1  Summary of Scenario Feasibility 

 Scenario   Phase 1 Phase 2 Scenario Outcome 

Description 750 dwellings - 

south site & inner 

harbour (above cliff 

height) 

550 dwellings - cliff 

site & filling station 

(below cliff height) 

1,300 dwellings 

(above cliff height) 

Scenario 1 - 

Revised 

Scheme 

(Phased) 

% Profit on 

Costs 
10.4% 36.5% 20.7% 

Description 650 dwellings - 

south site & inner 

harbour (above cliff 

height) 

350 dwellings - cliff 

site & filling station 

(below cliff height) 

1,000 dwellings 

(above cliff height) 

Scenario 2 - 

Hypothetical 

Scheme 

(Smaller 

Second Phase) % Profit on 

Costs 
3.6% 16.4% 7.9% 

Description 450 dwellings - 

south site & inner 

harbour (below cliff 

height) 

550 dwellings - cliff 

site & filling station 

(below cliff height) 

1,000 dwellings 

(below cliff height) 

Scenario 3 - 

(Smaller First 

Phase) 

% Profit on 

Costs 
-21.0% 36.5% 6.1% 

Description 1,300 dwellings whole site phased as per 

scheme (above cliff height on cliff site) 

1,300 dwellings 

(above cliff height) 

Scenario 4 - 

Original 

Scheme 
% Profit on 

Costs 
25.6% 25.6% 

Source: NLP Analysis 

The outputs of the economic viability testing demonstrate that the feasibility of 

delivering development and regeneration on the Brighton Marina Inner Harbour 

area is finely balanced.  The testing shows that an acceptable, and 

economically viable, level of profit (circa 20% on costs) could only be achieved 

with the delivery of a scheme delivering in excess of 1,000 dwellings.  Design 

work shows that translating this to a scheme on the site would mean a 

development which breaches cliff height (as found acceptable by the Inspector 

at the appeal in 2009/10) to achieve the necessary scale. 

This feasibility testing supports the conclusions of the Core Strategy Site 

Allocations Viability Study (2012) which similarly concluded on the need to 

deliver more than 1,000 dwellings (thereby exceeding cliff height) in order to 

improve viability.  The implication for the City Plan is that for Policy DA2 to be 

justified and deliverable, it must provide the policy platform for a scheme which 

delivers circa 1,300 dwellings and which would necessarily breach the cliff 

height – confirmed at appeal to be an acceptable planning outcome.
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This report has been prepared by Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners (NLP) on behalf 

of X-Leisure.  It sets out a range of capacity and feasibility testing for the 

Brighton Marina site to support the development of policy within the emerging 

City Plan.   

Background  

1.2 X-Leisure is in the process of developing a revised development scheme for the 

Brighton Marina Inner Harbour area.  Emerging proposals are for a phased 

development of the Brighton Marina site, building upon the principles 

established in the 2009 appeal scheme but with a fresh approach to 

regenerating the Marina.  As these proposals are still being formulated, a 

finalised scheme is not yet in place, however, this Capacity and Feasibility 

study adopts a notional scheme, reflective of the emerging proposals in order 

to undertake testing.  

1.3 The 2009 appeal scheme (Ref: APP/Q1445/A/09/2102048) for Brighton 

Marina comprised 1,301 dwellings and an 11,412 m2 enlarged supermarket, 

alongside ancillary retail, community and office space.  It also included circa 

26,500 m2 of car parking facilities (excluding those servicing Asda).  The 

proposals included buildings which breached the top of the cliff height.  The 

inspector recommended that: 

“The appeal be ALLOWED and planning permission be granted if flaws in the 

S106 obligation can be resolved; if they cannot, the appeal be DISMISSED.” 

1.4 The Secretary of State accepted the Inspector’s conclusions, but dismissed the 

appeal and refused planning permission on the basis of the shortcomings of 

the s106 at that point. 

1.5 The emerging Brighton and Hove City Council (BHCC) City Plan (formerly the 

Core Strategy) identifies the Brighton Marina Inner Harbour area as a strategic 

allocation under Policy DA2.  It states that:  

“Provision is made for a mixed use development comprising a minimum of 1,000  

residential units, 5,000 sq m of retail development (A1-A5), 3,500 of leisure and  

recreation use, community facilities (including health facility and community 

centre).” 

1.6 The reference to 1,000 units, as opposed to the 1,300 units proposed through 

the 2009 appeal scheme, is a construct from the BHCC Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and its annual updates, with 1,000 units 

reflecting the estimated capacity of the site without breaching cliff height in any 

notional scheme.  This is reiterated in Policy DA2 which seeks “the generation 

of a high quality marina environment by supporting proposals which… Do not 

breach the cliff height within the Marina.”  The previous work carried out through 

the 2009 appeal scheme identified that the development feasibility of Brighton 
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Marina is finely balanced.  There is a need to deliver a scheme of sufficient 

scale and critical mass to generate sufficient value to provide the range of ‘big 

ticket’ infrastructure items associated with regeneration of the marina and 

negotiate a solution for existing leasehold interests.   

1.7 Therefore, the purpose of this study is to test the capacity of the site and the 

feasibility of delivering development in a phased manner across the Brighton 

Marina Inner Harbour area to establish the necessary parameters for achieving 

development.   

1.8 The NPPF outlines that local plans must be deliverable, ensuring that identified 

development opportunities are viable and not subjected to obligations or policy 

burdens which threaten viability.  The necessity of this has been further iterated 

in ‘Viability Testing Local Plans: Advice for Planning Practitioners’ published 

June 2012 by the Local Housing Delivery Group1 which provides practical advice 

on balancing viability and deliverability within Local Plans and the approach of 

this capacity/feasibility study is broadly in-line with that advocated through the 

advice.  

1.9 Local policy will need to adequately reflect the delivery challenges the Brighton 

Marina site faces, including the infrastructure hurdles and costs associated 

which it is necessary for any scheme to overcome and how these relate to 

different parcels of development on the Brighton Marina site.  This is imperative 

for a sound and evidenced approach to the development of Brighton Marina 

within Policy DA2. 

Approach to Feasibility and Capacity Testing 

1.10 The Brighton Marina Inner Harbour area is divided into a number of individual 

development parcels with different costs (either supporting infrastructure works 

or negotiated solutions with existing occupiers) associated with the delivery of 

these different parcels. These parcels are illustrated in Figure 1.1. 

                                            

1 http://www.nhbc.co.uk/NewsandComment/Documents/filedownload,47339,en.pdf 
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Figure 1.1  Plan of Brighton Marina Development Parcels 
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Source: NLP (Google Earth Aerial Image) 

1.11 The approach to feasibility and capacity testing for the Brighton Marina Inner 

Harbour area has been grounded in a high level viability testing approach to 

different quantities and forms of development at Brighton Marina, namely the 

number of residential units (the main value generator for any redevelopment) 

and the scale of the buildings in terms of their height and whether they involve 

breaching cliff height or not. 

1.12 In this respect, there is existing evidence upon which to draw, both from the 

Brighton Marina inquiry in 2009/10 and the evidence base which BHCC have 

already undertaken, particularly the Core Strategy Site Allocations Viability 

Study (2012).  A review of these has been undertaken, but in light of emerging 

proposals for a new scheme, and also the nuance of development feasibility 

linked to the sites abnormal costs for infrastructure, further viability testing has 

been undertaken. 

1.13 NLP’s high level viability testing utilises the same approach to that put forward 

for the 2009 appeal scheme by the BHCC District Valuer (referred to as ‘the DV 

Report’).  This approach utilised a residual valuation on a single year basis and, 

although other viability appraisal tools are available, this is considered to 

remain an appropriate approach to use for testing for a number of reasons, 

including:  

• it was presented by the District Valuer, in conjunction with the applicant, 

and accepted as an approach during the 2009 inquiry; 

• given the high level and theoretical nature of the testing it provides an 

approach commensurate to the level of detail available and necessary, 

whilst also providing degree of clarity and flexibility to test different 

infrastructure costs; and 
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• it provides a wide range of inputs and assumptions specific to 

development on the Brighton Marina site which still remain relevant today 

and are therefore used as the best reference case for testing feasibility. 

1.14 The approach to feasibility testing has been to test the viability of a number of 

scenarios as to their ability to deliver viable development, whilst meeting the 

necessary costs imposed by development of the site, including delivering costly 

infrastructure items which would benefit the whole of the Marina area and also 

accounting for the necessary costs associated with providing workable 

solutions for existing leasehold occupiers on the site. 
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2.0 Review of Existing Evidence 

Brighton Marina Appeal 

2.1 As outlined previously, in 2009 a planning appeal for a redevelopment scheme 

at the Brighton Marina Inner Harbour area underwent a public inquiry.  As part 

of the process of BHCC determining the application (and as subsequently 

presented at the public inquiry), viability evidence was prepared by both the 

applicant and the BHCC District Valuer to inform the scale and mix of affordable 

housing capable of being provided.  As part of this, both provided details on 

overall economic viability, including components of costs and revenues.  Both 

assessments were broadly similar in terms of their costs and revenues for the 

submitted scheme and both illustrated that the scheme, at that point in time, 

was on the margins of being viable. This scheme (for 1,300 units) involved 

development above cliff height. 

2.2 Against this economic viability, the DV Report, concluded that the 40% 

affordable housing, with a mix of 35% social rented to 65% intermediate 

tenures was: 

“…required to deliver the scheme with a profit level approaching market norms.  

This is considered to be fair to the developer in putting significant capital at risk.” 

2.3 This evidence included allowances for the necessary land and infrastructure 

costs associated with the appeal scheme (which itself only involved certain 

parcels of the wider Brighton Marina Inner Harbour area).  The viability and 

feasibility pressures facing any redevelopment scheme for the site, necessary 

to deliver the regeneration of the Marina and associated infrastructure 

improvements, have long been identified in BHCC’s own evidence for the site.  

Core Strategy Site Allocations Viability Study 

2.4 The Core Strategy Site Allocations Viability Study (May 2012) contains viability 

appraisals for the City Plan’s strategic allocations, including for the Brighton 

Marina Inner Harbour area.  It also contains an analysis of the policy impacts of 

the viability appraisals, assessing the implications upon policies within the 

withdrawn Core Strategy to inform the development of new policies within the 

City Plan.  The study methodology uses a residual valuation approach and 

states that: 

“Cluttons were appointed by the council to carry out viability appraisals of 

identified key sites to test the viability of strategic land allocations considered 

essential to delivering the emerging City Plan.” 

2.5 The Brighton Marina Inner Harbour site is appraised on the basis of a scheme 

totalling 1,000 dwellings, 5,000 sq m retail floorspace, a 500 sq m healthy 

living centre and 500 sq m of community floorspace.  The Viability Study 

concludes for the Brighton Marina Inner Harbour area that:  
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“Given the use allocations set out in the Core Strategy, in the market conditions 

prevailing at the time of the study, this site is unlikely to be considered viable by 

a commercial developer even if the site is given a nominal value of £1. The gross 

development value only just outweighs the cost of development, generating a 

profit of £15M equivalent to just 6.87% of costs.”  

2.6 The Viability Study specifically identifies that the factors behind this is the 

expensive costs associated with the scheme, most notably construction costs 

associated with provision of Car Parking (the majority of which would need to be 

provided as underground/multi-storey/undercroft parking given space 

constraints with the site), infrastructure works to improve the environment and 

access and financing costs. 

2.7 With the original assessment demonstrating that the Core Strategy allocation is 

unlikely to be viable in the current market conditions, if the considerable 

improvements to the public realm and transport infrastructure are to be 

achieved, the study appraises two sensitivities: increasing the amount of 

residential accommodation; and reducing the amount of car parking delivered.   

2.8 The Study identifies that a reduction in parking provision alone is not sufficient 

to secure the future viability of the allocation and, therefore, tests a scenario of 

increasing the number of residential units to 1,200 dwellings as well as 

reducing the car parking provided on site.  The appraisal under this sensitivity 

would suggest a profit is achievable which would make the Core Strategy 

allocation viable (albeit assuming a nominal land value, no infrastructure or 

contamination costs – which are clearly factors further affecting Brighton 

Marina’s viability).  However, the policy implication of this is that an increase in 

the number of units above the previous allocation of 1,000 dwellings would 

need to be identified.  The Viability Study identifies that:  

“A key issue at the Marina is building above cliff height. Given the sensitivities of 

building above cliff height, any amendment to the policy should ideally be 

informed by the results of a capacity study of the site to ensure it can support the 

level of development indicated” 

2.9 The residential density required to achieve such an increase in dwelling 

capacity is likely to necessitate building above cliff height.  The conclusions of 

the Core Strategy Site Allocations Viability Study can be summarised as: 

• The allocation must allow for an increase in residential units in order to 

deliver a viable development which can realise the core policy objectives 

of delivering regeneration (including public realm and access 

improvements) on the Marina; and 

• The increase in residential densities may mean building above cliff height, 

dependent on the capacity of the site to accommodate development, else 

the allocation becomes unviable. 

2.10 In response to this, Policy DA2 within the City Plan has been amended to 

reference a minimum of 1,000 dwellings at the Brighton Marina Inner Harbour 

site, albeit the Policy still identifies that proposals should not breach the cliff 

height.  
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2.11 Notwithstanding the validity of the conclusions, the Core Strategy Site 

Allocations Viability Study’s development appraisal for the Brighton Marina site, 

whilst entirely reasonable given its intended purpose, contains a number of 

omissions from its scope which are imperative to the feasibility of the Brighton 

Marina Inner Harbour area.  These particularly include: 

a that no allowance has been made for compensation or payments made to 

secure ownership of the site to be developed – whereas due to the range 

of existing leasehold interests this is a necessary component (i.e. not 

just through build costs of re-providing units as partly set out in the 

Viability Study, but also through contributions to fit-out);  

b that no allowance has been made for s.106 obligations or payments; and 

c that no allowance has been made for the possibility of contamination 

remediation or any other abnormal site specific works that may be 

required – whereas there are a number of ‘abnormals’ to consider for the 

site, including contributions to flood defence works at the marina. 

2.12 These parameters are clearly acknowledged in the report and do not detract 

from the overall conclusions the Viability Study arrives at for the Brighton 

Marina Inner Harbour area.  However, these aspects are a clear and important 

part of the development feasibility of the site, and therefore it is appropriate to 

undertake further testing to consider these factors.  
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3.0 Scenario Testing 

Scenarios 

3.1 The scenarios tested have been developed to specifically test a range of 

outcomes.  They represent a combination of elements from the previous appeal 

scheme, elements emerging from the ongoing work on a new scheme and also 

hypothetical scheme elements related to the policy direction contained within 

the City Plan.   

3.2 Key to the generation of scenarios has been the objective of testing 

developments which range in their scale and massing, reflecting different 

parcels of development which could be above or below cliff height.  To achieve 

this, NLP has worked with X-Leisure and the architects for the Brighton Marina 

scheme, Allies and Morrison, to consider how development could be 

accommodated on a phased basis and what implications the scale of 

development would have for the scale and massing of buildings.  Crucially this 

has been translated to an assumption on whether development could be 

achieved below cliff height, or would need to go above cliff height.  It should be 

noted that design testing demonstrates that 1,000 would necessarily breach 

cliff height. The scenarios below are therefore theoretical for the purpose of 

testing the quantum of development and viability.   

3.3 Table 3.1 gives a summary of the scenarios tested.  

Table 3.1  Summary of Scenario Parameters 

 Phase 1 Phase 2 Scenario Outcome 

Scenario 1 - 

Notional New 

Scheme 

750 dwellings - south 

site & inner harbour 

(above cliff height) 

550 dwellings - cliff 

site & filling station 

(below cliff height) 

1,300 dwellings 

(above cliff height) 

Scenario 2 - 

Hypothetical 

Scheme 

650 dwellings - south 

site & inner harbour 

(above cliff height) 

350 dwellings - cliff 

site & filling station 

(below cliff height) 

1,000 dwellings 

(above cliff height) 

Scenario 3 - 

Hypothetical 

Scheme 

450 dwellings - south  

site & inner harbour 

(below cliff height) 

550 dwellings - cliff 

site & filling station 

(below cliff height) 

1,000 dwellings 

(below cliff height) 

Scenario 4 - 

Original Appeal 

Scheme 

1,300 dwellings whole site phased as per 

appeal scheme (above cliff height on the cliff 

site) 

1,300 dwellings 

(above cliff height) 

Source: NLP/Allies and Morrison 

3.4 The rationale for each scenario is as follows: 

1 Scenario 1 represents a new emerging scheme, with redevelopment of 

the south site in its entirety as a first phase of development.  This would 

necessitate a podium structure to accommodate necessary car parking 

and the re-provision of premises for the range of leisure operators 

currently on this part of Brighton Marina. Initial scoping suggests up to 

750 dwellings would be accommodated in a scheme which goes above 

Cliff Height and is complementary to the adjacent Brunswick scheme 
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proposals.  The cliff site and petrol filling station site would be delivered 

as a later phase, reflecting the currently unresolved deliverability issues 

around the Cliff Site and the need to reach mutual agreement with Asda. 

2 Scenario 2 represents a hypothetical scheme totalling 1,000 dwellings 

(as previously suggested by the BH SHLAA and identified as a minimum in 

the draft City Plan).  A hypothetical phasing of 650 dwellings on the south 

site, similar to the emerging proposals in Scenario 1, as a first phase, 

with 350 dwellings on the cliff site as a second phase is adopted.  This 

would necessitate a scheme above cliff height to deliver a first phase of 

that scale. 

3 Scenario 3 represents a hypothetical scheme totalling 1,000 dwellings 

but in a phased manner and representative of a scheme design which 

would not breach cliff height.  This would involve a substantially smaller 

first phase on the south site which would deliver the podium structure 

necessary for development on this parcel, but then deliver a development 

below cliff height.  A second phase of 550 dwellings, similar to Scenario 

1, would be delivered on the cliff site. 

4 Scenario 4 represents the appeal scheme tested at Inquiry in 2009 (and 

found acceptable in planning terms other than in respect of the s.106 

agreement), with an overarching development plan which included 

redeveloping the cliff site and delivering development on the inner 

harbour, petrol filling station (marina point) quayside and sea wall sites 

too, whilst retaining the existing leisure uses.  The development 

assumptions within this, have, however been updated to ensure a 

common and comparable basis with the other scenarios. 

3.5 These four scenarios represent a range of development options for the Brighton 

Marina Inner Harbour area. 

Inputs and Assumptions 

3.6 The core assumptions used for the development appraisals are grounded in the 

approach taken in the DV Report.  Whilst this is now several years old, the DV 

report reflected the considerable background work and negotiations which had 

been undertaken as part of the 2009 appeal scheme.  Given the future 

development solution for the Brighton Marina site is still emerging, the DV 

Report forms the best reference case for elements of the appraisal where more 

up-to-date estimates, or the outcomes of fresh negotiations, are yet to be 

identified.  Notwithstanding, where applicable, updated information on costs 

and values have been utilised.  

3.7 As per the previous appraisals for the site, the development should seek to 

return a 15%-20% profit on development costs, with any residual profit below 

this being considered an unviable scheme. 

3.8 These appraisals are based upon the assumptions and information set out as 

follows. 



  Brighton Marina : Capacity and Feasibility Study 

 

P10  2524633v2
 

Key Infrastructure and Land Costs 

3.9 The key determinant of the feasibility of the site is the scale of development 

necessary in order to generate sufficient value to overcome the hurdle posed by 

the high infrastructure and land costs associated with the scheme.  In terms of 

infrastructure costs, Table 3.2 sets out the main ‘abnormal’ infrastructure 

costs associated with the scheme. 

Table 3.2  Abnormal Infrastructure Costs 

Infrastructure 

Element 

Estimated 

Cost 

Phasing Comment/Source 

Bus 

interchange 

£800,000 Linked to South Site, where 

existing bus station will 

need to be re-provided. 

DV Report/s106 

Agreement 

Cliff park £500,000 Linked to development of 

Cliff Site. 

DV Report 

Emergency 

service access 

£700,000 Triggered at 100 dwellings 

so will need to be first 

phase. 

DV Report/s106 

Agreement 

Flood defence 

works 

£9,000,000 Contributions will be phased 

and pooled with other 

funding sources.  Works will 

be necessary to safeguard 

marina, and it is therefore 

assumed in feasibility terms 

as an up front cost. 

X-Leisure estimate 

(c.£20m in total with X-

Leisure and Brighton 

Marina Inner Harbour 

development estimated 

to be accountable for 

circa 40%) 

Harbour square £700,000 Pedestrian/vehicle square 

necessary to alleviate traffic 

impacts on south site. 

DV Report/s106 

Agreement 

Ramp 

improvements 

£800,000 Nice to have element which 

would be phased as 

necessary.  Assumed 

second phase.  

DV Report/s106 

Agreement 

Source: DV Report, X-Leisure and Appeal Scheme s106 Agreement 

3.10 In addition to these ‘abnormal’ infrastructure costs, there are a wide range of 

other infrastructure costs associated with the scheme.  This includes costs 

integrated within the onsite construction costs such as landscaping as well as 

construction costs for delivering sufficient parking on the site, including a 

podium structure which would be necessary for development on the south site.  

Further infrastructure costs for onsite and offsite works were identified as 

contributions through the s.106 agreement for the appeal scheme.  This 

included contributions for education, sustainable transport, public art and 

recreation facilities and was equivalent to a total of £4,959.03 per private 

market dwelling, a figure adopted as a proxy for this appraisal (and in advance 

of any CIL rate being set). 

3.11 Land costs are a further ‘abnormal’ component of costs, with a number of 

leaseholders across the site.  Instead of the buy-out and removal of 

leaseholders, the long-standing approach within the negotiations for the 

Brighton Marina site is a position where all leaseholders will have new 
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premises re-provided through the development scheme, with a contribution 

towards fit-out (equivalent to a compensatory or good-will payment).  Although 

some costs associated will be recouped through increased rental values, this 

would not be sufficient to cover the whole costs of re-providing premises for 

these leaseholders and are therefore a cost burden for the development to 

overcome.  The inclusion of these is a key component of the feasibility of 

development on the Brighton Marina Inner Harbour area and is an 

acknowledged omission from the Core Strategy Site Allocations Viability Study.2 

3.12 As per the DV Report a land cost of £20,280,113 is adopted, with a further 

£5m contingency for disturbance issues to other occupiers not included within 

a redevelopment scheme.  These are to be added to the costs of re-provision of 

accommodation for the existing occupiers.  In this respect, X-Leisure’s current 

estimates of broad costs, and recouped value, for this are outlined in Table 

3.3. 

Table 3.3  Land Costs Associated with Existing Occupiers 

Site Parcel Occupier Construction 

Costs of 

New Unit 

Contribution 

Cost to Fit 

Out 

Total Cost 

Associated 

Estimated 

Capital 

Value of 

New Unit(s) 

Cineworld £6.12m £3.0m 

David Lloyd £3.0m £2.0m 

Bowlplex £3.0m £1.0m 

London Clubs 

(Casino) 

£4.8m £3.0m 

South Site: 

Leisure 

Boxes 

Pizza Hut £0.3m £0.5m 

£26.72m £22.147m 

South Site: 

Quayside 

McDonalds £0.65m £0.5m £1.15m £0.900m 

Cliff Site Asda £9.0m £15.0m £24.0m £15.714m 

Total All £26.87m £25.0m £51.87m £38.761m 

Source: X-Leisure Estimates 

Note: Estimated Capital Value of New Unit is a capitalisation of the projected rent for the new units at 

an assumed yield of 7.0%.  

3.13 These costs are accounted for as abnormal land costs within the appraisal, but 

are in practical terms construction costs which will incur the further direct costs 

associated with construction (e.g. design fees, overheads and contingencies).   

Other Costs, Values and Assumptions 

3.14 As well as the key costs identified above, the appraisals are based upon the 

following costs, values and assumptions: 

                                            

2 Appendix 2 – Brighton Marina Development Appraisal states that no allowance has 

been made for compensation or payments made to secure ownership of the site. 



  Brighton Marina : Capacity and Feasibility Study 

 

P12  2524633v2
 

a The value of private housing is as per the DV Report which was drawn 

from comparable evidence on new build schemes in Brighton, 

transactions in the Brighton Marina Village and reflecting the anticipated 

specification for new residential units from the previous scheme.  An 

average value of £376,473 per private dwelling is adopted (accepting a 

dwelling mix for the scheme is yet to be identified).  Although this value 

was identified in 2008, average house prices for 2011 remain at a 

comparable value.3  This assumption is greater than the value per 

dwelling assumed by Cluttons due in part to Cluttons’ apparent use of 

average values from across Brighton, with average values on Brighton 

Marina attracting a significant premium, and also due in part to the 

anticipated specification of the units. As per the DV report, such 

predicted revenues from private housing are considered fair. 

b An affordable housing provision of 40% on site is assumed, with a split of 

65:35 intermediate:social rented tenures, in line with the assumption for 

the previous appeal scheme.  This is different to the split identified by 

BHCC in the Affordable Housing Brief, which identifies a split of 45:55 

intermediate:social rented tenures.  The affordable housing tenure split 

therefore reflects a best case scenario in viability terms, with a split 

skewed towards social rented tenures likely to reduce viability further 

than the outputs of this analysis.  The value of these affordable units is 

set for an RSL bid level at an average of £213,262 per unit, as set out as 

the ‘minimum payment’ identified in the s.106 agreement for the appeal 

scheme. 

c Commercial values for new commercial space (i.e. not those merely being 

re-provided) have been based on X-Leisure’s estimates of rental values 

within a completed scheme, capitalised at a rate of 7.0%.  

d Building costs have been adopted based on BCIS Q1 2010 £ per sqm 

figures for the various uses (as published in the Wessex Comprehensive 

Price Book, 2011) which represent the bottoming out of the BCIS tender 

price index, and are therefore a best case scenario for viability in terms of 

standard construction costs.  These have been compared with the values 

provided within the DV Report and an appropriate figure adopted based 

upon a high specification scheme (e.g. at the upper end of ranges where 

appropriate).   

e Costs for Code for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM excellent (on 

commercial areas/parking) are assumed at the same rate as in the DV 

Report.  Similarly a cost value exercise (saving on construction cost) has 

been assumed and applied at the same rate as assumed in the DV 

Report. 

f In line with the DV Report, further direct construction costs (overheads, 

contingency, design fees, provisional sums, pre-contract fees and project 

                                            

3 CLG Live Table 452 
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management fees) are all added to construction costs at the same rate 

or value identified for the appeal scheme, reflecting the necessary works 

to deliver development on the Brighton Marina Inner Harbour area. 

g Selling costs are assumed at 4% of private residential receipts (for agent 

and legal costs) with marketing costs assumed at 0.27% of private 

residential receipts (for marketing material, show flats etc.).  This level is 

considered commensurate to the scale of development and the budget 

necessary to market and sell a number of different blocks of 

development. 

h Finance has been applied at a rate of 3% of the total revenue, reflecting 

the rate suggested by the DV Report. 

3.15 All common inputs and assumptions to the scenarios are outlined in Appendix 

1. 

Summary of Outputs 

3.16 Table 3.4 provides a summary of the appraisals undertaken for the four 

scenarios, with full detailed contained within Appendix 2.  

Table 3.4  Summary of Scenario Feasibility 

 Scenario 
  

Phase 1 Phase 2 
Overall Scenario 

Outcome 

Description 750 dwellings - south 

site & inner harbour 

(above cliff height) 

550 dwellings - cliff 

site & filling station 

(below cliff height) 

1,300 dwellings 

(above cliff 

height) 

Profit £17,704,001 £40,145,151 £57,849,152 

% on Costs 10.4% 36.5% 20.7% 

Scenario 1 - 

Revised 

Scheme 

(Phased) 

% on GDV 6.8% 21.5% 13.0% 

Description 650 dwellings - south 

site & inner harbour 

(above cliff height) 

350 dwellings - cliff 

site & filling station 

(below cliff height) 

1,000 dwellings 

(above cliff 

height) 

Profit £5,576,241 £12,962,814 £18,539,055 

% on Costs 3.6% 16.4% 7.9% 

Scenario 2 - 

Hypothetical 

Scheme 

(Smaller 

Second 

Phase) % on GDV 2.4% 10.4% 5.2% 

Description 450 dwellings - south 

site & inner harbour 

(below cliff height) 

550 dwellings - cliff 

site & filling station 

(below cliff height) 

1,000 dwellings 

(below cliff 

height) 

Profit -£25,842,719 £40,145,151 £14,302,432 

% on Costs -21.0% 36.5% 6.1% 

Scenario 3 - 

(Smaller 

First Phase) 

% on GDV -15.8% 21.5% 4.1% 

Description 1,300 dwellings whole site phased as per 

scheme (above cliff height on cliff site) 

1,300 dwellings 

(above cliff 

height) 

Profit £70,606,346 £70,606,346 

% on Costs 25.6% 25.6% 

Scenario 4 - 

Original 

Scheme 

% on GDV 16.6% 16.6% 

Source: NLP Analysis 
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3.17 This summary outputs illustrates that on the basis of the scenarios tested, only 

Scenario 1 and Scenario 4 would be viable, with both Scenarios 2 and 3, 

commensurate with the lower level of development outlined as minimum, both 

returning a profit level which would not enable a viable scheme.   

3.18 In each of the three scenarios which are appraised on phased basis, the first 

phase of development is less economically viable, predominantly due to the 

high up front infrastructure costs associated with delivering development on the 

site.  In particular costs associated with flood defence works (which it may be 

possible to also phase), the delivery of a parking solution for the South Site 

through a podium structure and the costs associated with accommodating 

existing leaseholders into a new scheme (with compensation in the form of new 

premises and contributions to fit-out costs) mean the infrastructure hurdle to 

overcome and enable delivery is high. 

3.19 The appraisals clearly illustrate the need to achieve a critical mass of 

development in excess of 1,000 units on the site to overcome these abnormal 

costs and deliver the Marina’s much needed regeneration, providing a vital 

component of the supply of new housing within Brighton and Hove. 

3.20 Any approach to delivering a lower level of overall development on the Brighton 

Marina Inner Harbour area, such as those illustrated by the hypothetical 

Scenarios 2 and 3, would require the non-delivery of elements of infrastructure 

or planning gain in order to deliver a scheme which remains economically 

viable.  For example, a reduction in the amount of affordable housing delivered 

on site, would substantially increase viability in a smaller, less dense, 

development. 

3.21 The development of a policy approach to Brighton Marina must be cognisant of 

the deliverability of any scheme and reflect the significant costs and 

infrastructure hurdles which will need to be overcome if a comprehensive 

approach to development is to be achieved.  Such an approach is required by 

the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which outlined that (para 173): 

“Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to viability and 

costs in plan-making and decision-taking.  Plans should be deliverable.  

Therefore, the sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should 

not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability 

to be developed viably is threatened.” 

3.22 This is a pre-requisite for a ‘sound’ local plan with the requirement that any 

plan is effective, in that is deliverable over its period, and is consistent with 

national policy, being in accordance with the policies in the NPPF. 
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4.0 Policy Alignment & Benefits 

Delivering Policy Objectives and Benefits 

4.1 Whilst the deliverability in economic terms of a scheme is a key consideration 

in the formulation of site specific policy and the promotion of a development 

scheme, it is also necessary to weigh the other positive and negative outcomes 

against each other.  The four scenarios tested each have different outcomes in 

economic viability terms, but also have different outcomes in terms of their 

delivery policy objectives. 

4.2 Table 4.1 provides an assessment of the alignment of each scenario with the 

key policy objectives identified in the draft City Plan and within national policy.  

The assessment adopts a traffic light system as follows: 

• Red represents a level of housing provision that wholly fails to meet the 

policy objective; 

• Orange represents a level of housing which goes part way to meeting the 

policy objective; and 

• Green represents a level of housing which would substantially meet the 

achievement of the policy objective. 

Table 4.1  Alignment with Policy and Objectives 

Consideration or Policy Objective 

S
c
e
n
a
ri
o
 1
 

S
c
e
n
a
ri
o
 2
 

S
c
e
n
a
ri
o
 3
 

S
c
e
n
a
ri
o
 4
 

Represent a deliverable/developable development 

option which can be viably developed and contribute to 

meeting needs (NPPF para 47) 
    

Delivering full range of associated infrastructure 

improvements (City Plan Strategic Objective SO1)     

Contribution to meeting Brighton & Hove’s objectively 

assessed development needs optimising development 

on brownfield/previously developed land (City Plan 

Strategic Objective SO9 and Policy DA2 strategy) 

    

Delivering Housing, including Affordable Housing, to 

support needs (City Plan Strategic Objective SO4 and 

Policy DA2 strategy) 
    

Ensure that the regeneration of the Marina is 

comprehensive and avoids further piecemeal 

development in the future (City Plan Policy DA2 strategy) 
    

Delivering a scheme that does not breach cliff height 

(City Plan Policy DA2 strategy)     

Source: NLP Analysis 

4.3 The above illustrates that the objectives of the proposed policy around Brighton 

Marina cannot be met in full and that to achieve a deliverable scheme, some 
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policy objectives must be foregone.  Due to their economic viability, and the 

associated ability to deliver the full range of infrastructure improvements and 

deliver an increased amount of housing to meet Brighton & Hove’s needs, 

Scenarios 1 and 4 are better aligned with the policy objectives.  The only 

objectives these substantially fail to meet is delivering a scheme that does not 

breach cliff height, with the scale of development under these scenarios 

associated with a form of development which breaches cliff height. Clearly, the 

breach of cliff height was deemed acceptable by the Inquiry Inspector to the 

2009 scheme, in the context of the significant benefits that the scheme as a 

whole would deliver, including its high quality design, economic and housing 

benefits.  

4.4 Scenarios 2 and 3 would fail to deliver the policy objective of delivering all 

associated infrastructure improvements, with economic viability on these 

schemes poor, meaning they would fail to clear the cost hurdles imposed by 

the supporting infrastructure.   

4.5 In practical terms, schemes represented by Scenario 2 or 3 would not be 

deliverable and would therefore not come forward.  The implication of this 

would mean no housing is delivered on the Brighton Marina Inner Harbour area, 

a site which is a vital component of the City’s housing target, with 1,000 to 

1,300 homes representing c.9% to c.11% of the overall 11,300 dwelling target 

(set out in Policy CP1 of the City Plan).  The development around Brighton 

Marina forms the largest single contributor towards meeting objectively 

assessed housing need and demand within the City and its non-delivery would 

substantially undermine the housing strategy within the City Plan.  

Delivering Infrastructure 

4.6 The delivery of infrastructure, and the regeneration and redevelopment of 

Brighton Marina as an enabler, is an imperative consideration in the benefits 

any scheme can bring.   

4.7 The fall back for Brighton Marina is that it continues to be dogged by areas of 

poor public realm, with deficiencies in the environment leading to decline in the 

Marina as a District Centre and leisure venue.  There is also a need for flood 

defence works in the future to safeguard the entire Marina and in a period 

where subsidised or public funding for such works is unlikely to come forward, 

development is the only enabler available to deliver these costly infrastructure 

works.  To achieve the objective of regenerating the Marina, and realise the 

benefits which infrastructure delivery can bring, it is necessary for any scheme 

which comes forward to be truly deliverable, and of a sufficient scale to enable 

such benefits to be captured.  
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5.0 Conclusions 

Capacity and Feasibility of Development 

5.1 The viability appraisals in this capacity and feasibility appraisals illustrate the 

necessity of delivering higher amounts of residential development in order to 

deliver a scheme which generates the necessary value to fund the requisite 

infrastructure works, premises re-provision costs and delivering the investment 

into the Marina necessary to bring about the regeneration of the area and 

improvements to the public realm and access, which are key objectives of the 

City Plan for this area.  Whilst schemes of 1,000 dwellings on the site are 

identified as being unviable, if this is increased to 1,300 dwellings, viability is 

substantially improved.  The viability testing therefore concludes that the tipping 

point for economic feasibility on the Brighton Marina Inner Harbour area is circa 

1,300 dwellings. This is a position similarly supported by the conclusions of the 

BHCC Core Strategy Site Allocations Viability Study (May 2012). 

5.2 As well as increasing feasibility, high levels of residential density on site also 

generate a number of other positive outcomes which align with the objectives of 

the City Plan, including delivering the full range of associated infrastructure, 

maximising potential delivery of affordable housing and maximising delivery of 

Brighton and Hove’s housing needs on previously developed land (minimise the 

need for greenfield development). All of these were fully recognised by the 

Inspector and Secretary of State in his decision to the 2009 scheme. 

5.3 The capacity of the site to accommodate 1,300 dwellings is well documented 

through the previous appeal scheme.  However, a new emerging scheme, 

including a more comprehensive redevelopment, could similarly deliver 

development of this scale.  The key consideration in delivering this density of 

development on site is whether it would require development above the cliff 

height.  Work on the emerging scheme by architects Allies and Morrison 

suggest that development of a 1,300 dwelling scheme, within the parameters 

of the necessary phasing, would necessitate development above cliff height 

(see accompanying Brighton Marina: Capacity/Feasibility Study summary 

document). It has been established that a scheme of this scale is compatible 

with a high quality of design and delivers substantial benefits. A scheme below 

cliff height would not be viable and would not deliver any development (or any of 

the associated benefits). Design testing has demonstrated that development 

comprising 1,000 residential units would necessarily breach cliff height.  

Implications for the City Plan 

5.4 The implications for the emerging City Plan are that, in order to enable a 

deliverable scheme for the Brighton Marina Inner Harbour area, Policy DA2 and 

the strategic allocation of the site must adequately reflect the feasibility 

challenges faced by the site.  This is necessary to ensure that the allocation is 

sound having been justified by robust evidence and be effective by being 
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deliverable within the period of the local plan.  The policy must be worded to 

accord with the requirements of the NPPF and specifically para 173 which 

outlines that plans should be deliverable and should not subject development 

to policy burdens that threatens the ability of that development to be viably 

brought forward.  

5.5 Whilst changes to Policy DA2 following the Core Strategy Site Allocations 

Viability Study have led to 1,000 dwellings on the site being identified as a 

minimum, the retained reference to any development being below cliff height is 

contradictory, given the need for a development of 1,300 dwellings to ensure a 

feasible scheme, and the only way to accommodate this scale of development 

in a sustainable and well designed manner being to develop a scheme which 

includes building above cliff height. 

5.6 The issue of cliff height is one that has precedence. The consented Brunswick 

scheme on the Brighton Marina Outer Harbour site is a development which 

includes buildings which far exceed cliff height and the principle of exceeding 

cliff height was accepted by the planning inspector as part of the 2009 appeal 

scheme for the Brighton Marina Inner Harbour area.  He stated: 

“Although some buildings would exceed the current cliff height, this would not 

result in a conflict with current planning policy; moreover, the major shift in policy 

approach since the 1970s mean that different considerations now apply. I 

acknowledge that the emerging CS seeks to re-impose the cliff height limitation, 

but that carries less weight because it is yet to be tested through independent 

examination.” Para 16.127 

5.7 The reference within Policy DA2 to proposals that “Do not breach the cliff height 

within the Marina” is inconsistent with the existing and proposed strategy for 

the Brighton Marina area (with the principle of exceeding cliff height already 

established) and this policy constraint also provides a point of contrast with the 

identified capacity and feasibility of development at the marina.  This part of 

the policy is not supported by evidence and is not in accordance with the NPPF 

in respect of ensuring viability and deliverability.  Indeed, the Council’s 

evidence, as well as the analysis in this report, demonstrates that the draft 

policy is incompatible with delivery of an economically viable scheme on site.  

This reference should therefore be deleted in order to ensure Policy DA2 is 

considered sound. 
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Appendix 1 Common Inputs & Assumptions 
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Development Costs

Land

Land - Normals

Land Cost £20,280,113 Applicant/DV Figure (2008)

Contingency for Disturbance £5,000,000 Applicant/DV Figure (2008)

Land - Abnormals (Reprovision Development Costs)

sqm

McDonalds £1,150,000 476 Applicant/DV Figure (2008) for all is £17,259,000 (inc. £2.07m for petrol filling station and £1m for lease extension provision) - not disaggregated between phases or uses

Asda (inc. Petrol Filling Station) £24,000,000

Other Operators (Cineworld, David Lloyd, Bowlplex, Casino, Pizza Hut)£26,720,000 X-Leisure

Land - Fees

Stamp Duty 4% of total land costs DV Figure (2008)

VAT on Stamp Duty 20% of Stamp Duty Current VAT figure

Land Agent/Legal Fees £493,000 DV Figure (2008)

Infrastructure

Infrastructure - s106/CIL/On-site - Normals

s.106 contributions

£4,959.03

per private dwg

s106 agreement 

(10/02/10)

Inclusive of: transport (bus priority, car 

club, bike club, rapid transport system, 

green travel plan); education; project 

management contribution; public art; 

rapid transport system; shop mobility)

Note: DV report identified s106 of 

£6,951,700 equivalent to £8,958 per 

private unit

Construction

Infrastructure - Big Ticket/Abnormals

Bus interchange £800,000 Linked to South Site

Cliff park £500,000 Linked to cliff site

Emergency service access £700,000 DV Figure (2008) Triggered at 100 units (i.e. first phase)

Flood defence works £9,000,000 First phase

Harbour square £700,000 DV Figure (2008)

Pedestrian/vehicle sq. nice to have infra - 

Linked to South Site

Ramp improvements £800,000 Nice to have, phased as appropriate

x ~

Construction Costs

£ per sqm (DV 

Figure 2008)

£ per sqm (BCIS 1Q 

2010) South East

Other Retail (A1) £725 £818
Note: Part const costs for reprovision of 

existing occupier is inc. above

Other Restuarants (A3) n/a £1,842 Note: all DV figures exclude preliminaries 

- BCIS Figures Include Preliminaries

Community £1,200 £1,181

Residential £1,485 £1,450

Service Area/Car Parking £600 £593

Other Leisure n/a £1,270

Value Exercise: 5.78% Saving on Const. Costs (DV Figure - 2008)

Code Sustainable Homes Lvl 4 0.75% on residential costs DV Figure (2008)

BREEAM excellent (commerical only) 5.00% on commercial/service area/parking costs DV Figure (2008)

Further Direct Construction Costs (Applied in sequence to sub-totals on above infra/construction costs)

Preliminaries 0.00%

DV Figure (2008) was 

17.02% - Is included in BCIS 

figures

Overheads & Const Profit 8.00% DV Figure (2008)

Contingency 5% DV Figure (2008)

Design Fees £18,558,046 DV Figure (2008)

Rebar Detailing £649,853 DV Figure (2008)

Provisional Sums £9,166,065 DV Figure (2008)

Pre-Contract Fees £1,624,081 DV Figure (2008)

Other costs

Site marketing 0.27% of GDV of private residential DV Figure (2008)

Sales (Post Trading Profit)

Selling overheads (agent & legal) 4% of GDV of private residential DV Figure (2008)

Project management 0.7% of Build Costs DV Figure (2008)

Finance/interest 3% of total revenue DV Figure (2008)  
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Development Values (Reciepts)

Average private dwelling £376,473 per unit

Average affordable dwelling (social) £213,262 per unit

Average affordable dwelling (intermediate) £213,262 per unit

Other A1/A3 £1,900 per sqm

Leisure £1,500 per sqm

Sqm Req Capital Value of Finished Unit

Cineworld £1,734 per sqm 4,728 £8,198,352

David Lloyd £1,207 per sqm 2,442 £2,947,494

Bowlplex £1,393 per sqm 2,308 £3,215,044

London Clubs (Casino) £1,687 per sqm 3,853 £6,500,011

Pizza Hut £3,198 per sqm 402 £1,285,596

McDonalds £1,891 per sqm 476 £900,116

ASDA £1,377 per sqm 11,412 £15,714,324

Source: X-Leisure

s106 agreement (although is 

based on Grant/Subsidy)
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Appendix 2 Scenario Testing Outputs 
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Scenario 1 

Scenario 1

Phase 1: South Site and Inner Marina Site Phase 2: Cliff Site and Petrol Filling Station Site

Development

Units Floorspace Units Floorspace

Residential 750 68,250 Residential 550 50,050

Other Retail (A1) n/a 0 Other Retail (A1) n/a 0

Restaurants (A3) n/a 1,355 Restaurants (A3) n/a 0

Leisure n/a 0 Leisure n/a 0

Car Parking (Podium) 2,002 40,926 Car Parking 516 14,448

Asda Service Area n/a 0 Asda Service Area n/a 0

Infrastructure - Abnormals/Big Ticket

Units Floorspace Units Floorspace

McDonalds n/a 476 Asda n/a 11,412

Other Operators (Cineworld, David Lloyd, Bowlplex, Casino, Pizza Hut)n/a 13,733

Bus interchange Cliff park

Emergency Service Access Harbour square

Flood defence works Ramp improvements

x x

x x

x x  
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Phase 1 Phase 2 Total

Total Revenues

Residential Residential

Units Value Total Units Value Total

Private Housing 450 £376,473 £169,412,850 Private Housing 330 £376,473 £124,236,090

Affordable: Social 105 £213,262 £22,392,510 Affordable: Social 77 £213,262 £16,421,174

Affordable: Intermediate 195 £213,262 £41,586,090 Affordable: Intermediate 143 £213,262 £30,496,466

Residential Total: 750 ~ £233,391,450 Residential Total: 550 ~ £171,153,730

Other Other

sqm Value Total sqm Value Total

McDonalds 476 ~ £900,116 Asda 11,412 ~ £15,714,324

Other Operators (Cineworld, David Lloyd, Bowlplex, Casino, Pizza Hut)13,733 ~ £22,146,497 x ~ ~ ~

Other Commercial Retail (A1/A3) 1,355 £1,900 £2,574,500 Commercial Retail (A1/A3) 0 £1,900 £0

Other Commercial Leisure 0 £1,500 £0 Commercial Leisure 0 £1,500 £0

Other Total: 15,564 ~ £25,621,113 Other Total: 11,412 ~ £15,714,324

TOTAL RECIEPTS £259,012,563 TOTAL RECIEPTS £186,868,054 TOTAL RECIEPTS £445,880,617

Land Costs

Land Normals Land Normals

Total Total

Land Cash Payment £20,280,113

Contingency £5,000,000

Normals Total £25,280,113 Normals Total £0

Land Abnormals (Cost of Accomodating Leasehold Interests) Land Abnormals (Cost of Accomodating Leasehold Interests)

Total Total

McDonalds £1,150,000 Asda £24,000,000

Other Operators (Cineworld, David Lloyd, Bowlplex, Casino, Pizza Hut) £26,720,000

Abnormals Total £27,870,000 Abnormals Total £24,000,000

Land Fees

Rate Total Rate Total

Stamp Duty 4.00% £2,126,005 Stamp Duty 4% £960,000

VAT on Stamp Duty 20.00% £425,201 VAT on Stamp Duty 20% £192,000

Land Agent/Legal Fees ~ £246,500 Land Agent/Legal Fees ~ £246,500

Externals/Site fees included incl. ~ Externals/Plot included incl. ~

Fees Total £2,797,705 £1,398,500

TOTAL LAND COSTS £55,947,818 TOTAL LAND COSTS £25,398,500 TOTAL LAND COSTS £81,346,318  
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Construction Costs

Construction Costs

sqm £ per sqm rate Total sqm £ per sqm rate Total

Residential 68,250 £1,450 £98,962,500 Residential 50,050 £1,450 £72,572,500

Other Retail (A1) 0 £818 £0 Other Retail (A1) 0 £818 £0

Other Restuarants (A3) 1,355 £1,842 £2,495,910 Other Restuarants (A3) 0 £1,842 £0

Other Leisure 0 £1,270 £0 Other Leisure 0 £1,270 £0

Car Parking 40,926 £593 £24,269,118 Car Parking 14,448 £593 £8,567,664

Reprovision construction/fit out costs for leaseholds £27,870,000 £24,000,000

Construction Sub-Total 110,531 ~ £153,597,528 Construction Sub-Total 64,498 ~ £105,140,164

Rate Total Rate Total

Value Exercise (cost saving) 5.78% -£8,877,937 Value Exercise (cost saving) 5.78% -£6,077,101

Code for Sustainable Homes (Residential Only) 0.75% £742,219 Code for Sustainable Homes (Residential Only) 0.75% £544,294

BREEAM Excellent (Commercial/Servicing/Parking Only) 5.00% £2,731,751 BREEAM Excellent (Commercial/Servicing/Parking Only) 5.00% £1,628,383

Construction Total £148,193,561 Construction Total £101,235,739

Abnormal/Big Ticket Infrastructure

Total Total

Bus interchange £800,000 Cliff park £500,000

Emergency Service Access £700,000 Harbour square £700,000

Flood defence works £9,000,000 Ramp improvements £800,000

x ~ x ~

x ~ x ~

x ~ x ~

Infrastructure Total £10,500,000 Infrastructure Total £2,000,000

Construction Fees (Applied Cumulatively in Sequence) Construction Fees (Applied Cumulatively in Sequence)

Rate Total Rate Total

Preliminaries (inc. in Construction Costs) 0.00% £0 Preliminaries (inc. in Construction Costs) 0.00% £0

Overheads & Const Profit 8.00% £12,695,485 Overheads & Const Profit 8.00% £8,258,859

Contingency 5.00% £8,569,452 Contingency 5.00% £5,574,730

Design Fees (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £9,279,023 Design Fees (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £9,279,023

Rebar Detailing (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £324,927 Rebar Detailing (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £324,927

Provisional Sums (Fixed amount split equally between phases) ~ £4,583,033 Provisional Sums (Fixed amount split equally between phases) ~ £4,583,033

Pre-Contract Fees (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £812,041 Pre-Contract Fees (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £812,041

Construction Fees Total £36,263,960 Construction Fees Total £28,832,612

Deductions

Build elements of Land Cost Above (cost saving) ~ -£27,870,000 Build elements of Land Cost Above (cost saving) ~ -£24,000,000

Obligations and Other Costs Obligations and Other Costs

Units Rate Total Units Rate Total

Professional Fees incl. ~ Professional Fees incl. ~

s.106 (on private resi unit) 450 £4,959.03 £2,231,562 s.106 (on private resi unit) 330 £4,959.03 £1,636,479

Site overheads incl. ~ Site overheads incl. ~

Site marketing (on private resi value) 0.27% £457,415 Site marketing (on private resi value) 0.27% £335,437

Obligations/Other Costs Total £2,688,977 Obligations/Other Costs Total £1,971,916

TOTAL BUILD COSTS £169,776,498 TOTAL BUILD COSTS £110,040,267 TOTAL BUILD COSTS £279,816,765

Gross Profit Return

TOTAL RECIEPTS £259,012,563 TOTAL RECIEPTS £186,868,054 TOTAL RECIEPTS £445,880,617

TOTAL DIRECT COSTS £225,724,316 TOTAL DIRECT COSTS £135,438,767 TOTAL DIRECT COSTS £361,163,083

GROSS PROFIT RETURN £33,288,247 GROSS PROFIT RETURN £51,429,287 GROSS PROFIT RETURN £84,717,534

Direct Overheads

Rate Total Rate Total

Selling overheads (agent & legal) (on GDV of private resi) 4.00% £6,776,514 Selling overheads (agent & legal) (on GDV of private resi) 4.00% £4,969,444

Project management (on constuction Cost total) 0.70% £1,037,355 Project management (on constuction Cost total) 0.70% £708,650

Finance/interest (on total revnue) 3.00% £7,770,377 Finance/interest (on total revnue) 3.00% £5,606,042

Total Direct Overheads £15,584,246 Total Direct Overheads £11,284,135 Total Direct Overheads £26,868,381

Net Profit Return

NET PROFIT RETURN £17,704,001 NET PROFIT RETURN £40,145,151 NET PROFIT RETURN £57,849,152

Proportion against GDV 6.8% Proportion against GDV 21.5% Proportion against GDV 13.0%

Proportion against Costs 10.4% Proportion against Costs 36.5% Proportion against Costs 20.7%  
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Scenario 2 

Scenario 2

Phase 1: South Site and Inner Marina Site Phase 2: Cliff Site and Petrol Filling Station Site

Development

Units Floorspace Units Floorspace

Residential 650 59,150 Residential 350 31,850

Other Retail (A1) n/a 0 Other Retail (A1) n/a 0

Restaurants (A3) 1,355 Restaurants (A3) n/a

Leisure 0 Leisure n/a

Car Parking (Podium) 2,002 40,926 Car Parking 406 11,368

Asda Service Area n/a 0 Asda Service Area n/a 0

Infrastructure - Abnormals/Big Ticket

Units Floorspace Units Floorspace

McDonalds n/a 476 Asda n/a 11,412

Other Operators (Cineworld, David Lloyd, Bowlplex, Casino, Pizza Hut)n/a 13,733

Bus interchange Cliff park

Emergency Service Access Harbour square

Flood defence works Ramp improvements

x x

x x  
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Phase 1 Phase 2 Total

Total Revenues

Residential Residential

Units Value Total Units Value Total

Private Housing 390 £376,473 £146,824,470 Private Housing 210 £376,473 £79,059,330

Affordable: Social 91 £213,262 £19,406,842 Affordable: Social 49 £213,262 £10,449,838

Affordable: Intermediate 169 £213,262 £36,041,278 Affordable: Intermediate 91 £213,262 £19,406,842

Residential Total: 650 ~ £202,272,590 Residential Total: 350 ~ £108,916,010

Other Other

sqm Value Total sqm Value Total

McDonalds 476 ~ £900,116 Asda 11,412 ~ £15,714,324

Other Operators (Cineworld, David Lloyd, Bowlplex, Casino, Pizza Hut)13,733 ~ £22,146,497 x ~ ~ ~

Commercial Retail (A1/A3) 2,710 £1,900 £5,149,000 Commercial Retail (A1/A3) 0 £1,900 £0

Commercial Leisure 0 £1,500 £0 Commercial Leisure 0 £1,500 £0

Other Total: 16,919 ~ £28,195,613 Other Total: 11,412 ~ £15,714,324

TOTAL RECIEPTS £230,468,203 TOTAL RECIEPTS £124,630,334 TOTAL RECIEPTS £355,098,537

Land Costs

Land Normals Land Normals

Total Total

Land Cash Payment £20,280,113

Contingency £5,000,000

Normals Total £25,280,113 Normals Total £0

Land Abnormals (Cost of Accomodating Leasehold Interests) Land Abnormals (Cost of Accomodating Leasehold Interests)

Total Total

McDonalds £1,150,000 Asda £24,000,000

Other Operators (Cineworld, David Lloyd, Bowlplex, Casino, Pizza Hut) £26,720,000

Abnormals Total £27,870,000 Abnormals Total £24,000,000

Land Fees

Rate Total Rate Total

Stamp Duty 4.00% £2,126,005 Stamp Duty 4% £960,000

VAT on Stamp Duty 20.00% £425,201 VAT on Stamp Duty 20% £192,000

Land Agent/Legal Fees ~ £246,500 Land Agent/Legal Fees ~ £246,500

Externals/Site fees included incl. ~ Externals/Plot included incl. ~

Fees Total £2,797,705 £1,398,500

TOTAL LAND COSTS £55,947,818 TOTAL LAND COSTS £25,398,500 TOTAL LAND COSTS £81,346,318  
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Construction Costs

Construction Costs

sqm £ per sqm rate Total sqm £ per sqm rate Total

Residential 59,150 £1,450 £85,767,500 Residential 31,850 £1,450 £46,182,500

Other Retail (A1) 0 £818 £0 Supermarket Retail (A1) 0 £818 £0

Other Restuarants (A3) 1,355 £1,842 £2,495,910 Other Retail/Restuarants (A1/A3) 0 £1,842 £0

Other Leisure 0 £1,270 £0 Leisure 0 £1,270 £0

Car Parking 40,926 £593 £24,269,118 Car Parking 11,368 £593 £6,741,224

Reprovision construction/fit out costs for leaseholds £27,870,000 £24,000,000

Construction Sub-Total 101,431 ~ £140,402,528 Construction Sub-Total 43,218 ~ £76,923,724

Rate Total Rate Total

Value Exercise (cost saving) 5.78% -£8,115,266 Value Exercise (cost saving) 5.78% -£4,446,191

Code for Sustainable Homes (Residential Only) 0.75% £643,256 Code for Sustainable Homes (Residential Only) 0.75% £346,369

BREEAM Excellent (Commercial/Servicing/Parking Only) 5.00% £2,731,751 BREEAM Excellent (Commercial/Servicing/Parking Only) 5.00% £1,537,061

Construction Total £135,662,270 Construction Total £74,360,963

Abnormal/Big Ticket Infrastructure

Total Total

Bus interchange £800,000 Cliff park £500,000

Emergency Service Access £700,000 Harbour square £700,000

Flood defence works £9,000,000 Ramp improvements £800,000

x ~ x ~

x ~ x ~

x ~ x ~

Infrastructure Total £10,500,000 Infrastructure Total £2,000,000

Construction Fees (Applied Cumulatively in Sequence) Construction Fees (Applied Cumulatively in Sequence)

Rate Total Rate Total

Preliminaries (inc. in Construction Costs) 0.00% £0 Preliminaries (inc. in Construction Costs) 0.00% £0

Overheads & Const Profit 8.00% £11,692,982 Overheads & Const Profit 8.00% £6,108,877

Contingency 5.00% £7,892,763 Contingency 5.00% £4,123,492

Design Fees (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £9,279,023 Design Fees (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £9,279,023

Rebar Detailing (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £324,927 Rebar Detailing (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £324,927

Provisional Sums (Fixed amount split equally between phases) ~ £4,583,033 Provisional Sums (Fixed amount split equally between phases) ~ £4,583,033

Pre-Contract Fees (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £812,041 Pre-Contract Fees (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £812,041

Construction Fees Total £34,584,767 Construction Fees Total £25,231,392

Deductions

Build elements of Land Cost Above (cost saving) ~ -£27,870,000 Build elements of Land Cost Above (cost saving) ~ -£24,000,000

Obligations and Other Costs Obligations and Other Costs

Units Rate Total Units Rate Total

Professional Fees incl. ~ Professional Fees incl. ~

s.106 (on private resi unit) 390 £4,959.03 £1,934,020 s.106 (on private resi unit) 210 £4,959.03 £1,041,396

Site overheads incl. ~ Site overheads incl. ~

Site marketing (on private resi value) 0.27% £396,426 Site marketing (on private resi value) 0.27% £213,460

Obligations/Other Costs Total £2,330,447 Obligations/Other Costs Total £1,254,856

TOTAL BUILD COSTS £155,207,483 TOTAL BUILD COSTS £78,847,210 TOTAL BUILD COSTS £234,054,693

Gross Profit Return

TOTAL RECIEPTS £230,468,203 TOTAL RECIEPTS £124,630,334 TOTAL RECIEPTS £355,098,537

TOTAL DIRECT COSTS £211,155,301 TOTAL DIRECT COSTS £104,245,710 TOTAL DIRECT COSTS £315,401,011

GROSS PROFIT RETURN £19,312,902 GROSS PROFIT RETURN £20,384,624 GROSS PROFIT RETURN £39,697,526

Direct Overheads

Rate Total Rate Total

Selling overheads (agent & legal) (on GDV of private resi) 4.00% £5,872,979 Selling overheads (agent & legal) (on GDV of private resi) 4.00% £3,162,373

Project management (on constuction Cost total) 0.70% £949,636 Project management (on constuction Cost total) 0.70% £520,527

Finance/interest (on total revnue) 3.00% £6,914,046 Finance/interest (on total revnue) 3.00% £3,738,910

Total Direct Overheads £13,736,661 Total Direct Overheads £7,421,810 Total Direct Overheads £21,158,471

Net Profit Return

NET PROFIT RETURN £5,576,241 NET PROFIT RETURN £12,962,814 NET PROFIT RETURN £18,539,055

Proportion against GDV 2.4% Proportion against GDV 10.4% Proportion against GDV 5.2%

Proportion against Costs 3.6% Proportion against Costs 16.4% Proportion against Costs 7.9%  
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Scenario 3 

Scenario 3

Phase 1: South Site and Inner Marina Site Phase 2: Cliff Site and Petrol Filling Station Site

Development

Units Floorspace Units Floorspace

Residential 450 40,950 Residential 550 50,050

Other Retail (A1) n/a 0 Other Retail (A1) n/a 0

Restaurants (A3) n/a Restaurants (A3) n/a

Leisure n/a Leisure n/a

Car Parking (Podium) 2,002 40,926 Car Parking 516 14,448

Asda Service Area n/a 0 Asda Service Area n/a 0

Infrastructure - Abnormals/Big Ticket

Units Floorspace Units Floorspace

McDonalds n/a 476 Asda n/a 11,412

Other Operators (Cineworld, David Lloyd, Bowlplex, Casino, Pizza Hut)n/a 13,733

Emergency Service Access Cliff park

Bus interchange Ramp improvements

Flood defence works Harbour square

x x

x x  
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Phase 1 Phase 2 Total

Total Revenues

Residential Residential

Units Value Total Units Value Total

Private Housing 270 £376,473 £101,647,710 Private Housing 330 £376,473 £124,236,090

Affordable: Social 63 £213,262 £13,435,506 Affordable: Social 77 £213,262 £16,421,174

Affordable: Intermediate 117 £213,262 £24,951,654 Affordable: Intermediate 143 £213,262 £30,496,466

Residential Total: 450 ~ £140,034,870 Residential Total: 550 ~ £171,153,730

Other Other

sqm Value Total sqm Value Total

McDonalds 476 ~ £900,116 Asda 11,412 ~ £15,714,324

Other Operators (Cineworld, David Lloyd, Bowlplex, Casino, Pizza Hut)13,733 ~ £22,146,497 x ~ ~ ~

Commercial Retail (A1/A3) 0 £1,900 £0 Commercial Retail (A1/A3) 0 £1,900 £0

Commercial Leisure 0 £1,500 £0 Commercial Leisure 0 £1,500 £0

Other Total: 14,209 ~ £23,046,613 Other Total: 11,412 ~ £15,714,324

TOTAL RECIEPTS £163,081,483 TOTAL RECIEPTS £186,868,054 TOTAL RECIEPTS £349,949,537

Land Costs

Land Normals Land Normals

Total Total

Land Cash Payment £20,280,113

Contingency £5,000,000

Normals Total £25,280,113 Normals Total £0

Land Abnormals (Cost of Accomodating Leasehold Interests) Land Abnormals (Cost of Accomodating Leasehold Interests)

Total Total

McDonalds £1,150,000 Asda £24,000,000

Other Operators (Cineworld, David Lloyd, Bowlplex, Casino, Pizza Hut) £26,720,000

Abnormals Total £27,870,000 Abnormals Total £24,000,000

Land Fees

Rate Total Rate Total

Stamp Duty 4.00% £2,126,005 Stamp Duty 4% £960,000

VAT on Stamp Duty 20.00% £425,201 VAT on Stamp Duty 20% £192,000

Land Agent/Legal Fees ~ £246,500 Land Agent/Legal Fees ~ £246,500

Externals/Site fees included incl. ~ Externals/Plot included incl. ~

Fees Total £2,797,705 £1,398,500

TOTAL LAND COSTS £55,947,818 TOTAL LAND COSTS £25,398,500 TOTAL LAND COSTS £81,346,318  
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Construction Costs

Construction Costs

sqm £ per sqm rate Total sqm £ per sqm rate Total

Residential 40,950 £1,450 £59,377,500 Residential 50,050 £1,450 £72,572,500

Other Retail (A1) 0 £818 £0 Other Retail (A1) 0 £818 £0

Other Restuarants (A3) 0 £1,842 £0 Other Restuarants (A3) 0 £1,842 £0

Other Leisure 0 £1,270 £0 Other Leisure 0 £1,270 £0

Car Parking 40,926 £593 £24,269,118 Car Parking 14,448 £593 £8,567,664

Reprovision construction/fit out costs for leaseholds £27,870,000 £24,000,000

Construction Sub-Total 81,876 ~ £111,516,618 Construction Sub-Total 64,498 ~ £105,140,164

Rate Total Rate Total

Value Exercise (cost saving) 5.78% -£6,445,661 Value Exercise (cost saving) 5.78% -£6,077,101

Code for Sustainable Homes (Residential Only) 0.75% £445,331 Code for Sustainable Homes (Residential Only) 0.75% £544,294

BREEAM Excellent (Commercial/Servicing/Parking Only) 5.00% £2,606,956 BREEAM Excellent (Commercial/Servicing/Parking Only) 5.00% £1,628,383

Construction Total £108,123,245 Construction Total £101,235,739

Abnormal/Big Ticket Infrastructure

Total Total

Bus interchange £800,000 Cliff park £500,000

Emergency Service Access £700,000 Harbour square £700,000

Flood defence works £9,000,000 Ramp improvements £800,000

x ~ x ~

x ~ x ~

x ~ x ~

Infrastructure Total £10,500,000 Infrastructure Total £2,000,000

Construction Fees (Applied Cumulatively in Sequence) Construction Fees (Applied Cumulatively in Sequence)

Rate Total Rate Total

Preliminaries (inc. in Construction Costs) 0.00% £0 Preliminaries (inc. in Construction Costs) 0.00% £0

Overheads & Const Profit 8.00% £9,489,860 Overheads & Const Profit 8.00% £8,258,859

Contingency 5.00% £6,405,655 Contingency 5.00% £5,574,730

Design Fees (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £9,279,023 Design Fees (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £9,279,023

Rebar Detailing (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £324,927 Rebar Detailing (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £324,927

Provisional Sums (Fixed amount split equally between phases) ~ £4,583,033 Provisional Sums (Fixed amount split equally between phases) ~ £4,583,033

Pre-Contract Fees (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £812,041 Pre-Contract Fees (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £812,041

Construction Fees Total £30,894,537 Construction Fees Total £28,832,612

Deductions

Build elements of Land Cost Above (cost saving) ~ -£27,870,000 Build elements of Land Cost Above (cost saving) ~ -£24,000,000

Obligations and Other Costs Obligations and Other Costs

Units Rate Total Units Rate Total

Professional Fees incl. ~ Professional Fees incl. ~

s.106 (on private resi unit) 270 £4,959.03 £1,338,937 s.106 (on private resi unit) 330 £4,959.03 £1,636,479

Site overheads incl. ~ Site overheads incl. ~

Site marketing (on private resi value) 0.27% £274,449 Site marketing (on private resi value) 0.27% £335,437

Obligations/Other Costs Total £1,613,386 Obligations/Other Costs Total £1,971,916

TOTAL BUILD COSTS £123,261,168 TOTAL BUILD COSTS £110,040,267 TOTAL BUILD COSTS £233,301,435

Gross Profit Return

TOTAL RECIEPTS £163,081,483 TOTAL RECIEPTS £186,868,054 TOTAL RECIEPTS £349,949,537

TOTAL DIRECT COSTS £179,208,986 TOTAL DIRECT COSTS £135,438,767 TOTAL DIRECT COSTS £314,647,754

GROSS PROFIT RETURN -£16,127,503 GROSS PROFIT RETURN £51,429,287 GROSS PROFIT RETURN £35,301,783

Direct Overheads

Rate Total Rate Total

Selling overheads (agent & legal) (on GDV of private resi) 4.00% £4,065,908 Selling overheads (agent & legal) (on GDV of private resi) 4.00% £4,969,444

Project management (on constuction Cost total) 0.70% £756,863 Project management (on constuction Cost total) 0.70% £708,650

Finance/interest (on total revnue) 3.00% £4,892,444 Finance/interest (on total revnue) 3.00% £5,606,042

Total Direct Overheads £9,715,216 Total Direct Overheads £11,284,135 Total Direct Overheads £20,999,351

Net Profit Return

NET PROFIT RETURN -£25,842,719 NET PROFIT RETURN £40,145,151 NET PROFIT RETURN £14,302,432

Proportion against GDV -15.8% Proportion against GDV 21.5% Proportion against GDV 4.1%

Proportion against Costs -21.0% Proportion against Costs 36.5% Proportion against Costs 6.1%  
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Scenario 4 

Scenario 4

Development Scheme Infrastructure - Abnormals/Big Ticket

Development McDonalds

Asda

Units Floorspace

Residential 1,300 118,300 Bus interchange

Other Retail (A1) n/a 2,175 Cliff park

Restaurants (A3) n/a 0 Emergency Service Access

Leisure n/a 0 Flood defence works

Car Parking n/a 26,520 Harbour square

Service Zone n/a 27,700 Ramp improvements

Community n/a 292 x

x  
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Phase 1

Total Revenues

Residential

Units Value Total

Private Housing 780 £376,473 £293,648,940

Affordable: Social 182 £213,262 £38,813,684

Affordable: Intermediate 338 £213,262 £72,082,556

Residential Total: 1,300 ~ £404,545,180

Other

sqm Value Total

McDonalds 476 ~ £900,116

Asda 11,412 ~ £15,714,324

Commercial Retail (A1/A3) 2,175 £1,900 £4,132,500

Commercial Leisure 0 £1,500 £0

Other Total: 14,063 ~ £20,746,940

TOTAL RECIEPTS £425,292,120

Land Costs

Land Normals

Total

Land Cash Payment £20,280,113

Contingency £5,000,000

Normals Total £25,280,113

Land Abnormals (Cost of Accomodating Leasehold Interests)

Total

Asda £24,000,000

McDonalds £1,150,000

Abnormals Total £25,150,000

Land Fees

Rate Total

Stamp Duty 4.00% £2,017,205

VAT on Stamp Duty 20.00% £403,441

Land Agent/Legal Fees ~ £493,000

Externals/Site fees included incl. ~

Fees Total £2,913,645

TOTAL LAND COSTS £53,343,758  
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Construction Costs

Construction Costs

sqm £ per sqm rate Total

Residential 118,300 £1,450 £171,535,000

Other Retail (A1) 2,175 £818 £1,779,150

Other Restuarants (A3) 0 £1,842 £0

Other Leisure 0 £1,270 £0

Car Parking 26,520 £593 £15,726,360

Service Zone 27,700 £593 £16,426,100

Community 292 £1,181 £344,852

Reprovision construction/fit out costs for leaseholds £25,150,000

Construction Sub-Total 146,995 ~ £230,961,462

Rate Total

Value Exercise (cost saving) 5.78% -£13,349,573

Code for Sustainable Homes (Residential Only) 0.75% £1,286,513

BREEAM Excellent (Commercial/Servicing/Parking Only) 5.00% £2,971,323

Construction Total £221,869,725

Abnormal/Big Ticket Infrastructure

Total

Bus interchange £800,000

Cliff park £500,000

Emergency Service Access £700,000

Flood defence works £9,000,000

Harbour square £700,000

Ramp improvements £800,000

x ~

x ~

Infrastructure Total £12,500,000

Construction Fees (Applied Cumulatively in Sequence)

Rate Total

Preliminaries (inc. in Construction Costs) 0.00% £0

Overheads & Const Profit 8.00% £18,749,578

Contingency 5.00% £12,655,965

Design Fees (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £18,558,046

Rebar Detailing (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £649,853

Provisional Sums (Fixed amount split equally between phases) ~ £9,166,065

Pre-Contract Fees (Fixed fee split equally between phases) ~ £1,624,081

Construction Fees Total £61,403,588

Deductions

Build elements of Land Cost Above (cost saving) ~ -£25,150,000

Obligations and Other Costs

Units Rate Total

Professional Fees incl. ~

s.106 (on private resi unit) 780 £4,959.03 £3,868,041

Site overheads incl. ~

Site marketing (on private resi costs) 0.27% £792,852

Obligations/Other Costs Total £4,660,893

TOTAL BUILD COSTS £275,284,206

Gross Profit Return

TOTAL RECIEPTS £425,292,120

TOTAL DIRECT COSTS £328,627,965

GROSS PROFIT RETURN £96,664,155

Direct Overheads

Rate Total

Selling overheads (agent & legal) (on GDV of private resi) 4.00% £11,745,958

Project management (on constuction Cost total) 0.70% £1,553,088

Finance/interest (on total revnue) 3.00% £12,758,764

Total Direct Overheads £26,057,809

Net Profit Return

NET PROFIT RETURN £70,606,346

Proportion against GDV 16.6%

Proportion against Costs 25.6%
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1.0 Introduction

This document has been prepared by Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners (NLP) on 

behalf of X-Leisure, with assistance from Allies and Morrison Architects. 

The purpose of this document is to summarise a Capacity/Feasibility Study 

undertaken by NLP in June 2012 to support representations made in respect 

of the emerging Brighton and Hove City Plan.

In particular, it will explain the Marina’s regeneration objectives and the 

challenges that must be overcome to deliver them. It will then relate this to 

the objectives set out in emerging City Plan Policy DA2, namely the quantum 

of residential units and the implication on cliff height.

The report summarises the outputs of a capacity and feasibility study looking at the 

realistic development potential of Inner Harbour Brighton Marina
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2.0 Regeneration at Brighton Marina

X-Leisure owns the western end of Brighton Marina, broadly as defined by the 

Inner Harbour Area in Policy DA2 of the City Plan. 

It is widely accepted that Brighton Marina is in urgent need of regeneration 

and X-Leisure is wholly committed to achieving this. It is essential for X-

Leisure to turn around the fortunes of the Marina and harness the 

regeneration potential to create a vibrant and viable new urban quarter for the 

City. Allowing the Marina to further deteriorate is not an option for X-Leisure.

Refusal of the previous scheme in 2010 came as a disappointment to X-

Leisure but the rigorous process, which culminated in a 7 week long public 

inquiry, has assisted in demonstrating the potential that the Marina has to 

deliver a new urban district for the City comprising some 1,300 residential 

units. This will help the City to meet its urgent housing need, protect its 

greenfield sites and help the Marina and Brighton on the road to economic 

recovery.

The appeal decision is a material consideration in the determination of a 

future application at the site and should be duly reflected within the Council’s 

evidence base informing the City Plan.

There is a compelling planning and commercial imperative for securing regeneration 

of Brighton Marina, and the principle of creating a vibrant urban district is established
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2.0 Regeneration at Brighton Marina

Securing the regeneration of the Marina is complex and this document seeks 

to summarise some of the challenges and infrastructure hurdles which must 

be overcome for the Marina’s potential to be realised. 

It is essential that the ultimate development project for the western end of 

the Marina is commercially viable for development to proceed. Without 

ensuring a competitive return on the investment, also reflecting prevailing 

market conditions, the regeneration of the Marina will not be delivered.

Ensuring sufficient flexibility in Policy DA2 of the City Plan is therefore 

essential to achieving a viable development and is wholly consistent with the 

intention of the National Planning Policy Framework. If emerging policy is 

unduly restrictive, this could stifle regeneration, leaving an uncertain future for 

the Marina and the wider area. 

The following section summarises emerging local and national policy 

objectives.

The site offers huge potential but also has constraints and infrastructure 

requirements that mean commercial viability cannot be taken for granted 
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3.0 Policy Overview

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

The NPPF was published in March 2012. It establishes a “presumption in 

favour of sustainable development”.

Specifically relevant to the Marina are the following provisions:

“drive and support sustainable economic development to deliver homes, 

business and industrial units, infrastructure and thriving local places” para. 17, 

bullet 3

“plans should take account of market signals, such as land prices and housing 

affordability” para. 17, bullet, 3

“encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously 

developed” para. 17, bullet 8

“boost significantly the supply of housing” para. 47

“Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to viability and 

costs in plan making and decision-taking” para. 173 

In relation to viability, it is recognised that Plans should be deliverable. In 

particular, the NPPF recognises that:

“sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should not be subject 

to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be 

developed viably is threatened. To ensure viability, the costs of any 

requirements likely to be applied to development, such as requirements for 

affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other  

requirements should, when taking account of the normal cost of 

development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land 

owner and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.”

(para. 73, NLP emphasis)

To satisfy the above test, the emerging City Plan must fully acknowledge the 

extensive challenges and cost burdens faced by X-Leisure and which must be 

overcome if regeneration and its housing potential is to be achieved.

National policy promotes growth and delivery of homes and economic development 

but stresses the importance of viability considerations in plan-making.  
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3.0 Policy Overview

Emerging Local Objectives

Broadly consistent with SPG20 and PAN04, emerging Policy DA2 in the City 

Plan establish the following regeneration objectives for the Marina and Inner 

Harbour Area:

1. A sustainable, mixed-use district for the City

2. A high quality environment (architecture and public realm)

3. A higher density development including for the Inner Harbour:

a. a minimum of 1,000 residential units

b  5,000 sqm of additional retail development

c. 3,500 sq.m of additional leisure and recreation uses

d. community facilities

4. Improved connectivity and legibility with the wider area

5. Enhanced sustainable transport

Emerging Policy intends for the above objectives to be realised without 

development exceeding the height of the cliff. 

Local Evidence Base

The change in policy emphasis from “up to 1,000 residential units” to “a 

minimum of 1,000 residential units” is welcomed and duly reflects the findings 

of the Council’s own ‘Viability Testing – Strategic Sites’ document, which 

concluded that development above this threshold is necessary to ensure 

viability. 

However, the restriction on not building above cliff height remains, without 

sound evidence to support this. An assessment of this proposed policy is 

considered later in this document.

The draft City Plan maintains longstanding principles supporting regeneration at the 

Marina, and has removed the cap on the number of residential units. However, a 

proposed policy restriction on not building above cliff height remains.

Cliff Site / Asda

Brunswick / Outer 

Harbour Site

Sea Wall Site ‘South 

Site’

Estate Office 

(Brighton Marina 

Inner Harbour 

Site)
Petrol Filling Station 

Site / Marina Point

Quayside / 

McDonalds Site

Replacement 

Petrol Filling 

Station Site

Policy DA2 Brighton 

Marina Inner Harbour Area

Emerging Scheme 

Development/Phasing 

Parcels

Appeal Scheme 

Development Parcels

Figure 3.1 Plan of Brighton Marina Development Parcels
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4.0 Constraints and Opportunities

Constraints

Key constraints to be overcome by development at the marina comprise:

1. Land Costs: The re-provision of facilities for occupiers currently within 

the leisure sheds, the Asda store and petrol filling station, McDonalds 

and Pizza Hut (with continuous trade) at X-Leisure’s expense. For a 

viable regeneration scheme X-Leisure will also need to secure a lease 

extension from its landlord Brighton Marina Company.

2. Podium Parking: To provide the necessary parking to sustain 

commercial operations, serve the existing marina and serve future 

residents without creating a car dominated environment a podium 

structure is required to provide undercroft parking and create a 

continuity of levels at the marina. Such structures come at some

considerable cost.

3. Flood Defences: The Flood Defences at the Marina need to be upgraded 

to protect both existing and future occupiers. The cost of this amounts 

to some £9 m and the regeneration of the Marina is an essential 

means of securing this infrastructure upgrade.

4. Seafront /Emergency Access: To improve access to the seafront 

and to improve emergency access to the Marina for both existing and 

proposed occupiers a section of the western breakwater needs to be 

removed at a cost of circa £700,000.

5. Re-provision of the transport interchange and improvements to the 

roundabout: In order to improve sustainable transport to and within 

the Marina works to the main roundabout and provision of a new 

transport interchange are likely to be required. The cost of this is 

assessed to be approximately £800,000. 

6. Brunswick: The form of the extant scheme dictates the form of 

development which can be built on the Inner Harbour Site in order to 

ensure the preservation of views through the development from the 

cliff top to the sea.

7. Ramps: The ramps are critical to the success of the Marina but they 

do intersect the Inner Harbour site which is a constraint which the 

design must work around.

The site offers significant potential but has a number of constraints, including the 

need to support commercial operations, maintain flood defences, access, and 

respond to the Brunswick development proposal  
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4.0 Constraints and Opportunities

Opportunities

Key opportunities to be embraced by the project include:

1. Housing Delivery: Full and effective use of a previously developed 

site to deliver a significant amount of new housing, including 

affordable housing, for the City. The Marina has been tested and

could deliver 11% of the City’s housing requirements over the plan 

period. A more viable development is more able to deliver 

affordable housing. 

2. Economic Recovery: X-Leisure is committed to the regeneration of 

the Marina and is in discussions with leaseholders regarding land 

assembly. Subject to the development being viable this 

investment in the City, which could equate to some £300million, 

would create jobs and could kick-start Brighton’s economic 

recovery.

3. District Centre: Investment and development at the Marina is 

essential to safeguard the viability and vitality of the District 

Centre. The residential component is essential to provide a critical 

mass necessary to sustain the commercial viability of retail and

leisure uses.

4. East Brighton: The delivery of regeneration at the Marina would 

encourage investor confidence and could instigate development at

both Black Rock and the Gas Work site.

5. Visual Enhancement: The redevelopment will significantly improve 

the visual appearance of the site from a number of views, and 

improve the experience for users of the Marina. 

6. Comprehensive Regeneration Solution: The Appeal in 2010 

established the planning case for delivering a significant quantum 

of residential development as part of a proposal that exceeded 

cliff height and delivered significant regeneration.  

The site provides the opportunity to deliver significant housing supply, local 

economic growth,  a revitalised District Centre, and wider regeneration benefits.
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Opportunities Plan
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5.0 Viability of Development

In June 2012, NLP undertook its own independent assessment to test the 

feasibility of varying development scenarios within the Inner Harbour site at 

Brighton Marina. 

The study looked at the economic viability of different amounts of 

development within different phasing at the site, and the extent to which each 

scenario would generate sufficient value to overcome the costly land 

assembly and infrastructure delivery factors affecting the site. The Table 

opposite illustrates the outputs of the economic viability testing. 

The outputs of the economic viability testing demonstrate that the feasibility 

of delivering development and regeneration on the Brighton Marina Inner 

Harbour area is finely balanced.  The testing shows that an acceptable, and 

economically viable, level of profit (circa 20% on costs) could only be achieved 

with the delivery of a scheme delivering in excess of 1,000 dwellings and with 

a substantial first phase of c.750 units.  Design work shows that translating 

this to a scheme on the site would mean a development which breaches cliff 

height (as found acceptable by the Inspector at the appeal in 2009/10) to 

achieve the necessary scale. The implication of a scheme above and below 

cliff height is considered in the following section.

This feasibility testing supports the conclusions of the Core Strategy Site 

Allocations Viability Study (2012) which similarly concluded on the need to 

deliver more than 1,000 dwellings and exceed cliff height.  The implication for 

the City Plan is that for Policy DA2 to be justified and deliverable, it must 

provide the policy platform for a scheme which delivers circa 1,300 dwellings 

and which would, as the design work later in this document demonstrates, 

necessarily breach the cliff height – confirmed at appeal to be an acceptable 

planning outcome. In line with the NPPF, wording in the policy should not be 

duly restrictive.

NLP’s feasibility study concurs with the Council’s SHLAA that significantly in excess of 

1,000 residential units overall, and a substantial first phase, is needed to achieve a 

viable redevelopment, given infrastructure and other costs.   
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6.0 Development and the Cliff

Quantum of Development

The findings of the Council’s own Viability Testing of Strategic Sites and NLP’s 

independent assessment has found that to enable a viable development to be 

realised a quantum of development in excess of 1,000 residential units is 

required. Indeed, the viability work carried out on behalf of X-Leisure indicates 

that approximately 1,300 residential units is likely to be required, in line with 

the appeal scheme that was considered in 2010.

The appeal scheme’s quantum and density of development was found by the  

Inspector and Secretary of State to be acceptable following the previous 

inquiry. This is a material consideration in the determination of a future 

development at the Marina and should inform the Council’s housing evidence 

base.

Working with the site constraints and opportunities initial design work has 

been undertaken, in addition to the previous scheme, which demonstrates 

that development of this level necessitates breaching cliff height.

Development and Cliff Height

The restriction on building above cliff height comes from the Brighton Marina 

Act 1968. Numerous legal opinions have been obtained which clearly 

demonstrate that the Act provides the Council with the ability to waive the cliff 

height restriction. The Council did this for the Brunswick scheme (a 

development substantially in excess of cliff height) and it would be 

inconsistent for this restriction to be applied to subsequent developments. 

Moreover, the Inspector confirmed in respect of the previous proposals the 

following:

“Although some buildings would exceed the current cliff height, this would not 

result in a conflict with current planning policy; moreover, the major shift in 

policy approach since the 1970s means that different considerations now 

apply.”

In light of this, it would be reasonable for the Council (and indeed any 

Inspector at the City Plan Examination) to take the same view. 

The idea of a cliff height restriction is a legacy of the Brighton Marina Act, but can be 

waived by the Council, as was the case with the Brunswick Scheme. Reasons for not 

imposing could include the need to secure positive and viable redevelopment.
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6.0 Development and the Cliff

It is understood that the inclusion of the cliff height restriction in Policy DA2 of 

the City Plan is intended to protect views of the cliff and views to sea between 

the Brunswick scheme. Accordingly, it would be more appropriate for this to 

be reflected in policy than to impose a blanket cliff height restriction, 

particularly where this conflicts with the quantum of development necessary to 

ensure viable development. It is inconsistent for the Council to impose this 

restriction having recently approved the Brunswick scheme (See Figure 6.1 

below) and when it contradicts an aspiration in the same policy to deliver a 

minimum of 1,000 residential units.

The following pages consider two development scenarios; above and below 

cliff height to demonstrate what this means for its future.

The intention of the draft Cliff Height Policy DA2 is to protect views of the cliff and 

views to the sea. But a simple cliff height restriction is not the only way to achieve 

this.

Figure 6.1 

Section showing 

cliff height against 

height of approved 

Brunswick Scheme
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6.0 Development and the Cliff

Allies and Morrison, building on their extensive knowledge of the site have 

given some further consideration to how they might approach another scheme 

on the site if the land to the south of the multi-storey car park were to become 

available. 

The proposals indicated here are a culmination of this design thinking and 

does not necessarily reflect an emerging scheme. Sketch drawings should be 

treated as indicative only.

The key design principles are illustrated on sketches 1-5 below and 6-12 

overleaf.

On behalf of X-Leisure, Allies and Morrison have been working on design possibilities 

for a new development scheme, building on a comprehensive design analysis of the 

site, focused on views, outlook and public realm.   

Opportunity for western facing 

outlook – reinforcing the 

connection with the sea and 

seafront.

Reinforcing street frontages to 

enhance the viability and 

vitality of the District Centre.

Provide north/south 

connections through the site 

of the existing multi-storey car 

park. 

Maximise views through the 

Brunswick scheme

Maintain view of the sea, 

through the Brunswick 

scheme, from the cliff top.

1 2 3 4 5
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6.0 Development and the Cliff

The design analysis establishes principles for creating a focal building for the district 

centre and improving permeability in response to the grain of the site. 

Improvements to the roundabout 

– incorporation of Harbour Square
Opportunity for a focal building 

to identify the District Centre

Integration of public realm and 

improved permeability.

6 7 8

Improving permeability through 

the site from east to west.
Respecting the north-south 

grain.

Improving permeability through 

the site from north to south.

9 10 11

Maintain and enhance views of 

the SSSI cliffs.

12
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6.0 Development and the Cliff

To explore the impact of a Policy DA2 blanket cliff height restriction, Allies and 

Morrison have generated two options, both of which respond to the site’s design 

principles, but have a different quantum of development.    

O
p

tio
n

 A
 –

D
e

v
e

lo
p

m
e

n
t B

e
lo

w
 

C
liff H

e
ig

h
t

O
p

tio
n

 A
 –

D
e

v
e

lo
p

m
e

n
t B

e
lo

w
 

C
liff H

e
ig

h
t

O
p

tio
n

 B
 –

D
e

v
e

lo
p

m
e

n
t 

A
b

o
v

e
 C

liff H
e

ig
h

t

O
p

tio
n

 B
 –

D
e

v
e

lo
p

m
e

n
t 

A
b

o
v

e
 C

liff H
e

ig
h

t

Delivers c.850 new homes alongside commercial development.

Delivers c.1,300 new homes alongside commercial development. 

The two design options focus on a mixed use residential and 

commercial development, working to the design principles 

established on previous pages. 

The key difference between the two is the scale of 

residential development achieved and hence, the scale of 

some of the buildings proposed. 

Option A, achieving c. 850 units (and certainly less than 

1,000 units) does not exceed cliff height (and would 

theoretically accord with Policy DA2 as worded).

Option B, achieving circa 1,300 units, would exceed cliff 

height and would theoretically conflict with Policy DA2 as 

worded. 

The following pages provide a summary appraisal of the two 

options in terms of key criteria:

• Whether it represents a deliverable/developable 

development

• Delivers a full range of associated infrastructure 

improvements

• Optimises development on a previously developed site

• Delivers affordable housing

• Achieves comprehensive regeneration

• Delivers a scheme that does not breach cliff height
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6.0 Development and the Cliff

Development below cliff height does not relate well to the  

Brunswick Scheme and would not generate a sufficient return to 

be viable

1,000 units would exceed Cliff Height.
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6.0 Development and the Cliff

A development below cliff height would only equate to approximately 850 

residential units, which would be wholly insufficient to overcome the 

infrastructure and cost burdens necessary to render the development viable. 

Unless the development is viable it will not be realised. 

Design work confirms that under any reasonable form of development, it is 

not possible for a scheme of 1,000 units to fall below cliff level.

Car Parking

The Council’s Viability Testing of the DA2 site suggested that viability could be 

improved by reducing the car parking ratio. However, it also recognised that a 

reduction in parking provision alone would not be sufficient to ensure viability, 

instead suggesting that this could be coupled with an increase in residential 

units. It is important to note that the level of parking at the Marina must be at 

a ratio suitable to support existing and proposed land uses. A lower parking 

ratio would compromise the effective functioning of the Marina and the 

commercial attractiveness of the development. It should be recognised that a 

podium car park will be necessary in any event to:

a. re-provide for existing and proposed commercial operators and berth-
holders

b. create an environment which is not visually dominated by the car

c. address the inconsistency in levels at the Marina 

d. create areas of high quality public realm

Option A: Development below cliff height would inevitably mean a scheme of less 

than 1,000 units, which would not be viable, thereby preventing key planning 

objectives from being achieved.  

Achieves a minimum of 1,000 units (City Plan Policy 

DA2.C.1)

Delivering a scheme that does not breach cliff height (City 

Plan Policy DA2 strategy)

Ensure that the regeneration of the Marina is 

comprehensive and avoids further piecemeal development 

in the future (City Plan Policy DA2 strategy)

Delivering Housing, including Affordable Housing, to 

support needs (City Plan Strategic Objective SO4 and 

Policy DA2 strategy)

Contribution to meeting Brighton & Hove’s objectively 

assessed development needs optimising development on 

brownfield/previously developed land (City Plan Strategic 

Objective SO9 and Policy DA2 strategy)

Delivering full range of associated infrastructure 

improvements (City Plan Strategic Objective SO1)

Represent a deliverable/developable development option 

which can be viably developed and contribute to meeting 

needs (NPPF para 47)

Below Cliff HeightConsideration or Policy Objective

71Relative Density (dwellings per hectare)

c. 850Approximate No. of Units

Option AKey Facts
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The regeneration of the Marina can be realised if a sufficient 

quantum of development is delivered. Whilst this will mean 

development above cliff height, a balance is achievable where 

high quality architecture and public realm, key views of the cliff 

and of the sea between the Brunswick scheme can be realised 

as part of a higher density mixed-use scheme. 

6.0 Development and the Cliff
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6.0 Development and the Cliff

Option B: Development above cliff height would allow a scheme delivering c.1,300 

units which achieves viability and secures key planning objectives. 

Achieves a minimum of 1,000 units (City Plan Policy 

DA2.C.1)

Delivering a scheme that does not breach cliff height (City 

Plan Policy DA2 strategy)

Ensure that the regeneration of the Marina is 

comprehensive and avoids further piecemeal development 

in the future (City Plan Policy DA2 strategy)

Delivering Housing, including Affordable Housing, to 

support needs (City Plan Strategic Objective SO4 and 

Policy DA2 strategy)

Contribution to meeting Brighton & Hove’s objectively 

assessed development needs optimising development on 

brownfield/previously developed land (City Plan Strategic 

Objective SO9 and Policy DA2 strategy)

Delivering full range of associated infrastructure 

improvements (City Plan Strategic Objective SO1)

Represent a deliverable/developable development option 

which can be viably developed and contribute to meeting 

needs (NPPF para 47)

Above Cliff HeightConsideration or Policy Objective

108Relative Density (dwellings per hectare)

1,300Approximate No. of Units

B AKey Facts

Development at the Marina will only be realised if it is commercially viable. To 

overcome the significant infrastructure and abnormal land assembly costs, it is 

necessary for approximately 1,300 residential units to be delivered. The 

physical capacity of the Marina to accommodate this has been tested in design 

terms and scrutinised a the public inquiry in 2010. To achieve this level of 

development is it necessary to build above cliff height. 

In delivering development at the Marina the following objectives can be 

realised:

1. Investment of some £300 million in Brighton 

2. Significant job creation

3. A regenerated, vibrant and viable District Centre and a thriving new quarter

4. High quality architecture and public realm

5. Investment in sustainable transport

6. A sustainable mixed-use development with the ability to provide c. 11% of 
the City’s identified housing need

7. Improved connectivity to and within the Marina

8. Enhanced views of the SSSI cliff 

9. A comprehensive approach to development at the Marina which integrates 
with the existing fabric, the wider area and the Brunswick scheme.



Brighton Marina: Capacity/Feasibility Study - Summary

© Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Ltd. 2012 

32323232
This page is intentionally blank



Brighton Marina: Capacity/Feasibility Study - Summary

© Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Ltd. 2012 

33333333

Structure

1.0 Introduction 

2.0 Regeneration at Brighton Marina

3.0 Policy Overview

4.0 Constraints and opportunities

5.0 Viability of Development

6.0 Development and the Cliff

7.0 Conclusions



Brighton Marina: Capacity/Feasibility Study - Summary

© Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Ltd. 2012 

34343434
This page is intentionally blank



Brighton Marina: Capacity/Feasibility Study - Summary

© Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Ltd. 2012 

35353535

7.0 Conclusions

This document has sought to summarise the findings of NLP’s independent 
Capacity Study. This clearly shows that to safeguard the regeneration of the 
Marina it is necessary to deliver significantly in excess of 1,000 residential 
units alongside other commercial, leisure and community uses. A substantial 
first phase would be required.

Design work has shown that translating this to a scheme on the site would 
mean a development which breaches cliff height (as found acceptable by the 
Inspector at the appeal in 2009/10) to achieve the necessary scale. 

This feasibility testing supports the conclusions of the Core Strategy Site 
Allocations Viability Study (2012) which similarly concluded on the need to 
deliver more than 1,000 dwellings and exceed cliff height. 

At present Policy DA2 seeks “a minimum of 1,000 residential units” as part of 
a development which does “ not breach the cliff height within the Marina”. The 
two objectives are not mutually compatible.

The implication for the City Plan is that for Policy DA2 to be justified and 
deliverable, it must provide the policy platform for a scheme which delivers 
circa 1,300 dwellings and which would necessarily breach the cliff height. In 
line with the NPPF, wording in the policy should not be duly restrictive.

Work summarised in this report confirms that draft policy DA2’s provision preventing 

breach of cliff height is not compatible with its other objectives for the Inner 

Harbour, including a viable development that achieves a minimum of 1,000 homes.

The cliff height restriction is a legacy of the Brighton Marina Act but it can 

and has been waived by the Council for the Brunswick scheme and the 

Inspector at the appeal acknowledged that there has been a major shift in 

planning policy since the 1970. 

It is understood that its intention of the cliff height restriction is to ensure 

that key views of the cliff and key views out to sea should be protected. 

Therefore, rather than having a cliff height restriction in Policy DA2, it would 

be more appropriate for it to acknowledge that an appropriate balance 

must be taken between achieving regenerative benefits and protecting key 

views of the cliff and sea, whilst ensuring a high standard of architectural 

and urban design.

The NPPF requires local planning authorities to take a positive approach to 

development and not seek to unduly burden development with unnecessary 

restrictions.  Unless a pragmatic approach is taken to development at the 

Marina, its regeneration potential will not be realised and the investment, 

job creation, and potential for delivery of much needed new homes will be 

threatened. 
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Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Ltd
14 Regent’s Wharf
All Saints Street
London
N1 9RL



From: Nathan Meager  
Sent: 11 April 2013 12:31

To: LDF

Subject: Reopen the Lewes to Uckfield train line

Page 1 of 1

11/04/2013

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I request that the train line is reopened between Lewes and Uckfield to take pressure off 
the road network. 

Yours faithfully, 

Nathan Meager 

Respondent 31



From: Mr Martin Ross 

Sent: 11 April 2013 12:48

To: LDF

Subject: City Plan

Page 1 of 1

16/04/2013

Dear Sir/Madam 

I write to say that I endorse the statement that B&HCC will support re-opening of the Lewes to Uckfield 

railway link. Please will the Council: 

a. Work closely with East Sussex County Council and other interested parties to ensure the link is

actually restored; and

b. Provide funding towards it.

Thank you for your time. 

Yours faithfully, 

Martin A. Ross 

Respondent 32
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Brighton and Hove City Plan Part 1 – Publication stage 2013 

Representation by Montpelier and Clifton Hill Association 

DA1 Brighton Centre and Churchill Square area 

Comments on the draft city plan submitted in July 2012 . the text of these comments 

is included below These covered three areas  

1. The need for any redevelopment of the Brighton Centre to be justified by economic

and environmental analysis.   

Regrettably the Plan makes no mention of the need to carry out feasibility studies or 

option appraisal which would include essential analysis.  This should address the 

short and long term changes in shopping patterns.  It should also examine the 

implications of siting a large high tech facility in this location and consider the impact 

of the high levels of security which would be required 

2. The need for new development to address the damage caused by the development of

Churchill Square in the I970s 

We welcome the commitment to ensuring “significant  improvements to townscape 

and heritage assets damaged by the 1970s redevelopment of the area: “  However, the 

nature of this damage is not specified.  Our comments focussed on the damage dome 

to Russell Square, Cannon Place and Russell Road.  We suggested small scale new 

development and some changes of use to address this damage.  We would like to see a 

commitment to undertaking a study to examine these changes. 

3. Concern that any redevelopment might include a hotel and this might be a tall

building 

Para 1 on p35 refers to the inclusion of a new hotel in a redevelopment and para 3.5 

on p36 records a ‘need’ to “explore opportunities for a tall building”.  No justification 

is given for either of these aims.   Brighton is already well supplied, perhaps over-

supplied, with hotels while the small number of tall buildings erected near the 

seafront have had an entirely negative impact on the conservation areas behind.  We 

would, therefore, like to see these aims omitted from the plan 

Dr Graham Towers DipArch DipTP MRTPI PhD 

for Planning Group 

Montpelier and Clifton Hill Association 

10 April 2013 

Respondent 34



Comments by Montpelier and Clifton Hill Association  July 2012 - 

DA1 Brighton Centre and Churchill Square area 

We accept the need for redevelopment in this area to address poor environmental 

quality and to introduce a broader mix of land uses providing greater benefit for the 

city’s residents.  Any redevelopment needs to be justified on economic and 

environmental grounds and meet the tests of sustainability.  It should also be carried 

out on a selective phased basis so that the area is not blighted by large-scale 

construction over a long period. A large comprehensive development in this area 

would cause extensive disruption and degradation of the city centre over several 

years.   

The presumption in favour of redevelopment of the Brighton Centre and the 

Kingswest block would need to be justified by economic and environmental analysis 

These buildings currently provide valuable facilities for the city.  The Brighton Centre 

is a well-used large venue and the Kngswest block provides the only multiplex 

cinema in the city centre.  Both buildings are well maintained, fully functional and 

clearly have a considerable useful life.  Neither block has architectural merit but both 

have potential for extension, remodelling and refurbishment. 

We are particularly concerned about the concept of including a hotel in a 

redevelopment. Any hotel development in this area could well be a tall and massive 

building.   Our Conservation area is enhanced by long views down to the sea.  These 

have already been damaged by developments such as the West Pier Hilton and 

Chartwell Court. We would be opposed to the construction of tall buildings which 

would further impede views from our area.  

.  

It is our view that the most pressing need is for intervention to put right the damage 

caused by the development of Brighton Centre during the 1970s.  This destroyed the 

east side of Russell Square, replacing a valuable historic street façade with a multi-

storey car park, a housing tower block and an over sized access road serving only as 

access to car parking.  At the same time Russell Road has been made a hostile 

environment for pedestrians by the predominance of service areas and car park 

frontages.    

To remedy this environmental damage selective and sensitive developments are 

needed to  -  

• restore the east side of Russell Square with a new building of sympathetic

scale and design.

• use constructively the underused and unsightly land on the east side of Cannon

Place

• change the use of the multi-storey car parking on the north side of Russell

Road to commercial and/or residential,  This would restore normal activity to

the street and improve its safety and attractiveness.
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Dear Sir/Madam 

Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 – Proposed Submission Version (February 2013) 

This letter is submitted on behalf of David Choules, of Urban Student Life, who are the prospective 
purchasers of a development site between Blackman Street and Station Road. The site is identified 
as site “1 e” in the DA4 policy area in the emerging City Plan. 

Further to the Draft City Plan being issued for consultation on 25th February, we write to object to the 
document on grounds of soundness.  The policies referred to in this letter are: 

- DA4 
- CP2 
- CP3 
- CP6 
- CP21 

Policy DA4 

With regard to Part A of Policy DA4, please note: 

Part 1: The emphasis on B class uses only: This could prevent economic development on identified 
sites.  As can be seen in the commentary on Policy CP3 (see page 3 of this letter) regard 
should be paid to other economic development uses in order to reflect the development 
requirements of the City, and the definition of Economic Development provided in the 
National Planning Policy Framework. 
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With regard to Part B of Policy DA4, regard should be paid to other economic uses, not just those 
within the B Classes (see comments below relating to policy CP3). 
 
With regard to Part C of policy DA4, in addition to again needing to be reworded to reflect other 
economic development uses outside of the B Use Classes (see comments throughout this letter), the 
policy’s floorspace allocations (with regard to quantum of floorspace) are too proscriptive for a part 1 
policy Document.  Economic viability will dictate what is possible on various sites, and a proscriptive 
figure (with regard to quantum of floorspace) that has not been market tested or considered in terms 
of site constraints, is likely to prevent development coming forwards.  The policy is therefore not 
effective or justified with regard to soundness. 
 
The wording of Part C is also not consistent with the national planning policy. The National Planning 
Policy Framework (paragraph 22) advises that land allocations should be regularly reviewed, and 
where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for its allocated employment use, 
applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on their merits and having 
regard to market signals. The site was allocated for development within the B Use Classes in the 
current Local Plan (for which the first deposit draft was published in around 2001) and despite 
extensive marketing, no end users have been found.   
 
Given that the site has been allocated for more than 10 years (without success), it is clear that the 
allocation on the site should be reviewed in line with the NPPF.  The current wording of Part C of 
Policy DA4 fails to do this, as it restricts development to the B Class uses, just as is the case in the 
current local plan.  Market signals clearly indicate that the economic development potential for the 
site relates to a mixed use development comprising D1 educational use on three floors, and with 
student study hotel above.  Pre-application submissions have been made to the Council in this 
respect.  Given that the site’s allocation should be reviewed (i.e uses outside of the B Use Classes 
considered), and that market signals indicate that alternative mixed use proposals are more 
appropriate – the wording of Part C of Policy DA4 should be altered to include for mixed use 
development incorporating education use and student accommodation.   
 
 
 
Policy CP2 
 
This policy is not positively prepared as it does not identify other important sectors of the local 
economy.  Part 5 of the policy refers to support for the appropriate expansions plans of hospitals and 
higher and further education establishments.  The policy ignores the very important role played by 
the City’s language school sector – both in terms of providing employment, and from the financial 
benefits accruing from “educational tourism”.   
 
Part 5 of Policy CP 2 should be reworded to include support for the language school sector.  
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Policy CP3 
 
Policy CP3 relates to employment land.  The policy is not consistent with the National Planning 
Policy Framework, is not positively prepared, and will not be effective or justified. 
 
Part 1 of the policy is unsound because it refers to policy area DA4, which is itself unsound (see 
relevant sections at pages 1 and 2 of this letter). 
 
Part 3 of the policy is not “positively prepared”. The 2012 Employment Land Study acknowledges 
that the some of the largest employment sectors in the City do not fall within the traditional B use 
classes, and that such uses have provided the strongest level of growth over the last few years (see 
extracts from the 20121 Employment Land Study below): 
 
2.21  In employment terms, the City’s largest sectors in 2012 are business services (12%), 

education (12%) and other (including social work – 11%) with retail (10%), admin and 
support services (9%) and hotels and catering (9%) also important (Figure 2.3). A strong 
representation of the education and health sectors suggests that the City is more reliant 
upon the public sector for employment than other locations in the South East, although this 
reflects the presence of a number of large employers such as the Hospital and universities. 

 
2.24  Over the last decade, the largest contributors to job growth in the City have been recreation, 

business services, healthcare and education, where the City outperformed regional and 
national growth rates. At the same time, the City saw significant job losses in 
communications, banking & insurance and manufacturing (Figure 2.4). 

 
Furthermore, regard should be paid to the definition of economic development provided within the 
National Planning Policy Framework – which also includes uses that are outside of the traditional B 
Class uses.  Such uses include educational uses. 
 
It is very clear that commercial uses outside of the traditional B use classes are very important to the 
local economy – by changing part 3 of Policy CP3 to include provision for such uses would mean 
that the policy is positively prepared, will be in line with the National Planning Policy Framework  and 
will be more effective in supporting economic generation.  
 
 
CP6 
 
Part 1 of this policy states that visitor accommodation should be directed firstly to central Brighton 
(the policy SA2 area).  Such a restriction is not sound because it ignores the sustainability benefits of 
providing development near to major transport nodes – especially Brighton and Hove railway 
stations.  The policy SA2 area is nowhere near Hove Station, and only covers land to the south of 
Brighton Station.  As a consequence of this, development which would help the tourist function of the 
City, as well as providing for investment and employment opportunities, could be discouraged.  
 
Policy CP6 should be amended to include provision for hotels and other forms of tourist 
accommodation within easy walking distance (normally considered to be 300 metres) from the major 
transport hubs provided at Brighton and Hove Stations.  
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CP21 
 
The Student Housing & Houses in Multiple Occupation Concentration Assessment (December 2011) 
acknowledges that the Universities of Sussex and Brighton have approximately 37,000 students, 
including 5,200 international students from 150 different countries. These figures are expected to 
increase gradually over the coming years.  It should be noted that the Assessment does not consider 
the number of foreign language school students who also make up such an important part of the 
City’s economy. The Assessment states that the supply of purpose built student accommodation has 
not matched the expansion of the ( u n i v e r s i t y )  student population with only 5183 purpose-
built bed spaces currently in university halls. It goes on to add: 
 

“…there is expected to be a continuing significant shortfall of bed spaces in purpose built 
student accommodation even allowing for recent developments, and those being 
considered, in the city.” 

 
City Plan Policy CP21 (Student Accommodation and Houses in Multiple Occupation) identifies five 
sites suitable for student accommodation which would provide 2192 bed spaces.  This number of 
bed spaces would not solve the substantial shortfall identified in the Assessment.  Nor does the 
number of proposed student accommodation spaces take account of demand for other types of 
students - for example language students that make a significant contribution to the City’s economy.   
 
Whilst CP21 allows for other sites to be developed for student accommodation, the policy is a 
particularly difficult one to satisfy.   
 
The requirement to have the support of one of the city’s two Universities or other existing educational 
establishments (part 6 of the policy) could unnecessarily restrict developments being approved.  
Firstly, the Universities require developments to comply with their own lower price structures which 
don’t allow for higher spec accommodation (thereby limiting market choice).  Secondly, the 
Universities are themselves developers of student accommodation and will not always support 
proposals on competitor sites.   
 
Whilst sites with genuine residential potential should be protected in order to meet the identified 
housing need, part 7 of Policy CP21 states that purpose-built student accommodation will not be 
supported on sites with either extant planning permission for residential development or identified as 
potential housing sites (i.e. in the SHLAA).  The policy is not positively prepared, as: 
 
-  it ignores the financial viability of sites:  just because a site has the benefit of a planning 

permission  does not mean that the permission can be implemented.  The policy must have 
a test to allow for viability issues to be considered. 

 
-  it actually could hinder the supply of housing, as landowners may be reluctant to consider 

the possibility of advancing sites  for housing if they might in effect blight the sites for other 
purposes 

 
-  it ignores the fact that some sites may be better served as student housing owing to their 

location relative to residential institutions 
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-  it ignores that the there may be other needs for the development of sites (for example, 
regeneration, community benefit or conservation area improvements) that will not be 
satisfied if sites lay vacant because of historical grants of planning permission or allocations 
in SHLAAs 

 
-  given that SHLAAs are very generic documents that by necessity to not look at individual 

sites in greater detail, there can be no realistic basis for using a site’s inclusion in a SHLAA 
to prevent alternative development. 

 
 
The removal of criteria 6 and 7 from Policy CP21 would mean that this part of the City Plan would 
meet the test for being positively prepared and should help to increase the number of student bed 
spaces available in the City.   
 
 
 
Conclusions 
 
The draft City Plan currently has significant elements which fail the test of soundness. We trust that 
these areas can be reviewed accordingly in order to minimise the prospects of the Secretary of State 
concluding that the Plan is unsound.   
 
If you would like to discuss these issues further, please contact Simon Bareham MRTPI on 01273 
413700. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

STB 
 
Lewis & Co Planning 
 
simon@lewisplanning.co.uk 
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P6/7 Links to neighbouring areas 

 

Paragraphs 1.7 – 1.11 helpfully cover the Travel to Work Area (TTWA) (1.7), housing market (1.8), Local 

Enterprise Partnership (LEP) (1.9) and National Park (1.10).  The one element which is missing is Brighton 

and Hove’s relationship with neighbouring areas as a shopping destination, which is currently only touched 

upon briefly in para 1.18.  This is just as important as TTWA flows because retail is one of the city’s main 

attractions.  We suggest that this may be assisted by an additional paragraph: 

 

“1.11 Brighton operates as a shopping destination.  This means that its catchment area overlaps 

large centres such as Eastbourne to the east, Crawley to the north and Worthing to the 

west.  Brighton’s reference point area is London, Croydon, Guildford and Canterbury in 

terms of the role that the city performs.  This is reflected in the high quality of retailing in 

The Lanes and Churchill Square.  Retailers choosing to be represented in only 20 locations 

nationally will be targeting Brighton.  This means that Brighton’s shopping catchment is 

characterised by being (a) very extensive and (b) a large area with low level trade retention 

combined with higher levels of trade retention from the urban area.” 

 

P10, para 1.19 

 

We suggest that this paragraph should be split into two parts with a new paragraph beginning: 

 

 “The two growing universities…..” 

 

The following additional wording should be added after “… independent traders”: 

 

 “Brighton is now a destination of choice for international retailers.  However, the Regional Centre 

has a short supply of larger retail units, which would be addressed by the extension of Churchill 

Square and not addressed in edge of centre or out of centre locations .” 

 

1.20 

 

The reference to brownfield sites should be removed.  There are many outdated office and industrial sites, 

which may be suitable for alternative uses such as residential to meet the identified need for new housing.  

We agree that there is currently a limited supply of sites to meet any demand for new employment 

floorspace.  

 

P20, para 2.4/4th bullet 

 

 “A wide range of leisure, entertainment and potentially conference opportunities will be 

provided where they are most needed….” 

 

P21, SO18 

 

We suggest either an additional strategic objective or an amended version of SO18, which recognises the 

regional shopping role of Brighton: 
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 “Support Brighton’s role as a regional shopping destination by continuing to attract retailers seeking 

regional representation through enhancements to and expansion of the regional centre.” 

 

P28, para 2.14 

 

The retail needs study fails to take account of the full extent of Brighton regional centre’s comparison 

shopping catchment area.  It’s regional draw means that, common with other regional shopping 

destinations, Brighton draws a low proportion of expenditure from a very larger secondary/tertiary 

catchment area.  This is characterised by less frequent, but high value trips.  These types of trips are hard 

to pick up in conventional household interview survey based shopping studies. 

 

Standard Life has a particular insight into shopping patterns through its ownership and management of 

Churchill Square.  For high quality comparison goods shopping, Brighton is competing with London, 

Guildford and Canterbury among other centres.  The nearest higher order shopping centre accommodating 

higher order retailers to the west is Southampton.   

 

This means that, unlike town centres with smaller catchments, providing more mainstream shopping, such 

as Worthing and even Crawley, Brighton’s market share for comparison shopping can increase.  Therefore, 

there should be clarification in paragraph 2.14 that these figures do not take account of an increase in 

market share, which would result from a redevelopment of the Brighton Centre to extend Churchill Square. 

 

P3, Table 3:  Summary of Development Proposals 

 

Under DA1 – Brighton Centre and Churchill Square, the table identifies 20,000 sq m of new retail 

floorspace.  It is unclear whether this is net or gross floorspace.  It is also unclear how this reconciles with 

the 58,313 sq m of comparison and 2,967 sq m of convenience floorspace identified in para 2.14.   

 

The table needs amending in accordance with our representations on DA1 A3 i.e. to 40,000 – 50,000 sq m 

instead of 20,000 sq m.  20,000 sq m is simply too small a scheme either to be viable or to meet the 

identified retail need.  Given that there would need to be reconfiguration of the existing centre, this should 

be a net additional floorspace figure.  

 

P33, para 3.1 

 

Suggest additional wording: 

 

 “The long term aspiration of the Council is to secure the redevelopment of the Brighton Centre as a 

successful, high profile and sustainable conference facility either on or off site.” 

 

P34, DA1 Brighton Centre and Churchill Square Area 

 

Standard Life continues to work closely with the Council to discuss options for the redevelopment of the 

existing Brighton Centre.  Much work has been undertaken and viability remains challenging, not least due 

to the recession.  We suggest alternative wording as follows: 

 

 “The preference for the development area is to secure a new state of the art conference centre in a 

landmark new building to  …. destinations.  The redevelopment of the Brighton Centre is also 
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important in delivering a key component of the Council’s retail strategy, which is an extension to the 

Churchill Square Shopping Centre and new leisure facilities.  This extension will be the primary 

retail allocation over the plan period.  All options will be explored including on and off site provision 

of conference facilities.” 

 

There is no specific reference to car parking in relation to DA1.  Additional car parking will be required as 

part of the future development of the site to reflect that particularly at weekends, public transport provision 

is insufficient to cater for all the visitors not only to the centre, but nearby areas.  Standard Life considers 

that 700 additional spaces should be provided. 

 

P34, A.1 

 

Suggested amended wording: 

 

“1. The Council will work in partnership with landowners to plan for a replacement facility for 

the existing Brighton Centre either on or off site with a new …..” 

 

P34, A.3 

 

We have already stated in our previous representations that the figure in Table 3 is inconsistent with A.3.  

The A.3 figure is described as a minimum while the Table 3 is not.  It is also unrealistically low and even if it 

were treated as a ‘maximum’, this would be misrepresentative of a realistic figure and is therefore unclear. 

 

We reiterate our previous representations that, while a total retail floorspace figure has not been finalised 

from the feasibility work that has been undertaken to date, a figure of 20,000 sq m is too low and should be 

replaced.  This reflects that a major anchor store would account for 12,000 – 15,000 sq m gross alone 

which could leave insufficient floorspace to accommodate shop units and larger retail store (MSUs).  This 

balance of department store and other retail floorspace is unsustainable and unviable as there needs to be 

a higher quantum of shop unit and MSU floorspace. Therefore the 20,000 sq m figure should be amended 

to 40,000 – 50,000 sq m additional floorspace allowing for demolitions.   

 

The floorspace figure should exclude explicitly both convenience goods floorspace as well as A2, A3 and 

A4.  This reflects that there is an opportunity to incorporate high quality bars and restaurants.   

 

P34, A.5 

 

We reiterate that the reference to high quality and sustainable transport facilities to serve new development 

is imprecise and should be explained.  There is already an extensive network of bus services servicing the 

site, particularly during weekdays.  Visitors to Churchill Square also cycle and use the train, but services 

are significantly more limited at weekends.  There does not appear to be an obvious means of achieving a 

significant modal shift. 

 

P35,  B  The Strategic Allocation for the Brighton Centre and Churchill Square Development Area  

 1  New Brighton Centre and expansion of Churchill Square  

 

The wording at present is very prescriptive and therefore we suggest that more flexible wording should be 

employed as follows: -  
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 “Redevelopment of the Brighton Centre Area with the preference to provide an on-site new 

conference centre.  Churchill Square shopping centre shall be expanded to provide 40,000 – 

50,000 sq m of additional comparison goods floorspace, excluding convenience goods floorspace 

and A2, A3 and A4 floorspace.  New hotel…..” 

 

P37 

 

The reference to the January 2005 Brighton Centre SPD should be deleted as it is substantially out of date. 

 

The wording should be amended to reflect that there may or may not be an on site solution.  Therefore we 

suggest this can be achieved by deleting the first sentence beginning: “The Brighton Centre….” 

 

P36, para 3.3 

 

Suggested amended wording: 

 

 “The extension to Churchill Square will enhance and reinforce Brighton’s role….” 

 

(Delete first part of sentence). 

 

P36, para 3.4 

 

Given the consideration uncertainties about the Brighton Arena project, we suggest that this paragraph be 

deleted. 

 

P37, para 3.9 

 

Standard Life’s and Montagu Evans’ experience is that it is a significant challenge to change the energy 

supply of an existing shopping centre, not least because many retailers have their own energy supplies and 

contracts.  It would be preferable to state a requirement for any applicant to produce and agree an energy 

strategy with the Council and then all options can be explored. 

 

P41,  DA2:  Brighton Marina, Gas Works and Black Rock Area 

 

We refer to our previous representations.  Under B, we request that the wording is amended as follows: 

 

 “a maximum of 5,000 sq m gross of A1-A5 floorspace” 

 

The same point arises under 1.  Brighton Marina Inner Harbour 

 

 “a maximum of 5,000 sq m of retail development (A1-A5).” 

 

Standard Life requests that there is clarification that the DA2 site is not a preferred location for fashion 

orientated comparison goods retailing.  The provision of such retailing in this location, by virtue of its 

proximity to the regional centre would mean that retailers would not seek dual representation.  It is this type 

of retailer that is essential to the delivery of the DA1 site.   
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P48 – 54,  DA3 Lewes Road 

 

There are numerous references to improving bus services along Lewes Road and its role as a bus corridor.  

We very much support this imitative. 

 

However, no consideration has been given to the opportunity to use the existing parking for the American 

Express Community Stadium or under 3:  Falmer Released Land, Former Falmer High School, where part 

of the site is identified for car parking related to the stadium, for park and ride on non-match days.  As 

previously stated in our earlier representations, this would be entirely consistent with the Council’s generic 

sustainable transport policy. 

 

P79 – 86, DA7 Toad’s Hole Valley 

 

Toad’s Hole Valley represents one of the few opportunities for park and ride facilities.  It is well located 

given its accessibility to the A27. 

 

P145  CP4 Retail Provision 

 

At present the text in 3.17 refers to lack of full range of shops and services such as banks and post offices.  

It is very rare for such facilities to be found in new retail locations as often these services have been 

subsumed in large foodstores.  The quantum of bars, restaurants and coffee shops is increasing in 

destinations such as marinas and leisure parks. 

 

P146, para 4.46/Table 6 

 

We reiterate our previous comments that these capacity figures do not take account of the opportunity to 

increase Brighton’s market share with a major extension of Churchill Square.   

 

P156, CP7 Infrastructure, Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and Planning Obligations 

4.68 

 

Standard Life considers that the provision of park and ride facilities is essential to ensuring that Brighton 

regional centre has a sustainable transport strategy. This is reflected not only in these but previous 

representations.  There is no longer even a reference to informal park and ride.  Even if the Council is unwilling 

to put forward park and ride sites, work clearly needs to be undertaken to indentify and agree appropriate 

site(s), so it is essential that this is added to the list of bullet points.  

 

There also should be a recognition that in setting CIL, there has to be a recognition that certain sites will: 

 

a) need to be fully exempted; or 

b) need to be potentially exempted.  

 

from CIL because of challenges of viability. Therefore there needs to be text to state: 

 

“in setting the CIL tariff, certain site allocations will need to be tested to establish whether it is 

appropriate or viable for them to be fully CIL chargeable.” 
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P160, CP8 Sustainable Buildings 

It is unrealistic to set a requirement for Code for Sustainable Homes Level 6 for Greenfield sites particularly if 

there is also a requirement for affordable housing. If this is implemented then is will prejudice the deliver of 

Brighton’s housing targets.  

P166, CP9 Sustainable Transport 

Standard Life is very disappointed that the Plan removes all reference to promoting and facilitating the better 

use of existing large car parks on the periphery of the City and transfer journey with existing and improved bus 

and rail services. This is step backwards from the informal park ride, which Standard Life supports in the last 

version of the plan.   

There is no reference to the opportunity to improve linkages between key sites such as the city centre and the 

marina by the use of a rapid transit system or tourist train. 

P166, 2c. 

Major development schemes such as the redevelopment of the Brighton Centre and extension of Churchill 

Square (DA1) will be improving the attraction of the regional centre.  

While continued use of travel plans will ensure sustainable transport choices, the successful implementation of 

DA1 will require park and ride to reflect that public transport choices are reduced at peak weekend periods. SLI 

is concerned that the CP9 Sustainable Transport strategy places too much emphasis on local travel and does 

not adequately address the City’s regional role – and regional visitors.  

P168, 6. Parking 

The sole focus is on parking management and public control on the provision of additional public parking spaces 

in central areas. There needs to be a strategy for park and ride (both formal and informal) to intercept people 

travelling by car at the periphery of the urban area – an expansion of the ideas in 1b. There is no justification to 

why this option has been discounted.  The reference to not allowing the capacity of public car parks to increase 

in central areas is directly prejudicial to the delivery of Policy DA.1. 

Standard Life requests that: 

“with the exception of the identified Development Areas”   

should be added at the end of 6 as additional parking is essential to the delivery of DA1.  Standard Life 

estimates that 700 additional spaces will be required.   

4.99 

Standard Life welcomes the Plan’s commitment to work with landowners and businesses with car parks with 

over 200 spaces on the periphery of the City with good road links to promote their use for informal park and ride. 

This approach needs to be incorporated in the main body of CP9. 
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REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF STANDARD LIFE INVESTMENTS UK SHOPPING CENTRES 

7 

There should be an identification of specific sites where expansion of parking shall be allowed to facilitate this 

informal park and ride. SLI would be pleased to work with the Council to identify such sites but in the meantime 

recommends that there should be an additional explicit park and ride policy.  

4.100 

Toad’s Hole Valley (DA7) should be investigated specifically for a new park and ride facility.  
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Local Development Team 
Planning Strategy & Projects 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
Room 407- 410 Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
Hove BN3 3BQ 

Sent by email to ldf@brighton-hove.gov.uk 

Date 11 April 2013 
Your ref 

Our ref 0547/BRI464-59 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Brighton & Hove City Council Submission City Plan Part 1 

Policy DA3 - Falmer Released Land, Former Falmer High School 
Policy DA3 & CP6 - Provision of hotel adjacent to the American Express Community 

Stadium 

We write on behalf of The Community Stadium Limited (“TCSL”) to make 
representations in respect of the Submission City Plan. In particular we wish to 
comment on the soundness of Policy DA3 and CP6 as far as it relates to both Falmer 
Released Land and the potential provision of a hotel on land adjacent to the American 
Express Community Stadium. 

Policy DA3 - Falmer Released Land 

As you are aware, TCSL have a significant interest in this land as it forms an area of 
parking which currently makes an important contribution to the operation of their 
sustainable transport strategy. A temporary permission (BH2012/00384) was granted in 
this respect on the 2nd May 2012 which runs until 31st May 2016. The site currently 
plays an important role in supporting a major sporting venue. The need to support such 
venues within the City is recognised by Submission Policy CP17 (Sports Provision). 

Policy DA3 allocates Falmer Released Land for a variety of uses including ‘housing, 
purpose built student accommodation, offices (B1), educational use, a car park related 
to the American Express Community Stadium’ and either on or off site permanent 
accommodation for the Bridge Community Education Centre (BCEC) and for Brighton 
Aldridge Community Academy’s (BACA) Pupil Referral Unit. Unlike the other allocations 
made by Policy DA3, namely Woollards Field and Preston Barracks, the Policy doesn’t 
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indicate the amount or break down of space expected for each use. This leaves some 
uncertainty for future developers with regards the likely suitable development of this 
site. 

In order to make the Policy sound our view is that the Policy should be amended slightly 
to provide flexibility but also clear guidance to potential developers as to the form of 
proposal likely to be acceptable in this location. We would advocate that this is 
achieved by indicating that either a mixed use or single use development (which 
includes a car park related to the Stadium and accommodation for BCEC and BACA) 
would be acceptable. This would ensure that the current uses of the site are maintained 
(i.e. essential facility for the operation of a major sporting venue and a community 
facility) whilst allowing flexibility for the potential developer in the use of the remainder 
of the site.  

In addition, it is our view that additional uses could be acceptable in this area including 
limited A1/A3 use in conjunction with a housing or purpose built student 
accommodation development. Falmer Released Land is some distance from other A1 
uses with the nearest shopping parade being located on the Corner of Coldean Lane and 
Park Road across the A270. There are also a number of small shopping units within 
Moulsecoomb someway south of the site. The distance to existing facilities is likely to 
mean that any residents of the new development, employees or visitors are likely to 
travel by car for basic provisions. Therefore, in order to make future development 
sustainable limited A1/A3 use should be included within the allocated uses at Falmer 
Released Land. 

As you are aware, the National Planning Policy Framework has at its heart a 
presumption in favour of sustainable development. Paragraph 14 of the NPPF notes that 
in terms of plan making this means that: “local planning authorities should positively 
seek to meet the development needs of their area; Local Plans should meet objectively 
assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change.” This supports our 
view that flexibility should be built into this policy and that a developer should not be 
required to provide the full range of proposed uses but that a single use could be 
acceptable should there be sufficient need. 

We also wish to comment on criterion d) of the draft Policy. This criterion requires that 
“The development should aim to be carbon zero, should contribute to Biodiversity 
Action Plan objectives, green infrastructure and landscaping enhancements.” We 
recognise the impetus for sustainable development put in place by the National Planning 
Policy Framework but are concerned about the desired aim for a carbon neutral scheme 
in relation to this particular site. As set out above, the site is currently part of a 
transport strategy for a major sporting venue which the Submission City Plan recognises 
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should be supported. It is difficult to see how a zero carbon development could be 
achieved on a site proposed for partial use as car parking. 

On a more general point, it is recognised that the site would score highly due to its 
location (adjacent to Falmer Railway Station) and brownfield character. However, it 
remains a concern whether zero carbon development would be viable in the short term. 
We are concerned that the current costs of zero carbon or “outstanding” BREEAM 
developments would limit the sites development potential. It has been reported that 
such requirements could add up to 11% on the capital cost of a development project. 
We note that Policy CP8 (Sustainable Buildings) sets out a year to year increase in 
relation to the provision of sustainable development and our view is that the criteria 
should be related to this Policy as opposed to ‘aiming’ for zero development now which 
would harm development viability at a time when the cost of such measures remains 
high.  

Further to the points above we are concerned that the Policy doesn’t provide sufficient 
clarity in terms of what is expected as part of an application. The criteria seeks that 
“the development should aim to be carbon zero” but it is not clear what efforts would 
be  necessary to justify a reasonable attempt to meet this aspiration. In relation to this 
point we note that Paragraph 95 of the NPPF states “when setting local requirement for 
a building’s sustainability, do so in a consistent way with the Government’s zero carbon 
buildings policy and adopt nationally described standards”. The policy doesn’t appear to 
do this. In general, we find that this criterion provides no certainty to developers and in 
addition adds an unnecessary requirement further to the more general Policy on 
sustainability (CP8 - Sustainable Buildings). 

In summary we support the basis of this Policy as far as it relates to Falmer Released 
Land but conclude that it is unsound for the reasons set out above and would require 
revision to be made sound. 

Policy DA3 - Part C & CP6 

Part C of Policy DA3 sets out the provision of additional development within the Lewes 
Road area. This consists of 810 residential units; 15,600 sq. m. of employment 
floorspace; business school and academic floorspace; student accommodation (1,300 
rooms), and; a community building at Bevendean. It is our view that this Policy does not 
allow sufficient flexibility within the proposed range of uses as required by National 
Planning Policy. 

In particular, there are a number of opportunities along the Lewes Road Area for 
sustainable development that takes advantage of the area’s location on a transport 
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corridor which links the centre of Brighton with the South Downs National Park, the 
American Express Community Stadium, the Universities and Lewes. It is considered that 
there could be an opportunity for a hotel in this location which would provide a suitable 
and alternative offer to those within the City Centre. An ideal location for enhanced 
visitor accommodation would be close to the American Express Community Stadium 
and the South Downs National Park to the eastern end of Lewes Road. 

It is recognised that Policy CP6 of the Submission City Plan states that proposals for 
hotels will be directed firstly to central Brighton. Similarly we recognise that the City 
Council do not currently feel that they need to allocate further hotel development 
(paragraph 4.60 of the draft City Plan). However, there are opportunities elsewhere in 
the City which would cater for demand not being met by the City’s current hotels which 
are located primarily within the core of the City. We refer to the NPPF which seeks 
sustainable rural tourism which would enhance the rural economy. Currently Policy DA3 
and CP6 would prohibit taking advantage of appropriate sites in close proximity to the 
South Downs National Park to enhance the City’s hotel offer and subsequently help to 
improve tourist opportunities within the South Downs National Park. 

In this respect we consider that land north and east of the American Express 
Community Stadium is eminently suitable for the provision of a hotel. In view of the 
sequential approach set out by Paragraph 24 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
it is our strongly held view that the site has many attributes which would make it 
suitable for hotel development, namely: 

• Site Location - surrounded on all four sides by existing development;

• Sustainability - being located adjacent to Falmer Railway Station;

• Proximity to the South Downs National Park

• Proximity to the American Express Community Stadium

The potential development site north and east of the American Express Community 
Stadium represents an excellent opportunity to provide modern and innovative visitor 
accommodation facilities within Brighton making use of a highly sustainable location 
surrounded by development on all sides. We have made similar representations to 
Lewes District Council as any proposal may involve land within Brighton and Hove City 
and Lewes District. 

In summary we conclude that Policies DA3 and CP6 are unsound for the reasons set out 
above and would require revision to be made sound. 

Yours faithfully 
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DMH Stallard LLP 



From: marion dent 

Sent: 11 April 2013 17:22

To: LDF

Subject: City Plan Part One Policy DA7 Toads Hole Valley

Page 1 of 1

16/04/2013

City Plan Part One, Section 3, Policy DA7, pages 79-86 

I hereby register support for the representations submitted by Hazel McKay on 
behalf of the Campaign to Save Toad's Hole Valley. 

I consider that policy DA7 is unsound because (A) it conflicts 
with the core policies of the City Plan, (B) it would create a 
neighbourhood that was inherently unsustainable, contrary to 
the planning principles of the NPPF, and (C) there is a lack 
of evidence that the standards of sustainability and the 
benefits listed in the policy could or would be delivered,

I was consulted on the drafting of the Campaign's representations, contributed to 
their content and agreed the final submitted version. 

Policy DA7 should be deleted and Toad’s Hole Valley protected in perpetuity 
from development, by inserting a new policy designating the valley as a Local 
Green Space. 

 Thank You 

  Marion Dent   
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Section One: Introduction ) )

Section Two: The Strategy ) )

Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies )  

Section Four: Citywide Policies )  

Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms )  

Appendix 2 Key Diagram )  

Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring )  

Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan )  

Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy )  

  Policies Map )  
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DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area )  

DA6 Hove Station Area )  

DA7 Toad's Hole Valley )  

DA8 Shoreham Harbour )  

SA1 The Seafront )  

SA2 Central Brighton )  

SA3 Valley Gardens )  

SA4 Urban Fringe )  

SA5 The South Downs )  

SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods )  
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CP1 Housing Delivery) ) )
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CP3 Employment Land )  

CP4 Retail Provision )  

CP5 Culture and Tourism )  

CP6 Visitor Accommodation )  

CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions )  

CP8 Sustainable Buildings )  

CP9 Sustainable Transport )  

CP10 Biodiversity )  

CP11 Flood Risk )  

CP12 Urban Design )  

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces )  

CP14 Housing Density )  

CP15 Heritage )  
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CP16 Open Space )  

CP17 Sports Provision )  

CP18 Healthy City )  

CP19 Housing Mix )  
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

KARIN DAHMEN 
11 April 2013 17:37
LDF
city plan part 1 policy DA7 Toad's Hole Valley

City Plan Part 1, Section 3, Policy DA7, pages 79-86

I hereby register support for the representations submitted by Hazel McKay on behalf 

of the Campaign to Save Toad's Hole Valley.

I consider that Policy DA7 is unsound because: A, it conflicts with the core policies 

of the City Plan; B, it would create a neighbourhood that is inherently unsustainable, 

contrary to the planning principles of the NPFF, and C, there is lack of evidence that 

the standards of sustainability and the benefits listed in the policy could not or 

would not be delivered.

I was consulted on the drafting of the Campaign's representations, contributed to 

their content and agreed the final submitted version

Policy DA7 should be deleted and Toad's Hole Valley should be protected in perpetuity 

from development by inserting a new policy designating the valley as a Local Green 

Space.

Sincerely,

Karin Dahmen

From: Mrs Karin Dahmen
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Section 1 

 
Introduction 

 
 

1.1 These representations have been prepared on behalf of The Guinness 

Partnership. The Guinness Partnership is a Registered Provider which 

manages and delivers affordable housing in Brighton and Hove. The 

Guinness Partnership wish to continue to work in partnership with the 

council’s housing and planning departments to meet the growing need 

for affordable housing in the City. They are keen to ensure the City Plan 

sets sound policies to deliver affordable housing to meet the need 

required and also ensure policies reflect the growing challenges in the 

area. 

1.2 Section 2 sets out representations for the City Plan Part One and 

appendix 1 provides an overview of the affordable housing need, past 

delivery and future supply for the City. These representations are made 

on the basis of constructive comments and are designed to assist 

Brighton and Hove City Council in ensuring the document is sound. 

1.3 We confirm we wish to be notified on any further consultations and 

when the City Plan has been submitted for independent examination. 
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Section 2 

 
Draft City Plan Part One 

 
 

2.1 Representations on the City Plan are set out below. They refer to the 

relevant section of the Plan and also to the specific paragraph/policy. 

The City Plan presents a crucial opportunity to the City to put in place 

policies which will aid and increase the delivery of affordable housing 

over the plan period. 

Part 1 Introduction 

2.2 Para 1.23 Challenges – we agree the bullet point which sets out ‘access 

to suitable and affordable housing remains difficult for many 

households…’ As set out in appendix 1, the need for affordable housing 

continues to expand at a time when delivery has significantly reduced 

over recent years. As such the delivery of affordable housing should be 

a key priority for the City Plan.  

Part 2 The Strategy 

2.3 Para 2.2 – whilst we note the vision refers to the provision of new 

housing of different types and tenures, specific reference should be 

made to affordable housing given the acute shortfall. Suggest: 

‘New housing will be provided, market but particularly affordable 

housing, of different types and tenures and in suitable locations to 

match a range of requirements and lifetime needs.’ 
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2.4 Similarly, specific reference to Affordable Housing should also be 

included in the bullet point which refers to new housing. Suggest 

following changes: 

‘New housing (both market and affordable) will be delivered to help 

meet housing demand and need. This will help achieve more 

sustainable communities with a range of housing types and tenures, 

including family homes and homes to match lifetime needs’ 

2.5 We welcome that Strategic Objective S04 sets out to ‘Address the 

housing needs of Brighton & Hove by working with partners to provide 

housing that meets the needs of all communities in the city, achieves a 

mix of housing types, sizes and tenures that is affordable, accessible, 

designed to a high standard and adaptable to future change’. 

2.6 Para 2.5 – we support first bullet point which sets out to ensure mix of 

accessible and affordable new housing types and tenures in suitable 

locations, including family homes. 

2.7 Table 3 – Whilst we recognise that the new homes total is broadly in line 

with the target previously set by South East Plan, we note it is 

significantly under the Housing Requirement Study 2011 figure which 

identified that at a minimum housing requirement over 2010-30 is 

15,800 with potential for need for 19,400 homes over the same period. 

See comments below. 

Part 3 Development and Special Area Policies 

2.8 DA1 – DA8: We support that DA2 specifically sets out to deliver a 

substantial amount of additional residential units including affordable 

housing. However this is not reflected in DA1 or DA3-DA8. Given the 

need for affordable housing, each policy should be specific in setting out 
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that the provision of affordable housing in these areas will be a priority, 

particularly as these areas are the focus for new residential 

development.  

2.9 SA1 The Seafront – Part C Strategic allocation for the Western 

Seafront. As above, this specifically sets out the number of planned 

residential units, but no indication of likely affordable housing delivery. 

2.10 SA2 Central Brighton – For mixed use developments, affordable 

housing provision should be encouraged and made a priority objective. 

2.11 SA3 Valley Gardens – No comments 

2.12 SA4 Urban Fringe – Whilst we understand the Council’s objectives to 

protect the urban fringes, in addition to the aspects set out in which 

development will be permitted, the provision of affordable housing 

should also be a priority where residential is proposed. 

2.13 SA5 The South Downs – no comments 

2.14 SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods – We support point 8 where it sets 

out to ‘to deliver balanced communities through the requirement for new 

residential development to provide an appropriate amount of affordable 

housing and mix of dwelling sizes’. Whilst we note point 8 states that 

where there is a concentration of social rented housing promotion of a 

better choice of housing tenure will be sought, this should be applied 

with flexibility to ensure that it does not restrict the delivery of new 

affordable housing. 

Part 4 City Wide Policies – A Strong and Prosperous City 

2.15 CP1 Housing Delivery – We note the plan allows for the provision of at 

least 11,300 over the plan period. However, we are concerned this 
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figure is significantly under the identified need set out in the Housing 

Requirement Study 2011. It seems the figure is in line with the SHLAA 

which sets out capacity for approx. 11,500 units. The NPPF is clear in 

para 47 that LPAs should ‘use their evidence base to ensure their Local 

Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and 

affordable housing, as far as is consistent with the policies set out in this 

Framework’. The NPPF also sets out that the LPA should identify and 

update annually a supply of 5 year’s worth of housing against their 

housing requirements, plus an additional buffer of a minimum 5%. 

Against the policy requirements for approx. 565 dwellings per annum, 

the AMR 2011 Table 7 indicates the 5 year supply would not be met 

from identified supply sites, with gradual return to higher delivery rates 

expected for the second ten year period of the plan. 

2.16 It is noted that the supporting text recognises that the city’s housing 

target does not match the assessed full level of housing requirement 

and discussions with surrounding LPAs will be carried out. There is no 

consideration of whether limited release of protected land is possible, 

and also the impacts on the population of the City, should the needs not 

be met. Should the total housing requirement not be fully planned for 

and met, this will have an adverse impact on the provision of affordable 

housing with a consequent increase in the number of households 

having to remain in unsuitable accommodation and/or on the housing 

register. 

2.17 CP2 Planning for Sustainable Economic Development – No comments 

2.18 CP3 Employment Land – We support the direction of point 5 which 

states affordable housing as preference for alternative use where land 

released from employment use is allowed. However, we believe that the 

policy should be strengthened to include affordable housing as the only 
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acceptable alternative to another employment use. Such a policy, which 

has worked to great effect elsewhere, would provide an important 

source of supply to deliver the affordable housing which is required. 

2.19 CP4 Retail Provision – No comments 

2.20 CP5 Culture and Tourism – No Comments 

2.21 CP6 Visitor Accommodation – no comments 

2.22 CP7 Infrastructure, Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and Planning 

Obligations – it is crucial that the charging levels are set at a realistic 

level so as not to have a consequential harmful impact on viability which 

in turn will lead to a reduction in the provision of affordable housing. As 

CIL rates will tend to be non-negotiable, and affordable housing is quite 

likely to be the only major community benefit to be negotiable, there is a 

real threat that in viability assessments affordable housing will be the 

only item which can be reduced. In addition to ensuring CIL rates are 

kept to reasonable levels, a statement in the Plan which prioritises 

affordable housing above other community benefits is justified.  

Part 4 City Wide Policies – A Sustainable City 

2.23 CP8 Sustainable Buildings – Registered Providers have been in the 

vanguard of providing sustainable homes for many years. The Guinness 

Partnership supports the thrust of the policy and of course is governed 

by the high standards set by the HCA. As such we believe the policy 

should provide that in relation to affordable housing by Registered 

Providers the standards expected should match those set by the HCA. 

Whilst we understand the aspiration to achieve the highest standards on 

new buildings, it is important that achieving those standards should not 

be at the expense of delivering affordable housing. Again this is a 
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question of priority, but in our view the balance in relevant cases should 

be in favour of the provision of more affordable homes rather than 

insisting on the absolute highest standards in every case. Therefore the 

policy should ensure it is not over restrictive and is flexible enough so it 

will not jeopardise delivery of housing both market and affordable. 

2.24 CP9 Sustainable Transport – No comments 

2.25 CP10 Biodiversity – No Comments 

2.26 CP11 Managing Flood Risk – No Comments 

Part 4 City Wide Policies – An Attractive City 

2.27 CP12 Urban Design – Plan should ensure design policy is flexible and 

concentrate on guiding overall scale, density, massing, height, layout 

etc, in line with para 59 of NPPF. 

2.28 CP13 Public Streets and Spaces – No comments 

2.29 CP14 Housing Density – We note the policy sets density requirements, 

however this should be applied flexibly and each scheme considered on 

its own merits.  

2.30 CP15 Heritage – this policy should recognise that the NPPF para 133 

and 134 allow for particular circumstances in which the harm or loss to 

heritage assets can be allowed. 

2.31 CP16 Open Space – We request that the provision of 100% affordable 

housing is identified as the alternative use for open space sites which 

no longer serve a positive function. 

2.32 The provision of open space should only be requested for major 

developments where appropriate. 



8 

 

2.33 CP17 Sports Provision – redundant sports building sites also present an 

optimum opportunity for affordable housing and where such buildings or 

sites are no longer suitable for sports provision the stated alternative 

should be 100% affordable housing. 

2.34 Contributions for new sports provision should be limited to major 

development only to ensure does not cause restrictive impact. 

Part 4 City Wide Policies – Healthy and Balanced Communities 

2.35 CP18 Healthy City – No comments 

2.36 CP19 Housing Mix – For affordable housing mix, this should be 

informed by Registered Providers, such as The Guinness Partnership, 

to inform on site by site basis appropriate tenure and mix. 

2.37 CP20 Affordable Housing – We support the affordable housing targets 

set for developments and welcome the introduction of financial 

contribution from smaller scale developments. However, we are 

concerned that as the policy allows for flexibility, as advised by the 

Viability Study undertaken, that in reality the likely provision will be 

lower, particularly if CIL levels are set too high. 

2.38 We are particularly concerned with part (iv) of the criteria to assess the 

level of affordable which states ‘the extent to which the provision of 

affordable housing would prejudice the realisation of other planning 

objectives’. There should be a balance between all objectives being 

sought, and as set out in our comments on CP7, there is a danger that 

should affordable housing compete with other requirements that it will 

be affordable housing that will be negotiated down rather than other 

policy requirements. Appendix 1 sets out the affordable housing status 
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in full and it is clear that major steps need to be undertaken to ensure 

future delivery is increased. 

2.39 We support that affordable housing should incorporate a mix of tenures 

and unit sizes. This should be informed by Registered Providers based 

on their knowledge of the area, management knowledge and the 

identified need, as well as local housing need assessments and 

characteristics of the area. 

2.40 Given the large shortfall in affordable housing, the City Plan presents 

the opportunity to encourage greater delivery of affordable housing to 

meet the identified need. Consideration should be given to the policies 

in which we have identified opportunities for the delivery of affordable 

housing. We encourage the council to also incorporate the following: 

a. Prioritise affordable housing above other planning objectives. When 

it comes to assessing viability and / or seeking a range of planning 

contributions, affordable housing should be given a higher weighting 

than other planning considerations to highlight its importance 

b. Targeting land for 100% affordable housing 

c. When retail or employment sites are redundant or not viable any 

longer, these sites should be prioritised for affordable housing 

d. Where there is an unavoidable loss of another type of residential 

use, eg special/supported housing, affordable housing should be 

recognised as the priority alternative use. 

e. In line with the NPPF para 47, illustrate the expected rate of housing 

delivery for both market and affordable housing through a housing 

trajectory for the plan period 
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2.41 Policy CP21 Student Accommodation and Houses in Multiple 

Occupation – In terms of student accommodation, we consider this 

should be subject to the requirements of affordable housing policy, 

particularly where the accommodation is not robustly secured for 

students. A similar approach is applied elsewhere in the South East, 

including the London Plan 2011. 

2.42 CP22 Traveller Accommodation – No comments. 

Annexe 1 Implementation and Monitoring 

 

2.43 The Guinness Partnership is committed to continue to work in 

partnership with the City Council to ensure the delivery of affordable 

housing to meet local needs and the council’s targets. 

 

Annexe 2 Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

 

2.44 It is considered that the provision of Affordable Housing should be 

included within the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. See Comments on 

Policy CP7. The provision of affordable housing is considered an 

important element of community infrastructure. Additional contributions 

can add to the financial burden which is already present in developing 

affordable housing units themselves; rendering schemes unviable 

and/or reducing the amount which can be provided. By introducing relief 

to affordable housing will help safeguard delivery of affordable housing. 

 

Annexe 3 Housing Implementation Strategy 

 

2.45 In relation to para 1.3, whilst it is recognised the housing trajectory 

includes total housing figures for market housing and affordable 
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housing, it is not clear on a per annum basis what the percentage of 

affordable housing likely to come forward will be. The total housing 

figure in the City Plan does not indicate the percentage it anticipates will 

be affordable housing and this is not reflected within the Housing 

Implementation Strategy either. 

 

2.46 It is recognised that the housing target has been informed by the 

SHLAA, as set out in para 2.3. However it is considered that this is not 

an acceptable approach and the housing target should be determined 

by the housing requirement, and additional sites considered. It is not 

discussed if this option has been considered in full by the council. 

 

2.47 The Housing Implementation Strategy gives no indication to the 

expected delivery rate for affordable housing delivery alone. Instead it 

only provides a total housing implementation strategy. It is considered 

this does not meet with para 47 of the NPPF which specifically states 

market and affordable housing and not simply housing in general. 

 

2.48 There is no discussion or mention of the NPPF requirement for 5% 

buffer for the 5 year supply and the implications of this. The Strategy 

outlines that the City Plan will fall below in delivery of its target however 

it does not consider the implications this may have. Should a shortfall be 

recognised now then measures should be put in place to rectify this 

rather than waiting for the second 10 year period of the plan.  

Conclusion 

2.49 Given the existing range of constraints to development across the City, 

some of the restrictive policies, as we have set out, risk reducing the 

limited opportunities for providing new affordable housing. Such is the 

need for affordable housing, as set out in appendix 1, that there is every 
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need to improve the future supply. The Council should use this 

opportunity to be proactive in supporting the growth the City needs, 

which would include the sufficient provision of affordable housing. 

 

2.50 A continuing shortfall in affordable housing provision and an imbalance 

in the housing mix of an area can undermine the long term sustainability 

of a community, as businesses and services find it difficult to recruit and 

retain staff due to high housing costs, network of families and social 

support are weakened as younger residents are forced away in order to 

find housing they can afford and the environment and peoples sense of 

wellbeing are affected by increasing traffic congestion. We believe that 

the Plan has much to commend it, but we believe that the approach, 

when considering the three strands of sustainable development set out 

in the draft policies of the City Plan, will not lead to an overall 

sustainable Plan. In order to achieve a sustainable City Plan greater 

weight needs to be given to the provision of affordable housing and we 

hope that the positive changes we have suggested above can be 

incorporated in the next version to ensure that affordable housing can 

be delivered in increasing numbers. The Guinness Partnership would be 

pleased to discuss any aspect of this submission further. 
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Appendix 1 

 
Affordable Housing 

 
 

A. This appendix sets out the current status of affordable housing in 

Brighton and Hove, in particular looking at Need, Past Delivery and 

Future Supply. 

Need 

B. The Brighton & Hove Housing Needs Survey was published in 2005. 

This found that there was a total annual level of outstanding affordable 

need of 1,456 units (1,202 shortfall + 254 assumed new units). This 

figure was also used to inform the Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment in 2008 and the Housing Requirements Study in June 

2011. 

C. The Housing Strategy Statistical Appendix provides an annual update 

on the housing register list for Brighton & Hove. Given the time that has 

passed since the Housing Needs Survey was originally undertaken, the 

HSSA provides an indication of the trend in need for affordable since 

this time. It is clear that since 2005 there has been an increase in the 

demand with the housing register standing at 10,852 households in 

2011. 
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Table 1: HSSA Data 

 Total 1 Bed 2 Bed 3 Bed 3+ Bed 

2011 10852 7012 2680 1014 146 

2010 9719 6336 2367 897 119 

2009 9546 6294 2288 847 117 

2008 9046 5961 2160 813 112 

2007 10667 6652 2614 1207 194 

2006 8056 4734 1978 949 150 

2005 8056 5639 1692 645 80 

 

D. The Housing Strategy 2009-2014 sets out that over the lifetime of the 

strategy they would like an increase in the amount of housing available 

for low cost ownership and affordable rent, including an increase in the 

number of affordable homes. The Housing Strategy aims to develop 

around 230 new affordable homes each year. It sets goals to provide a 

minimum of 10% of new affordable homes as family sized; provide a 

mix of property sizes; develop 130 new affordable rented homes per 

annum; 10% of new affordable housing to meet wheelchair standard. 

E. Brighton & Hove’s Sustainable Community Strategy recognises that 

despite a recent reduction in property prices and rents, the city’s 

housing is still largely unaffordable and how the shortage of affordable 

housing can increase the difficulty of attracting and retaining 

businesses. The Strategy seeks to increase the supply of affordable 

housing. 
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Past Delivery 

F. The table below sets out the total housing completions both market and 

affordable housing, as set out in the Annual Monitoring Reports. 

Table 2: Affordable Housing Completions  

 Total Residential 

Completions (no. 

of units) 

AH Completions 

(number of units) 

% AH of total 

completions 

2005/06 539 55 10 

2006/07 797 264 33 

2007/08 567 178 31 

2008/09 721 255 35 

2009/10 380 100 26 

2010/11 283 8 3 

 

G. On average the councils average housing completions are high due to 

high delivery rate in previous years, however there has been a decline 

in completions since 2008/09 to 2010/11. The AH housing completions 

in 2010/11 amounted to only 8 units which were delivered through the 

conversion of bedsits to affordable housing by the Local Authority and 

the completion of the final stage of Ocean Hotel development. 

H. The AMR indicates that the number of completed major developments 

with 10 units and more which provided affordable housing accounts to 

23 out of 29 developments from 2006-2011.  
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Future Supply 

I. The AMR 2010/11 outlines that there are a number of extant planning 

permissions which if all completed would provide a further 846 

affordable units. This figure includes potential for 507 affordable units on 

sites which have commenced. However this figure includes the Marina 

Outer Harbour application which has commenced but is not likely to be 

completed in the near future. This reduces the figure to 166 affordable 

units on sites which have commenced work. This outlines that whilst 

there is potential for 846 affordable units, the likely delivery rate is much 

lower than this. 

J. The housing trajectory for the council does not separate market and 

affordable housing so it is unclear per annum the level of the affordable 

housing estimated over the plan period. However it is expected the 

future supply will continue to be low, unless measures are taken and 

implemented within the City Plan and supporting documents. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



From: Patrick Roberts 

Sent: 11 April 2013 17:45

To: LDF

Subject: City Plan Part One Policy DA7 Toad's Hole Valley

Importance: High

Page 1 of 1

16/04/2013

Mr Patrick Roberts 

City Plan Part One, Section 3, Policy DA7, pages 79-86

I hereby register support for the representations 
submitted by Hazel McKay on behalf of the 
Campaign to Save Toad's Hole Valley.

I consider that policy DA7 is unsound because (A) it conflicts with the core policies of 
the City Plan, (B) it would create a neighbourhood that was inherently unsustainable, 
contrary to the planning principles of the NPPF, and (C) there is a lack of evidence that 
the standards of sustainability and the benefits listed in the policy could or would be 
delivered,

I was consulted on the drafting of the Campaign's representations, contributed to their 
content and agreed the final submitted version.

Policy DA7 should be deleted and Toad’s Hole Valley protected in perpetuity from 
development, by inserting a new policy designating the valley as a Local Green Space.
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From: Val Cane 

Sent: 11 April 2013 19:15

To: LDF

Subject: City Plan Part One Policy:DA7 Toad's Hole Valley

Page 1 of 1

16/04/2013

From Val Cane 

City Plan Part One, Section 3, Policy DA7, pages 79-86 

I hereby register support for the representations submitted by Hazel McKay on 
behalf of the Campaign to Save Toad's Hole Valley. 

I consider that policy DA7 is unsound because (A) it conflicts 
with the core policies of the City Plan, (B) it would create a 
neighbourhood that was inherently unsustainable, contrary to 
the planning principles of the NPPF, and (C) there is a lack 
of evidence that the standards of sustainability and the 
benefits listed in the policy could or would be delivered,

I was consulted on the drafting of the Campaign's representations, contributed to 
their content and agreed the final submitted version. 

Policy DA7 should be deleted and Toad’s Hole Valley protected in perpetuity 
from development, by inserting a new policy designating the valley as a Local 
Green Space. 
........................................................................................................................... 

Respondent 44
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Submission City Plan Part 1
Response Form

Part A – Respondent Details (You only need to complete this once)

Personal Details Agent’s Details

Title
Councillor

Title

First Name
Brian

First Name

Last Name
Fitch

Last Name

Organisation
(where relevant)

Organisation
(where 
relevant)

Address 107 Holmes Avenue 
Hove
East Sussex

Address

Post Code

BN3 7LE

Post Code

Telephone
07850796360

Telephone

Email
brian.fitch@brighton-hove
.gov.uk

Email

How to respond. You can:

1. Visit the council’s consultation portal online: http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/portal; or

2. If you use Acrobat Pro, please fill out and save this form and e-mail it to:

ldf@brighton-hove.gov.uk

3. Please fill out this form, print it and return by post to:

Brighton & Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410
Hove Town Hall Brian Fitch 
Norton Road
HOVE 
BN3 3ZZ 

by 12 April 2013

Data Protection Notice: Personal information given on this form will be used by Brighton & 
Hove City Council (and its agents) in connection with its statutory functions. It will not be 
used for any other purpose.

Respondent 45
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Part 2 – Representation
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.

1.  Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate?
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representations you will need to fill this part 
out again separately)

Section One: Introduction

Section Two: The Strategy     

Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies

Section Four: Citywide Policies     

Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms
Appendix 2 Key Diagram     

Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring

Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan

Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy
Policies Map

Sustainability Appraisal     

2.  If you ticked ‘Section Three’, ‘Policies Map’ or ‘Sustainability Appraisal’ above - 
which Policy of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate to? (please
tick one box only)

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area

DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area

DA3 Lewes Road Area

DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area

DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area

DA6 Hove Station Area
DA7 Toad's Hole Valley

DA8 Shoreham Harbour

SA1 The Seafront

SA2 Central Brighton

SA3 Valley Gardens

SA4 Urban Fringe

SA5 The South Downs

SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods

3. If you ticked ‘Section Four’, ‘Policies Map’ or ‘Sustainability Appraisal’ above 
which policy does this representation relate to? (please tick one box only)

CP1 Housing Delivery

CP2 Sustainable Economic Development

CP3 Employment Land

CP4 Retail Provision

CP5 Culture and Tourism

CP6 Visitor Accommodation

CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions

CP8 Sustainable Buildings

CP9 Sustainable Transport

CP10 Biodiversity

CP11 Flood Risk

CP12 Urban Design

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces     

CP14 Housing Density
CP15 Heritage
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CP16 Open Space

CP17 Sports Provision

CP18 Healthy City

CP19 Housing Mix

CP20 Affordable Housing

CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation

CP22 Traveller Accommodation

4. To which Page Number(s) does your representation relate?

79-86

5. To which paragraph of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate?

6. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is:

6a Legally Compliant? Yes? No?

6b Sound? Yes? No?

7. If you agree that the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is legally compliant and/or 
sound and wish to support this, please use this box to set out your comments

8. If you ticked ‘No’ to 6b) do you consider the Plan is unsound because it is not:

! Positively Prepared

! Justified

! Effective

! Consistent with National Policy
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9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan
Part 1 is not legally compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

The policy DA7 is not sound because (A) it conflicts with the core policies of the City Plan, 
(B) it would create a neighbourhood that was inherently unsustainable, contrary to the 
planning principles of the NPPF, and (C) there is a lack of evidence that the standards of 
sustainability and the benefits listed in policy could or would be delivered. 

I support the Representations by the Campaign to Save Toad’s Hole Valley, submitted by 
Hazel McKay, which provide full details as to why Policy DA7 is unsound. I ask Brighton & 
Hove City Council to study and accept them, and to alter the City Plan accordingly.

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & 
Hove City Plan Part 1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you 
identified above where this relates to soundness.

(You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or 
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised 
wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.)

Policy DA7 should be deleted and Toad’s Hole Valley protected in perpetuity from 
development, by inserting a new policy designating the valley as a Local Green Space.

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal compliance and is seeking 
a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing 
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate) The Inspector will 
determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have 
indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination.

No, I wish to communicate through written representations     

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions     
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11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline 
why you consider this to be necessary.

12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1 Presumption in Favour of
Sustainable Development?

Yes No

12a If 'Yes' do you support / object or partially support / partially object to this 
policy?
Support Partially Support

Object Partially Object

12b Please state your reasons

13. Please notify me when...

The Plan has been submitted for Examination

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination

Adoption of the City Plan

What happens next?
Representations made to the Council will be summarised and passed to the Inspector for 
consideration.
Once this has happened, the Inspector will commence the examination and give notice of 
the start of the hearing sessions.
Interested parties will be informed of the start date of the examination sessions and the 
matters to be considered.

Thank you for making your representations
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Submission City Plan Part 1
Response Form

Part A – Respondent Details (You only need to complete this once)

Personal Details Agent’s Details

Title
Mr.

Title

First Name
Michael

First Name

Last Name
Prodger

Last Name

Organisation
(where relevant) Michael Prodger

Organisation
(where 
relevant)

Address Address

Post Code Post Code

Telephone Telephone

Email Email

How to respond. You can:

1. Visit the council’s consultation portal online: http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/portal; or

2. If you use Acrobat Pro, please fill out and save this form and e-mail it to:

ldf@brighton-hove.gov.uk

3. Please fill out this form, print it and return by post to:

Brighton & Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
HOVE 
BN3 3ZZ 

by 12 April 2013

Data Protection Notice: Personal information given on this form will be used by Brighton & 
Hove City Council (and its agents) in connection with its statutory functions. It will not be 
used for any other purpose.

Respondent 46
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Part 2 – Representation
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.

1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate?
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representations you will need to fill this part 
out again separately)

Section One: Introduction

Section Two: The Strategy

Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies

Section Four: Citywide Policies

Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms
Appendix 2 Key Diagram

Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring

Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan

Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy
Policies Map

Sustainability Appraisal

2. If you ticked ‘Section Three’, ‘Policies Map’ or ‘Sustainability Appraisal’ above -
which Policy of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate to? (please
tick one box only)

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area

DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area

DA3 Lewes Road Area

DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area

DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area

DA6 Hove Station Area
DA7 Toad's Hole Valley

DA8 Shoreham Harbour

SA1 The Seafront

SA2 Central Brighton

SA3 Valley Gardens

SA4 Urban Fringe

SA5 The South Downs

SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods

3. If you ticked ‘Section Four’, ‘Policies Map’ or ‘Sustainability Appraisal’ above
which policy does this representation relate to? (please tick one box only)

CP1 Housing Delivery

CP2 Sustainable Economic Development

CP3 Employment Land

CP4 Retail Provision

CP5 Culture and Tourism

CP6 Visitor Accommodation

CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions

CP8 Sustainable Buildings

CP9 Sustainable Transport

CP10 Biodiversity

CP11 Flood Risk

CP12 Urban Design

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces

CP14 Housing Density
CP15 Heritage
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CP16 Open Space

CP17 Sports Provision

CP18 Healthy City

CP19 Housing Mix

CP20 Affordable Housing

CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation

CP22 Traveller Accommodation

4. To which Page Number(s) does your representation relate?

79-86

5. To which paragraph of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate?

6. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is:

6a Legally Compliant? Yes? No?

6b Sound? Yes? No?

7. If you agree that the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is legally compliant and/or
sound and wish to support this, please use this box to set out your comments

8. If you ticked ‘No’ to 6b) do you consider the Plan is unsound because it is not:

! Positively Prepared

! Justified

! Effective

! Consistent with National Policy
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9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan
Part 1 is not legally compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

The policy DA7 is not sound because (A) it conflicts with the core policies of the City Plan, 
(B) it would create a neighbourhood that was inherently unsustainable, contrary to the 
planning principles of the NPPF, and (C) there is a lack of evidence that the standards of 
sustainability and the benefits listed in policy could or would be delivered. 

I support the Representations by the Campaign to Save Toad’s Hole Valley, submitted by 
Hazel McKay, which provide full details as to why Policy DA7 is unsound. I ask Brighton & 
Hove City Council to study and accept them, and to alter the City Plan accordingly.

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton &
Hove City Plan Part 1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you 
identified above where this relates to soundness.

(You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or 
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised 
wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.)

Policy DA7 should be deleted and Toad’s Hole Valley protected in perpetuity from 
development, by inserting a new policy designating the valley as a Local Green Space.

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal compliance and is seeking
a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing 
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate) The Inspector will 
determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have 
indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination.

No, I wish to communicate through written representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions
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11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline 
why you consider this to be necessary.

12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1 Presumption in Favour of
Sustainable Development?

Yes No

12a If 'Yes' do you support / object or partially support / partially object to this 
policy?
Support Partially Support

Object Partially Object

12b Please state your reasons

13. Please notify me when...

The Plan has been submitted for Examination

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination

Adoption of the City Plan

What happens next?
Representations made to the Council will be summarised and passed to the Inspector for 
consideration.
Once this has happened, the Inspector will commence the examination and give notice of 
the start of the hearing sessions.
Interested parties will be informed of the start date of the examination sessions and the 
matters to be considered.

Thank you for making your representations
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Submission City Plan Part 1
Response Form

Part A – Respondent Details (You only need to complete this once)

Personal Details Agent’s Details

Title
Mrs

Title

First Name
Janet

First Name

Last Name
Prodger

Last Name

Organisation
(where relevant)

Organisation
(where 
relevant)

Address Address

Post Code Post Code

Telephone Telephone

Email Email

How to respond. You can:

1. Visit the council’s consultation portal online: http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/portal; or

2. If you use Acrobat Pro, please fill out and save this form and e-mail it to:

ldf@brighton-hove.gov.uk

3. Please fill out this form, print it and return by post to:

Brighton & Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410 

Hove Town Hall
Norton Road Janet Prodger 
HOVE 
BN3 3ZZ 

by 12 April 2013

Data Protection Notice: Personal information given on this form will be used by Brighton & 
Hove City Council (and its agents) in connection with its statutory functions. It will not be 
used for any other purpose.

Respondent 47
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Part 2 – Representation
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.

1.  Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate?
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representations you will need to fill this part 
out again separately)

Section One: Introduction

Section Two: The Strategy     

Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies

Section Four: Citywide Policies     

Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms
Appendix 2 Key Diagram     

Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring

Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan

Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy
Policies Map

Sustainability Appraisal     

2.  If you ticked ‘Section Three’, ‘Policies Map’ or ‘Sustainability Appraisal’ above - 
which Policy of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate to? (please
tick one box only)

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area

DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area

DA3 Lewes Road Area

DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area

DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area

DA6 Hove Station Area
DA7 Toad's Hole Valley

DA8 Shoreham Harbour

SA1 The Seafront

SA2 Central Brighton

SA3 Valley Gardens

SA4 Urban Fringe

SA5 The South Downs

SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods

3. If you ticked ‘Section Four’, ‘Policies Map’ or ‘Sustainability Appraisal’ above 
which policy does this representation relate to? (please tick one box only)

CP1 Housing Delivery

CP2 Sustainable Economic Development

CP3 Employment Land

CP4 Retail Provision

CP5 Culture and Tourism

CP6 Visitor Accommodation

CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions

CP8 Sustainable Buildings

CP9 Sustainable Transport

CP10 Biodiversity

CP11 Flood Risk

CP12 Urban Design

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces     

CP14 Housing Density
CP15 Heritage
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CP16 Open Space

CP17 Sports Provision

CP18 Healthy City

CP19 Housing Mix

CP20 Affordable Housing

CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation

CP22 Traveller Accommodation

4. To which Page Number(s) does your representation relate?

79-86

5. To which paragraph of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate?

6. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is:

6a Legally Compliant? Yes? No?

6b Sound? Yes? No?

7. If you agree that the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is legally compliant and/or
sound and wish to support this, please use this box to set out your comments

8. If you ticked ‘No’ to 6b) do you consider the Plan is unsound because it is not:

! Positively Prepared

! Justified

! Effective

! Consistent with National Policy
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9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan
Part 1 is not legally compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

The policy DA7 is not sound because (A) it conflicts with the core policies of the City Plan, 
(B) it would create a neighbourhood that was inherently unsustainable, contrary to the 
planning principles of the NPPF, and (C) there is a lack of evidence that the standards of 
sustainability and the benefits listed in policy could or would be delivered. 

I support the Representations by the Campaign to Save Toad’s Hole Valley, submitted by 
Hazel McKay, which provide full details as to why Policy DA7 is unsound. I ask Brighton & 
Hove City Council to study and accept them, and to alter the City Plan accordingly.

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & 
Hove City Plan Part 1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you 
identified above where this relates to soundness.

(You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or 
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised 
wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.)

Policy DA7 should be deleted and Toad’s Hole Valley protected in perpetuity from 
development, by inserting a new policy designating the valley as a Local Green Space.

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal compliance and is seeking 
a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing 
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate) The Inspector will 
determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have 
indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination.

No, I wish to communicate through written representations     

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions     
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11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline 
why you consider this to be necessary.

12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1 Presumption in Favour of
Sustainable Development?

Yes No

12a If 'Yes' do you support / object or partially support / partially object to this 
policy?
Support Partially Support

Object Partially Object

12b Please state your reasons

13. Please notify me when...

The Plan has been submitted for Examination

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination

Adoption of the City Plan

What happens next?
Representations made to the Council will be summarised and passed to the Inspector for 
consideration.
Once this has happened, the Inspector will commence the examination and give notice of 
the start of the hearing sessions.
Interested parties will be informed of the start date of the examination sessions and the 
matters to be considered.

Thank you for making your representations
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Submission City Plan Part 1
Response Form

Part A – Respondent Details (You only need to complete this once)

Personal Details Agent’s Details

Title
Mrs

Title

First Name
Norah

First Name

Last Name
Buckley

Last Name

Organisation
(where relevant)

Organisation
(where 
relevant)

Address Address

Post Code Post Code

Telephone Telephone

Email Email

How to respond. You can:

1. Visit the council’s consultation portal online: http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/portal; or

2. If you use Acrobat Pro, please fill out and save this form and e-mail it to:

ldf@brighton-hove.gov.uk

3. Please fill out this form, print it and return by post to:

Brighton & Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall Norah Buckley 
Norton Road
HOVE 
BN3 3ZZ 

by 12 April 2013

Data Protection Notice: Personal information given on this form will be used by Brighton & 
Hove City Council (and its agents) in connection with its statutory functions. It will not be 
used for any other purpose.

Respondent 48
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Part 2 – Representation
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.

1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate?
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representations you will need to fill this part 
out again separately)

Section One: Introduction

Section Two: The Strategy

Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies

Section Four: Citywide Policies

Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms
Appendix 2 Key Diagram

Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring

Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan

Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy
Policies Map

Sustainability Appraisal

2. If you ticked ‘Section Three’, ‘Policies Map’ or ‘Sustainability Appraisal’ above -
which Policy of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate to? (please
tick one box only)

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area

DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area

DA3 Lewes Road Area

DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area

DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area

DA6 Hove Station Area
DA7 Toad's Hole Valley

DA8 Shoreham Harbour

SA1 The Seafront

SA2 Central Brighton

SA3 Valley Gardens

SA4 Urban Fringe

SA5 The South Downs

SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods

3. If you ticked ‘Section Four’, ‘Policies Map’ or ‘Sustainability Appraisal’ above
which policy does this representation relate to? (please tick one box only)

CP1 Housing Delivery

CP2 Sustainable Economic Development

CP3 Employment Land

CP4 Retail Provision

CP5 Culture and Tourism

CP6 Visitor Accommodation

CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions

CP8 Sustainable Buildings

CP9 Sustainable Transport

CP10 Biodiversity

CP11 Flood Risk

CP12 Urban Design

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces

CP14 Housing Density
CP15 Heritage
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CP16 Open Space

CP17 Sports Provision

CP18 Healthy City

CP19 Housing Mix

CP20 Affordable Housing

CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation

CP22 Traveller Accommodation

4. To which Page Number(s) does your representation relate?

79-86

5. To which paragraph of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate?

6. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is:

6a Legally Compliant? Yes? No?

6b Sound? Yes? No?

7. If you agree that the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is legally compliant and/or
sound and wish to support this, please use this box to set out your comments

8. If you ticked ‘No’ to 6b) do you consider the Plan is unsound because it is not:

! Positively Prepared

! Justified

! Effective

! Consistent with National Policy
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9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan
Part 1 is not legally compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

The policy DA7 is not sound because (A) it conflicts with the core policies of the City Plan, 
(B) it would create a neighbourhood that was inherently unsustainable, contrary to the 
planning principles of the NPPF, and (C) there is a lack of evidence that the standards of 
sustainability and the benefits listed in policy could or would be delivered. 

I support the Representations by the Campaign to Save Toad’s Hole Valley, submitted by 
Hazel McKay, which provide full details as to why Policy DA7 is unsound. I ask Brighton & 
Hove City Council to study and accept them, and to alter the City Plan accordingly.

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton &
Hove City Plan Part 1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you 
identified above where this relates to soundness.

(You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or 
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised 
wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.)

Policy DA7 should be deleted and Toad’s Hole Valley protected in perpetuity from 
development, by inserting a new policy designating the valley as a Local Green Space.

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal compliance and is seeking
a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing 
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate) The Inspector will 
determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have 
indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination.

No, I wish to communicate through written representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions
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11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline 
why you consider this to be necessary.

12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1 Presumption in Favour of
Sustainable Development?

Yes No

12a If 'Yes' do you support / object or partially support / partially object to this 
policy?
Support Partially Support

Object Partially Object

12b Please state your reasons

13. Please notify me when...

The Plan has been submitted for Examination

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination

Adoption of the City Plan

What happens next?
Representations made to the Council will be summarised and passed to the Inspector for 
consideration.
Once this has happened, the Inspector will commence the examination and give notice of 
the start of the hearing sessions.
Interested parties will be informed of the start date of the examination sessions and the 
matters to be considered.

Thank you for making your representations
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1. Visit the council’s consultation portal online: http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/portal; or

2. If you use Acrobat Pro, please fill out and save this form and e-mail it to:

.8JK#0%?=+'(L='F3I?'FI"M))

3. Please fill out this form, print it and return by post to:

Brighton & Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
HOVE 
BN3 3ZZ 

#,)1N)640%.)NO1P

9/+/)-0'+3<+%'()B'+%<3: Personal information given on this form will be used by Brighton & 
Hove City Council (and its agents) in connection with its statutory functions. It will not be 
used for any other purpose. 

Mr

Brian

Knox-Peebles

WESTERN ESPLANADE
MANAGEMENT COMPANY
(HOVE) LTD ( ABBR:WEMCO)

Farm Cottage, Farm
Place, London

W8 7SX

Respondent 49
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-/0+)N)7)23403&3(+/+%'())
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.

1I) Q=%<=)-/0+)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representations you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 

Section One: Introduction ) )

Section Two: The Strategy ) )

Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies )

Section Four: Citywide Policies )

Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms )

Appendix 2 Key Diagram )

Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring )

Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan )

Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy )

 Policies Map )

Sustainability Appraisal )

NI) SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()A=033@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)L)
E=%<=)-'.%<,)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please
tick one box only))

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area )

DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area )

DA3 Lewes Road Area )

DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area )

DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area )

DA6 Hove Station Area )

DA7 Toad's Hole Valley )

DA8 Shoreham Harbour )

SA1 The Seafront )

SA2 Central Brighton )

SA3 Valley Gardens )

SA4 Urban Fringe )

SA5 The South Downs )

SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods )

PI)SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()5'"0@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)
E=%<=)4'.%<,)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please tick one box only))

CP1 Housing Delivery) ) )

CP2 Sustainable Economic Development )

CP3 Employment Land )

CP4 Retail Provision )

CP5 Culture and Tourism )

CP6 Visitor Accommodation )

CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions )

CP8 Sustainable Buildings )

CP9 Sustainable Transport )

CP10 Biodiversity )

CP11 Flood Risk )

CP12 Urban Design )

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces )

CP14 Housing Density )

CP15 Heritage )

✔

✔
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CP16 Open Space )

CP17 Sports Provision )

CP18 Healthy City )

CP19 Housing Mix )

CP20 Affordable Housing )

CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation

)

CP22 Traveller Accommodation )

WI)A')E=%<=)-/?3)B"$#30:&>)8'3&),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

XI)A')E=%<=)4/0/?0/4=)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

)

YI)9'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&\)

6a Legally Compliant?) Yes? ) No? ) )

6b Sound?) Yes? ) No? ) )

]I)SJ),'")/?033)+=/+)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)/(8^'0)
&'"(8)/(8)E%&=)+')&"44'0+)+=%&U)4.3/&3)"&3)+=%&)#'_)+')&3+)'"+),'"0)<'$$3(+&)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

`I)SJ),'")+%<M38)TB'@)+')Y#>)8'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)-./()%&)"(&'"(8)#3</"&3)%+)%&)('+\)

! Positively Prepared )

! Justified )

! Effective )

! Consistent with National Policy )

pages 89-90

✔

✔

✔
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No, I wish to communicate through written representations )

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions )

WESTERN ESPLANADE MANAGEMENT COMPANY (HOVE) LTD ): We represent people living on Western Esplanade (BN41 1WE). This area backs on to Basin Road South and runs in a westerly direction for 150 -200 metres from the Promenade.

Kingsway, the lagoon and Aldrington Basin form our immediate surroundings. They are closely linked to the Esplanade not only physically, but also because each area provides a setting and context for the other.
.
Since the development of the Shoreham Harbour area was first mooted many years ago (15+?), residents have been concerned about the effects this would have, both positive and negative on the area. Recently, we have directly engaged with the more realistic proposals
for the future development and regeneration in Aldrington Basin in the context of various consultations: on the emerging City Plan, on the Draft Aldrington Basin and South Portslade Development Brief, and on two major planning applications for land in Aldrington Basin
lying between Basin Road North and Kingsway. This representation reflects the views expressed by our members.
.
POLICY DA8: Residents of Western Esplanade recognise Aldrington Basin as a unique and important area for economic and employment activity in the City and the lagoon as important for leisure activity.

Western Esplanade residents agree that the regeneration Plan is a fine and much needed initiative. They fully support the sustainable regeneration of Aldrington Basin area bwith a priority for Port and employment uses, improvements to the public realm and access to the
coast, as proposed in City Plan policy DA8, and in the recent Draft Development Brief for Aldrington Basin.
.
However, there are several issues which we consider are not adequately covered in the policy as currently worded. We consider that key city strategic issues for sustainable development should be recognised in the City Plan, and not left only in the future Joint Area
Action Plan (JAAP).
.
ALDRINGTON BASIN’S STRATEGIC ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE: We suggest that policy DA8 B (ii a) needs to identify the Basin as a ‘strategic’ economic site for port and employment uses. Evidence suggests that the Basin’s future economic role will be at least as
important as will be South Portslade’s. (Our proposed change is shown in section 10 of this form.)
.
RESIDENTIAL USE: The work carried out for the draft Development Brief for Aldrington Basin has shown that the needs of residential use would be in conflict with port and employment uses; this, combined with flood risk mean that residential development may be feasible
in only a small part of the Basin. Residents are concerned that the main strength of the area, ie a priority for Port and employment use may be compromised by the perceived need to provide housing towards the Brighton & Hove target.
.
For this reason we therefore consider the wording ‘carefully located mixed use residential development’ for DA8 B (ii c) used in the previous Draft version of the plan is more suitable than ’appropriately located’ in the submission version.
.
DESIGN, TOWNSCAPE AND PUBLIC REALM ISSUES - UNSOUND OMISSION FROM THE CITY PLAN: Residents of Western Esplanade Hove consider that the local priorities identified in DA8Bii should include safeguarding the amenity of Kingsway and their distinctive
residential neighbourhood which lies on the north side of the Basin. In this respect we consider that policy DA8 fails to meet the NPPF’s requirement to take account of the roles and character of different areas which promote the vitality of main urban areas. It also fails to
meet the NPPF’s requirement to seek to secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings; or to address the integration of new development into the existing distinctive built environment (e.g. in
paragraphs 58, 60 and 61 of the NPPF).
.
Aldrington Basin and South Portslade are unique in the city in being proposed to be covered by two different plans; the City Plan and the JAAP. We fully agree that joint working between planning authorities to provide the joint plan covering Shoreham Harbour in its
entirety is essential. However we strongly believe that it is important that the council does not totally abrogate responsibility for environmental policy for Aldrington Basin to the JAAP. Appropriate high level environmental policy specific to this area should also be in policy
DA8 Bii of the City Plan.
.
Aldrington basin should be accorded policies ensuring the same quality of building design, townscape, the public realm, and relationships between adjacent areas, even where greater detail is to be provided in other documents such as Development Briefs.
.
It would be confusing to developers and to the community if land use and economic aspects of sustainable development in this part of the Development Area are to be found in the City Plan, but policies about the environmental aspects of sustainable development in the
same area could be found only in the JAAP.
.
WEMCO does not agree that other policies in the plan such as Seafront policy SA1 and Urban Design Policy CP12 are adequate. Whilst they apply to all development areas, it is clear that policies for the other development areas include such policies where there are
identified local priorities.
.
The reason for inclusion of environmental issues as local priorities in DA8 Bii is explained in the following paragraphs.
.
DISTINCTIVE CHARACTER OF THE SURROUNDING TOWNSCAPE AND PUBLIC REALM: Aldrington Basin is distinctly different to the other parts of Shoreham Harbour because it is surrounded on three sides by attractive and popular residential and recreational
development. In our view policy DA8 Bii should address the need for integration of this eastern extremity of the Harbour into the distinctive built environment of southwest Hove.
.
To the east of Aldrington Basin lies Hove Lagoon, an amenity created in 1930 from a saltmarsh at the same time as the adjoining West Hove Garden Estate was being developed. The shape of the Lagoon has a 1930s Art Deco feel, and its buildings the style of the
1920s.
.
Western Esplanade stands on the southern edge of Aldrington Basin. Built on the beach that separates the Basin from the sea, it is an iconic terrace of secluded white beachfront houses that was originally developed in the early 1900’s. It is unique for the area. Though
built on a private road, it is an example of stylish seaside architecture that adds to Brighton and Hove’s already rich mix of building design, and thus to the importance of the area’s ambience.
.
Therefore overall Kingsway and West Hove, Hove Lagoon and Western Esplanade demonstrate the distinctive qualities, scale and character of the growth of Hove in the early 20th century, and still provide a very good quality for life in the 21st century.

The residents of Western Esplanade consider that our proposed amendments would mean that DA8 (Bii) would better meet the requirements of the National
Planning Policy Framework for plan making (NPPF paragraphs 154 to 157) in that it would better provide a clear and comprehensive indication of priorities for the
built environment in the context of Aldrington Basin and its surrounding neighbourhood.

The residents of Western Esplanade consider that these amendments would provide high level policy to meet the NPPF’s requirement for planning to seek to
secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings; and to address the integration of new
development into the existing distinctive built environment (NPPF paragraphs 58, 60 and 61).

The inclusion of these suggestions would then ensure that the policy better reflects the neighbourhood’s collective vision and priorities for the sustainable
development of the area (NPPF paragraph 155).

DA8 B ii) Aldrington Basin:
Area Priorities:

a) To become a strategic employment area that accommodates a vibrant mix of new and improved port operational facilities as well as compatible non-port
employment uses, including A and B use classes. The balance of land uses will be determined in accordance with a future development brief that will form part of
the JAAP.

b) To maximise intensification and redevelopment opportunities of existing lower grade, vacant and under-used spaces.

c) To accommodate some carefully located mixed-use residential development, in accordance with a future brief that will form part of the JAAP.

d) To improve access arrangements and townscape upgrades to create better linkages to surrounding areas.

e) To ensure that all development takes in to account the findings and recommendations of the 2012 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and any subsequent
revisions.

- Development proposals should respect and complement the townscape, public realm, and distinctive local character and amenity of Kingsway, The Lagoon, and
the residential areas of West Hove and Western Esplanade.
- To ensure that new development proposals take account of impact on local air quality and that improvements are sought wherever possible , and ensure
developments do not increase the number of people exposed to poor air quality or traffic noise.

✔
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Thank you for making your representations 

WESTERN ESPLANADE MANAGEMENT COMPANY (HOVE) LTD (WEMCO): We
represent people living on Western Esplanade (BN41 1WE). This area backs on to Basin
Road South and runs in a westerly direction for 150 -200 metres from the Promenade.

Kingsway, the lagoon and Aldrington Basin form our immediate surroundings. They are
closely linked to the Esplanade not only physically, but also because each area provides a
setting and context for the other.

✔

✔

✔



Friends Families & Travellers T: 01273 234 777 

Community Base, 113 Queens Road, Brighton, BN1 3XG F: 01273 234 778 

www.gypsy-traveller.org fft@gypsy-traveller.org 

Registered charity no: 1112326  Company (non-profit voluntary organization) limited by guarantee – No. 3597515 

11 April 2013 

Dear Sir or Madam 

Re:  Brighton and Hove City Plan Part 1- CP22 Traveller Policy. 

We would like to submit the following comments about the plan. 

We are pleased to see the Council’s commitment to delivering 18 permanent 

pitches by 2019, and we hope that these new pitches will actually be 

delivered.  We trust that this means 18 new pitches, which would bring the 

total in Brighton and Hove to 41 (as there are currently 23 transit pitches, 

and the policy states that existing Traveller sites will be safeguarded). 

Gypsies and Travellers, and Government Guidance express, preference for 

small sites; these are more easily manageable, assimilate more easily into 

existing communities and are more pleasant to live on.  

Gypsy and Travellers also express a preference to live on sites which are not 

mixed, ie separate sites for Romany Gypsies, Irish Travellers and new 

Travellers. 

In the light of these factors it would be preferable to have three small sites 

in Brighton; one for each group, rather than one larger site for all. 

Yours sincerely 

Emma Nuttall 

Advice and Policy Manager 

Respondent 50
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From: Faith Lee 

Sent: 12 April 2013 07:51

To: LDF

Subject: city plan consultation comment

Page 1 of 1

16/04/2013

Reference Brighton and Hove City Plan, consultation. 

Paragraph 4.98 on page 170 of the Submission City Plan (Part 1) document (page 172 of 
the pdf) includes the sentence:  'The need for rail service capacity and line improvements 
between the Sussex Coast and London, including the reinstatement of the rail line between 
Lewes and Uckfield, are supported.' 

I welcome the inclusion of reinstatement in the Plan, and t urge the council to actively 
promote the reinstatement of Lewes - Uckfield, and to work with East Sussex County 
Council and the Central Corridor Local Enterprise Partnership and South East Local 
Enterprise Partnership to seek funding to develop the project.  

Re-opening of the line would reduce traffic on the congested approach roads to and within the city. 
It would also boost employment, tourism and trade by allowing people like myself to make regular 
visits to the city. 

Another aspect is that having the Lewes Uckfield rail link would provide an alternative for Brighton 
commuters when there are problems on the Brighton-London line. 

Best wishes 

Faith Lee 

Respondent 51



From: Trudy Roberts 

Sent: 12 April 2013 08:14

To: LDF

Subject: City Plan Part One Policy DA7 Toad's Hole 

Valley

Page 1 of 1

16/04/2013

City Plan Part One, Section 3, Policy DA7, pages 79-86 

I hereby register support for the representations submitted by Hazel McKay on behalf of 

the Campaign to Save Toad's Hole Valley. 

I consider that policy DA7 is unsound because (A) it conflicts with 

the core policies of the City Plan, (B) it would create a 

neighbourhood that was inherently unsustainable, contrary to the 

planning principles of the NPPF, and (C) there is a lack of evidence 

that the standards of sustainability and the benefits listed in the 

policy could or would be delivered.

I was consulted on the drafting of the Campaign's representations, contributed to their 

content and agreed the final submitted version. 

Policy DA7 should be deleted and Toad’s Hole Valley protected in 

perpetuity from development, by inserting a new policy designating the 

valley as a Local Green Space. 

Trudy Roberts 

Respondent 52
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SIMON
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INDIGO PLANNING

SWAN COURT

WORPLE ROAD

LONDON

Sw19 4JS
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Dear Sir / Madam 

BRIGHTON AND HOVE CITY PLAN 

PROPOSED SUBMISSION CONSULTATION FEBRUARY 2013 

We write on behalf of Scottish Widows Investment Partnership (SWIP), owners 

of Goldstone Retail Park, to make representations to the proposed submission 

version of the Brighton and Hove City Plan, which is currently the subject of 

public consultation. 

These representations are in accordance with the guidance set out within the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and relate to the ‘soundness’ of 

the draft Plan.     

Context 

Goldstone Retail Park is located approximately 1km to the north of Hove town 

centre on Old Shoreham Road.  It currently comprises five retail warehouse 

units laid out in a terrace, with a combined gross retail floorspace of 7,955 sq. m 

(85,632 sq. ft).  In addition to the terrace of retail warehouse units, the Retail 

Park includes a standalone fast food unit (Burger King) and 334 car parking 

spaces.  

Whilst the site is defined as an out of centre location, it falls within a large scale, 

long established retail destination. 

SWIP has demonstrated its commitment to on-going investment in the retail 

park since the park’s construction in the late 1990s.  SWIP has sought to 

develop an attractive retail offer at the park as well as securing increases in 

retail floorspace through the provision of pod units and mezzanines, where 

appropriate. 

Most recently, planning permission (LPA ref. BH2012/01182) was granted in 

August 2012 for the erection of a freestanding retail terrace to include a single 

storey retail unit (use class A1) and single storey coffee shop (use class A3). 

Brighton and Hove City Council 

FREEPOST SEA6776 

Room 410 

Hove Town Hall 

Norton Road 

Hove 

BN3 3ZZ 

By email and post 

ldf@brighton-hove.gov.uk 

10 April 2013 let.SN.LB.02880038 

Respondent 53
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Representations  

The City Plan draft policy DA6 identifies the site as falling within the Hove 

Station development area.  The policy states that: 

 

‘The strategy for the development area is to secure the long 

term regeneration opportunities around the Hove Station 

area and enable its development as an attractive and 

sustainable mixed-use area focussed on employment�’ 

It goes on state that it will promote the efficient use of the land through 

predominantly employment and residential developments.  Part B of the policy 

states that provision will be made for 630 residential units alongside 13,000 sq. 

m of employment floorspace as a minimum amount of development within the 

development area. 

 

Draft policy CP1 of the plan addresses housing delivery and reflects draft policy 

DA6 in identifying the Hove Station Area for 630 new homes.  

 

The 2012 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) Update, 

which provides the evidence base for the draft City Plan, outlines that of 627 

residential units to be delivered within the Hove Station development area, 163 

of the units will be provided on land at Goldstone Retail Park in the period 2024-

2030 (the 11-16 year supply period).  

 

In terms of the supply of housing, the National Planning Policy Framework (the 

Framework) states, at paragraph 47, that local planning authorities should: 

 

‘�identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad 

locations for growth for years 6-10 and, where possible, for 

years 11-15.’   

Furthermore, footnote 12 of the Framework states that;  

 

‘�to be considered developable, sites should be in a 

suitable location for housing development and there should 

be a reasonable prospect that the site is available and could 

be viably developed at the point envisaged.’ 

Goldstone Retail Park is a long established retail destination which is an 

important asset in SWIP’s retail portfolio.  Its redevelopment for residential 

purposes would not achieve the returns on investment the current use provides 

and so there would be no financial case for its redevelopment.  For this reason, 

there is no “reasonable prospect” of the site being available for housing 

development.  SWIP’s intentions are to maintain and enhance the site as a 

retail destination, as evidenced by their recent proposal for pod units.  Given 

SWIP ongoing commitment to investment at the retail park, it is neither 

appropriate nor realistic to promote the site for uses other than retail. 

 

Allocating the Goldstone Retail Park site for housing would give a false 
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impression of the housing allocation’s deliverability.  The Local Plan would be 

aiming to bring forward housing numbers which realistically could not be 

delivered, due to the unavailability of the Goldstone Retail Park site.  It would be 

more appropriate to identify more realistic areas for housing, such as vacant or 

under-used land that could deliver the 163 unit housing target identified for the 

retail park. We recommend that draft policies DA6 and CP1 should be amended 

accordingly. 

Conclusions 

Having regard to the tests of soundness set out in paragraph 182 of the 

Framework, draft policies DA6 and CP1 of the Brighton and Hove City Plan are 

unsound as they are neither justified nor consistent with National Planning 

Policy as outlined above.  

In order to make the City Plan sound, we recommend that both policies DA6 

and CP1 should be amended to remove reference to the provision of residential 

units at Goldstone Retail Park.   

In terms of policy DA6, the site of Goldstone Retail Park should be excluded 

from the development area boundary.  Instead, the boundary should be re-

drawn to the south and west of the retail park and any specific reference to the 

retail park should be removed from the supporting paragraphs.   

Part B of both policy DA6 and CP1 should also be amended to refer to the 

provision of 467 residential units, as opposed to 630 units, within the Hove 

Station development area, unless further sites can be identified or densities 

increased.     

We trust that these representations will be taken into consideration.  If you wish 

to discuss the above further, please do not hesitate to contact me.  

Yours faithfully 

Simon Neate 

cc: Ewan Cameron, Scottish Widows Investment Partnership 



Planning Services 

Southover House 

Southover Road 

Lewes 

East Sussex  

BN7 1AB 

01273 471600 

01273 484452 fax 

ldf@lewes.gov.uk 

01273 484488   Minicom 

DX No. 3118 Lewes-1

Please address all correspondence to the  

Director of Planning & Environmental Services 

Director 

Lindsay Frost BA (Hons) DipTP 

MRTPI

direct dial (01273) 484417 

my ref 9328.36.1 

your ref 

date 12 April 2013 

Via email only 

Dear Sir or Madam 

Brighton and Hove City Plan Part 1 – Proposed Submission 

Thank you for inviting Lewes District Council to comment on the Proposed 
Submission City Plan Part 1.  The comments have been prepared by officers in 
the Planning Policy Team, in consultation with Ward Members who neighbour 
your authority, and are endorsed by the Lead Councillor for Planning, Cllr Jones. 

We have considered the Plan and have no objections.  We have some specific 
comments which are included below. 

CP1 Housing Delivery 

As stated in our response to the Draft City Plan consultation, we recognise the 
difficulty in providing housing to meet the objectively assessed needs of the city, 
given that the City Council faces a similar set of environmental constraints that 
impedes housing delivery in Lewes District.  We therefore repeat our support to 
have a capacity-led approach and thus believe that the target of 11,300 new 
homes is compliant with NPPF paragraph 14. 

Duty to Cooperate 

We welcome the City Council’s commitment to working with neighbouring 
authorities to address cross-boundary issues in line with the duty to cooperate 
and appreciate the efforts the City Council have made to engage with the District 
Council prior to the publication of the proposed submission document.  We look 
forward to maintaining the relationship in the future.   

Should you need any clarification of the District Council’s position, do not hesitate 
to contact us. 

Yours faithfully, 

Tal Kleiman 
Planning Policy Officer 
Lewes District Council 

Respondent 54



From: NOEL SLADEN 

Sent: 12 April 2013 09:53

To: LDF

Subject: Fw: CITY PLAN PART ONE POLICY DA7 TOAD'S HOLE VALLEY

Page 1 of 1

17/04/2013

----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: NOEL SLADEN  
To: "idf@brighton-hove.gov.uk" <idf@brighton-hove.gov.uk>  
Sent: Friday, 12 April 2013, 9:48 
Subject: CITY PLAN PART ONE POLICY DA7 TOAD'S HOLE VALLEY 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 I am Noel Sladen of 65 Woodland Avenue Hove BN3 6BJ - 01273 551830. 

 Attention is drawn to City Plan Part One, Section 3, Policy DA7, Pages 79 to 86. 

     I hereby register support for the representations submitted by HAZEL MCKAY on behalf 
of the Campaign to Save Toads's Hole Valley. 

     I consider that policy DA7 is unsound because - (A) it conflicts with the core policies of the 
City Plan; - (B) it would create a neighbourhood that was inherently unsustainable, contrary to the 
planning principles of the NPPF and - (C) there is a lack of evidence that the standards of 
sustainability and the benfits listed in the policy could or would be delivered. 

     I was consulted on the drafting of the Campaign's representations, contributed to their 
content and agreed the final submitted version. I also addressed the full City Council meeting held 
on 31/01/2013 on related issues.    

     Policy DA7 should be deleted and Toad's Hole Valley protected in perpetuity from 
development, by inserting a new policy designatng the Valley as a Local Green Space. 

 Yours faithfully,  Noel Sladen 

Respondent 55



Lewis and Co Planning South East Limited 
Company Number 05809390 

Registered Office: Preston Park House, South Road, Brighton, BN1 6SB 
Registered in England and Wales 

Local Development Framework Team 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
Room 407-410 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
Hove  
BN3 3BQ 

21st July 2012 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Brighton & Hove Draft City Plan Part 1 (May 2012) 

We write on behalf of Newtown Ventures Ltd in relation to the City Plan (Part 1) and to provide a formal 
response to the draft policies relevant to the Hove Station Development Area and land north of 
Newtown Road in particular.   

Unit 56 Newtown Road 

Newtown Ventures Ltd owns Unit 56 Newtown Road which is located on the corner of Goldstone Lane 
(see enclosed Site Location Plan).  The property was previously used for industrial purposes but has 
been vacant for a number of years despite a comprehensive marketing campaign by Flude Commercial 
since January 2004.   

Planning consent to replace the existing buildings on the site with 2 x 4 storey office blocks with 
underground parking was granted in November 2004 (BH2004/02582).  Despite this permission, there 
continues to be a lack of interest in occupying or redeveloping the property for employment purposes.  
Flude has confirmed that the land has a negative site value and the District Valuer has concluded that 
the building is unviable and will not be occupied in its current condition.   

Unit 56 is clearly redundant for employment purposes and a new approach needs to be adopted in order 
to regenerate the site and surrounding area. 

Brighton & Hove Local Plan (2005) 

The Newtown Road industrial area is allocated as an EM1 employment site in the adopted Local Plan 
which seeks to protect the property for B1(b & c) and B2 purposes.  The EM1 allocation includes Unit 56 
Newtown Road, Becks Peugeot Garage and the Tecni-Form site on Goldstone Lane together with the 
other commercial uses on the west side of Newtown Road.    

Respondent 56



 
 
 

 

 

 

National Planning Policy Framework (2012) 
 
Paragraph 22 of the NPPF states the following: 
 
“Planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for employment use 
where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for that purpose.  Land allocations 
should be regularly reviewed.  Where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for the 
allocated employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be 
treated on their merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land 
uses to support sustainable local communities.” 
 
The long term protection of Unit 56 by Policies EM1/EM3 has failed to deliver business or industrial 
development on the site.  As such, this is exactly the type of site that the NPPF seeks to release for 
other uses in the interests of positive planning.   
 
DA6 (Hove Station Area) and Policy CP3 
 
The identification of the Hove Station Development Area (DA6) for regeneration is much needed and 
therefore welcomed in principle.  Policy CP3(4) seeks to allocate the land for employment-led 
(residential and employment) mixed use development on the land north of Newtown Road and 
stipulates that there will be no net loss of employment floorspace. 
 
Given that there is no demonstrable demand for Unit 56 either in its current form or to be redeveloped 
as flexible office space, the retention of the site for employment purposes (either on its own or as part of 
a mixed use scheme) cannot be justified and would conflict with policies set out in the NPPF.  For this 
reason we request that reference to the site in Policy CP3(4) is removed altogether. 
 
Proposed Uses 
 
We understand that Signet Planning has submitted representations on behalf of Discovery Properties 
Ltd in relation to the Becks Peugeot Garage and the adjoining sites.  These representations have 
promoted retail-led regeneration of the area with a new supermarket on the Becks site and the Hove 
Station area being designated as a district centre.  Newtown Ventures Ltd fully supports these 
proposals. 
 
Paragraph 4.2 of the Draft City Plan identifies a housing requirement of between 15,800 and 19,400 
new dwellings over the plan period to 2030 (790-970 new homes per annum).  However, Policy CP1 
only makes provision for 11,300 new homes to be built (565 units per annum).  This approach is 
inconsistent with the National Planning Policy Framework which requires Local Plans to meet the need 
for housing in full (Paragraph 47).  Whilst the supporting text acknowledges the short fall, the City Plan 
provides little explanation as to the options reviewed (for example whether limited release of protected 
land is possible) before concluding that 11,300 dwellings is the maximum number that can be delivered. 
 
Figure 2 (Housing Trajectory 2010-2030) clearly shows that a 5 year housing supply will not be 
delivered.  Furthermore, the table in CP1 demonstrates that an additional buffer of a minimum of 5% 



 
 
 

 

 

 

has not been included.  For these reasons, the approach fails to comply with paragraph 47 of the NPPF 
and there is a real possibility that the Secretary of State will conclude that the Plan is unsound. 
 
Given the conclusions of Inspectors reviewing other Core Strategies/Local Plans (Bath and East 
Somerset Council, Hull City Council and Wigan Metropolitan Council) there is a real possibility that the 
Brighton & Hove City Plan will be rejected in its current form.  It is in the interests of all parties that this 
does not happen and as such we propose that the housing land supply options are reviewed at this 
stage rather than proceeding to the submission stage. 
 
The allocation of land north of Newtown Road for residential purposes could make a significant 
contribution to the identified housing shortage. 
 
CP12 – Urban Design 
 
The Hove Station area is identified by Policy CP12 as suitable to accommodate taller developments (18 
metres or more in height).  It is assumed (and therefore welcomed) that the Newtown Road area is part 
of this tall buildings node, however, the City Plan needs to clearly define the boundaries in map/plan 
form. 
 
Given the substantial housing shortfall identified in the Draft City Plan, we propose the following 
changes to CP12: 
 

 Additional tall building zones need to be identified and included in subsequent versions of the 
City Plan; 
 

 The wording of CP12 needs to be amended to allow tall buildings outside these zones where 
conditions are appropriate. 

 
Policy CP8 – Sustainable Buildings 
 
The requirements of Policy CP8 to achieve higher than Code for Sustainable Homes Level 3 exceeds 
national targets and can have significant implications on development costs (particularly with Levels 5 
and 6).  These additional costs can represent the marginal difference between a development being 
viable or otherwise, particularly in the current financial climate.  The wording of Policy CP8 should 
therefore be amended to reflect the aspirations of the Council whilst allowing greater choice and 
flexibility for applicants.      
 
Policy CP14 – Housing Density 
 
Whilst the aim of CP14 to make the full, efficient and sustainable use of land is welcomed, there is a risk 
that the minimum recommended density of 50 dwellings per hectare is taken as a target.  The wording 
of this policy needs to be amended in order to encourage much higher residential densities wherever 
possible.  
 



 
 
 

 

 

 

CP20 – Affordable Housing 
 
Whilst the sliding scale approach to affordable housing provision set out in Policy CP20 is appropriate 
and in line with other local planning authorities, there is the potential for the number of applications for 5-
9 dwellings to decline as a result of the 20% equivalent financial contribution being introduced.  
Ultimately this could result in a lower number of affordable housing units being delivered.  The policy 
also needs to make it clear how the commuted sums generated will be used in the interests of 
transparent government.  
 
We hope that officers agree with the approach set out in this correspondence and will amend the 
content of the Draft City Plan accordingly.  However, should you wish to discuss the issues raised in 
these representations further, please contact Paul Burgess MRTPI on 01273 413700. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Lewis & Co Planning 
 
paul@lewisplanning.co.uk 
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our ref: AP/Q30195 
your ref:  
email: andrew.price@quod.com 
date: 11th April 2013 

Local Development Framework Team 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
King's House 
Grand Avenue 
Hove BN3 2LS 

By Email:  ldf@brighton-hove.gov.uk 

Dear Sirs, 

BRIGHTON CITY PLAN CONSULTATION  
DA2 BRIGHTON MARINA, GAS WORKS AND BLACK ROCK AREA 
REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF SCOTIA GAS NETWORKS  

We are instructed by Scotia Gas Networks to submit representations to the City Plan to ensure that the 
interests of the company are maintained; to ensure that we can be party to further consultations; and to 
enable the future development capacity of the site can be realised should the opportunity arise. We now 
submit representations to the Submission City Plan soundness consultation, in accordance with the 
specified consultation timescale of by Friday 12th April 2012.  These representations are made with specific 
regard to the existing Gas Works site at Boundary Road/Roedean Road, Brighton and relate to that 
property interest, albeit the wider approach to development within Brighton and Hove is commented 
upon.  

On behalf of our client, Scotia Gas Networks (SGN), I am writing with specific regard to Site DA2 - Brighton 
Marina, Gas Works and Black Rock Area, as set out in the Council’s draft submission City Plan. Background 
information and detailed comments on the draft site allocation are set out below.   

This submission does not in any way propose closure or retraction of the Hazardous Substance consent but 
seeks to ensure that there is the appropriate flexibility should this happen over the life of the plan. 

a) Background

The SGN land (approximately 1.8 hectares) includes the two gasholders to the north east corner of the site. 
The existing situation results in future development within the vicinity of the gasholders being subject to 
restrictions set out in the HSE’s land use planning methodology (PADHI), which limits the potential for 
residential and retail uses at present.  

SGN has identified potential for the gasholders to be decommissioned. It should be noted that there are 
significant costs related to decommissioning the gasholders, dismantling the associated infrastructure and 
subsequent decontamination of the site.  

b) Draft Site Allocation – The Council’s Preferred Uses

Policy DA2 confirms that the council’s preferred use for the Gasworks site is employment use 
(approximately 2,000m²); a minimum of 85 residential units and ancillary retail which should not compete 
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with the district centre at the Marina. This proposal is supported in part by SGN. The City Plan's 
consideration of this site should not default to an employment use simply because it has previously been 
used for industrial storage purposes. The site should be considered as, in effect, white land which has the 
capacity to accommodate a wide range of uses. Any blanket allocation for employment use would not be 
seen as appropriate and would in our view fall foul of the tests set out in adopted NPPF.  In particular, 
Paragraph 22 states that: 

“Planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for 
employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for 
that purpose. Land allocations should be regularly reviewed. Where there is no 
reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated employment use, 
applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on their 
merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land 
uses to support sustainable local communities.” 

As set out within the NPPF, employment allocations should be deliverable, otherwise they should not retain 
or receive allocations which might blight the site. As touched upon above, due to the nature of these sites, 
abnormal costs through site remediation are significant and therefore higher value uses have to be 
considered to bring them forward to any level of basic development status. Even if allocated for 
employment uses, the Class B floorspace range does not have the value to deliver the necessary site 
remediation. In such cases the site will lay dormant in perpetuity. The NPPF requires Local Planning 
Authorities to pay careful attention to viability and the costs of development, to ensure that plans and site 
allocations are deliverable. Paragraph 173 states: 

“To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to 
development, such as requirements for affordable housing, standards, 
infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, when taking account 
of the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns 
to a willing land owner and willing developer to enable the development to be 
deliverable.” 

As such, SGN welcome the allocation for a minimum of 85 residential units and considers this appropriate 
given the predominant character of surrounding land is residential in nature.    Given the location of the gas 
holder we consider that the most appropriate alternative use would be residential, retail or a combination 
of both. Such uses would also remove the HSE PADHI zone limitation on surrounding development 
opportunities and therefore have a cumulative effect on development capacity in an important borough 
location helping to provide linkages between the Marina and the Town Centre. Any aspiration for 
employment use on the site should be subject to such uses being viable.  

The supporting text to Policy DA2 confirms at 3.14 that ‘A holistic approach to the regeneration of the 
development area will be achieved through the preparation and adoption of a Supplementary Planning 
Document (SPD) for the Brighton Marina and wider area. The SPD will replace the existing Supplementary 
Planning Guidance (SPGBH20, 2003) and Planning Advice Note (PAN04, 2008) for Brighton Marina.’ We 
would welcome the opportunity to remain informed about the City Plan review and the aforementioned 
SPD preparation and would be grateful if you could please contact Sophia.waugh@quod.com or 
alternatively andrew.price@quod.com.  

mailto:Sophia.waugh@quod.com
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This submission does not prejudice our ability to make further representations in due course. 

We have enclosed for your attention the relevant comment form, however for the purposes of this 
submission it is necessary to read the forms against the content of this letter. 

We trust that you will register the above submission representation accordingly and look forward to 
continued discussions with you.   

Yours faithfully, 

Andrew Price 
Associate 

Enc: 

1. Submission City Plan Part 1 Response Form



Lewis & Co Planning 
town planning consultants 

2 Port Hall Road Brighton BN1 5PD 
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Lewis and Co Planning South East Limited 
Company Number 05809390 

Registered Office: Preston Park House, South Road, 
 Brighton, BN1 6SB 

Registered in England and Wales 
Chartered Town Planners 

LDF Team 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
Room 407-410 
2nd Floor 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
Hove 
BN3 3BQ 

10th April 2013 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 – Proposed Submission Version (February 2013) 

Further to the Draft City Plan being issued for consultation on 25th February, we write to respond on 
behalf of The Hyde Group (Hyde).  Hyde is currently the most active residential developer in the city 
with approximately 400 residential units currently under construction and an existing stock of around 
1100 homes in the city.  The emerging policies will have a significant impact on future development 
projects for Hyde and therefore the city as a whole.   

Lewis & Co Planning originally submitted representations in response to the 2012 Draft City Plan in 
July 2012.  These comments related to housing land supply, affordable housing provision, tall 
building zones,  employment sites, urban fringe sites, CIL contributions and Code for Sustainable 
Homes requirements amongst other issues.  Having reviewed the Council’s proposed submission 
version of the City Plan, we are convinced that our comments remain valid.   

Whilst we recognise the considerable amount of work which the Council has undertaken in preparing 
the City Plan, we remain concerned about the potential risk of the document being declared unsound 
by a Planning Inspector.  It is vital for the future of the City that the Plan is as robust as possible and 
complies with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework.  As such, we would 
suggest that the Council’s approach to housing land supply is reviewed before submission to the 
Secretary of State.  Our proposals for specific areas for review are set out below. 

Housing Land Supply 

The Draft City Plan now identifies a housing requirement of 15,800 new homes by 2030 but plans to 
provide for a minimum of 11,300.  This target is based on the estimated capacity of the City rather 
than actual housing need.  Such an approach appears inconsistent with paragraph 47 of the NPPF 
which requires local planning authorities to: 
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“Use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plans meet the full, objectively assessed 
needs for market and affordable housing…”    

The capacity-led approach adopted by the City Plan conflicts with paragraph 182 of the Framework 
which requires plans to be consistent with national policy and to be positively prepared in order to be 
sound.  This conflict was acknowledged in the BHCC Policy & Resources Committee agenda for the 
meeting on 31st January 2013 which stated: 

“The fact that the city’s housing delivery target does not match the assessed full level of 
housing requirement is a soundness risk to the City Plan.  The Council has sought to 
minimise this risk by undertaking its ‘duty to cooperate’ with the city’s neighbouring local 
authorities.”  

However, the Duty to Cooperate Compliance Statement (Feb 2013) concludes that agreement could 
not be reached with neighbouring authorities to accommodate the unmet housing need outside of the 
City.  Whilst the City Council has sought to cooperate with other authorities, the identified housing 
need continues to be unmet.  As such, the City Plan would not provide the level of housing required 
to meet identified need unless it is amended.     

Whilst the physical constraints of the city are acknowledged, the following areas could be reviewed 
for further capacity potential before submitting the Plan to the Secretary of State: 

Tall buildings and higher density developments; 

Release of redundant employment sites; 

Review of allocated sites to prioritise the delivery of new housing over other uses within a 
five year horizon (for example Preston Barracks); 

Urban fringe sites. 

The assessment of the capacity for taller buildings in the city was last carried out in 2003 and 
therefore should be reviewed in light of the current housing shortage.  Furthermore, the existing tall 
buildings policies have been used to restrict proposals for taller buildings outside of these zones 
where they have otherwise been acceptable.  The policies for tall building proposals therefore need 
to be reviewed in all parts of the city. 

There are currently a number of vacant employment premises which could be put to more effective 
use in the city, including 600,000ft2 of empty office floorspace.  A further review of redundant 
employment sites is suggested in light of the planned under-provision of housing.  

The comments previously submitted on behalf of Hyde (July 2012) suggested that the urban fringe 
sites should be reviewed for affordable housing in Part 2 of the City Plan.  However, given that the 
housing need has not been fully addressed, these sites are now required in the short term and 
should be considered urgently.    

Officers will no doubt be aware of draft Local Plans prepared by other Local Authorities which have 
been rejected or suspended by the Secretary of State on the basis that housing targets had not been 
met (Rushcliffe Borough Council, Bath and North East Somerset Council, Lichfield Council etc).  For 
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the benefit of the City and all stakeholders involved, we hope that this will not be the outcome with 
the draft Brighton & Hove City Plan.   

Paragraph 47 of the Framework also requires local planning authorities to identify a deliverable 5-
year housing land supply with an additional 5% buffer in order to provide a realistic prospect of 
achieving the planned supply. The Housing Trajectory on page 130 of the City Plan is based on the 
sites identified in the 2012 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment update.  Many of the 
sites relied upon do not appear to meet the definition of deliverable as set out in Footnote 11 of the 
Framework (i.e. available now, in a suitable location and achievable within five years).  Examples of 
these include: 

Brighton Marina Inner Harbour (250 units) – This site does not have planning consent; 

Brighton Marina Outer Harbour (500 units) – It is understood that the approved 2009 scheme is 
due to progress later this year but only the first phase for approximately 170 units;  

Preston Barracks (300 units) – Despite being allocated for redevelopment in the 2005 Local Plan, 
the site has failed to be delivered and does not have planning consent; 

Circus Street (160 units) – Despite being allocated in the 2005 Local Plan, the site has failed to 
deliver and does not have planning consent; 

Decon Laboratories (28 units) – Is not allocated for development and does not have planning 
permission; 

Toads Hole Valley (350 units) – Is not allocated in an adopted development plan and does not 
have planning consent; 

King Alfred (100 units) – Despite being allocated for redevelopment in the 2005 Local Plan, the site 
has failed to deliver and does not have planning consent.  The potential for phased development and 
handovers is considered to be limited given the nature of the site and the anticipated construction 
typology; 

Edward Street Police station (80 units) – Is not allocated in an adopted development plan and 
does not have planning permission. 

Anston House – Is not allocated in an adopted development plan and does not have planning 
permission. 

The lack of a genuinely deliverable five year housing land supply conflicts with the requirements set 
out in paragraph 47 of the Framework and further underlines the need for an additional housing/tall 
buildings review.  For this reason also the City Plan could be declared unsound. 

Affordable Housing 

The shortfall in planned housing directly limits the amount of affordable housing being provided in the 
city.  Furthermore, the falling supply has the potential to help fuel house price increases which is not 
being matched by increases in personal income, thereby compounding affordability issues.  The 
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Centre for Cities (2012) league table of affordability ratios for the 63 cities outside London shows that 
the average house price in Brighton & Hove equates to 10.77 times the average household income.  
The league table shows that Brighton and Hove is the fifth least affordable city of the 63 assessed. 

The supply of affordable housing is likely to be further reduced if permitted development rights for 
changes from offices to residential use are introduced later this year.  Also, recommendations from 
the 2012 Montague Report to waive affordable housing requirements for build-to-let developments 
(or reviewing requirements on stalled sites) are expected to be introduced shortly.  In view of the 
previously identified relationship between average household incomes and average house prices in 
the city, it is clear that innovative solutions to stimulate new housing supply, including the measures 
identified in the Montague Report to unlock institutional investment into Private Rent Sector models, 
are necessary as part of an holistic approach to meeting housing need in Brighton and Hove.  
However, both these changes have the potential to exacerbate the shortfall in supply of affordable 
homes identified above. 

Conclusions 

Having reviewed the proposed submission draft of the City Plan, the comments previously submitted 
on behalf of the Hyde Group in 2012 remain valid.  Whilst the geographical constraints facing the city 
present significant issues for the Council when preparing the City Plan, there continues to be 
potential conflict with the requirements of the NPPF in terms of housing land supply.  For this reason 
we would urge a further review of additional housing sites in order to minimise the possible risk of the 
Inspector declaring the Plan unsound. 

The under-provision of housing combined with below inflation increases to incomes and the changes 
to permitted development rights will all contribute to a greater need for the Council to prioritise 
support for the delivery of affordable housing on suitable sites in the city.  For these reasons, we 
urge the Council to consider the options outlined above before proceeding with the planned 
submission to the Secretary of State.    

If you would like to discuss these issues further, please contact Paul Burgess MRTPI on 01273 
413700. 

Yours faithfully 

Lewis & Co Planning 

paul@lewisplanning.co.uk 



From: Ruth Nguyen 

Sent: 12 April 2013 10:35

To: LDF

Subject: City Plan Part One Policy DA7 Toad's Hole 

Valley

Page 1 of 1

17/04/2013

City Plan Part One Policy DA7 Toad's Hole Valley 

City Plan Part One, Section 3, Policy DA7, pages 79-86 

I hereby register support for the representations submitted by Hazel McKay on behalf of 
the Campaign to Save Toad's Hole Valley. 

I consider that policy DA7 is unsound because (A) it conflicts 
with the core policies of the City Plan, (B) it would create a 
neighbourhood that was inherently unsustainable, contrary to the 
planning principles of the NPPF, and (C) there is a lack of 
evidence that the standards of sustainability and the benefits listed 
in the policy could or would be delivered,

I was consulted on the drafting of the Campaign's representations, contributed to their 
content and agreed the final submitted version. 

Policy DA7 should be deleted and Toad’s Hole Valley protected in perpetuity from 
development, by inserting a new policy designating the valley as a Local Green Space. 

Sincerely 
Ruth Nguyen 
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From: Neil England HBA [

Sent: 12 April 2013 10:34

To: LDF

Subject: City Plan Part One Policy DA7 Toad's Hole Valley 

Page 1 of 1

17/04/2013

ear Sir/Madam 

City Plan Part One, Section 3, Policy DA7, pages 79-86 

I hereby register support for the representations submitted by Hazel McKay on behalf of the 
Campaign to Save Toad's Hole Valley. 

I consider that policy DA7 is unsound because (A) it conflicts with the 
core policies of the City Plan, (B) it would create a neighbourhood that 
was inherently unsustainable, contrary to the planning principles of the 
NPPF, and (C) there is a lack of evidence that the standards of 
sustainability and the benefits listed in the policy could or would be 
delivered,

I was consulted on the drafting of the Campaign's representations, contributed to their content 
and agreed the final submitted version. 

Policy DA7 should be deleted and Toad’s Hole Valley protected in perpetuity from 
development, by inserting a new policy designating the valley as a Local Green Space. 

I also feel this area could be put to a much better use for the community than the proposed and 
should be reconsidered by all most seriously, prior to consigning it to concrete 

CarlyDockerill
Rectangle

CarlyDockerill
Typewritten Text
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Harrison, Sarah 

12 April 2013 12:01

LDF

Brighton and Hove City Plan representations

Attachments: BrightonrepWQ.doc; BrightonrepCP7.doc; BrightonrepCP16.doc; BrightonrepDA3.doc; 
BrightonrepDA5.doc; BrightonrepDA8.doc

Page 1 of 1

17/04/2013

Dear Sir or Madam, 

Thank you for consulting Southern Water on Brighton & Hove’s City Plan. Please find our representations 
attached. 

If you would like to discuss our comments, or require any clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Yours faithfully 

Sarah Harrison 
Planning Analyst 
Southern Water 

This e-mail is intended solely for the person or organisation to which it is addressed. It may contain 
privileged and confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are prohibited 
from copying, disclosing or distributing this e-mail or its contents (as it may be unlawful for you to 
do so) or taking any action in reliance on it. 

If you receive this e-mail by mistake, please delete it then advise the sender immediately by reply e-
mail to "Harrison, Sarah" <Sarah.Harrison@southernwatr.co.uk>. 

Without prejudice to the above prohibition on unauthorised copying and disclosure of this e-mail or 
its contents, it is your responsibility to ensure that any onward transmission, opening or use of this 
message and any attachments will not adversely affect your or the onward recipients' systems or 
data. Please carry out such virus and other such checks as you consider appropriate. 

An e-mail reply to this address may be subject to monitoring for operational reasons or lawful 
business practices. 

This e-mail is issued by Southern Water Services Limited, company number 2366670, registered in 
England and having its registered office at Southern House, Yeoman Road, Worthing, BN13 3NX, 
England. 

In sending this e-mail the sender cannot be deemed to have specified authority and the contents of 
the e-mail will have no contractual effect unless (in either case) it is otherwise agreed between 
Southern Water Services Limited and the recipient.  

CarlyDockerill
Typewritten Text
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Submission City Plan Part 1  
Response Form 
 

 
Part A – Respondent Details (You only need to complete this once) 

Personal Details Agent’s Details 

Title 
Miss 
 

Title 
 

First Name 
Sarah 
 

First Name 
 

Last Name 
Harrison 
 

Last Name 
 

Job Title 
(where relevant) 

Planning Analyst Job Title 
(where 
relevant) 

 

Organisation 
(where relevant) 

Southern Water 
Organisation 
(where 
relevant) 

 

Address  
 
 
 

Southern House 
Yeoman Road 
Worthing 

Address  
 
 
 

 

Post Code 

BN13 3NX 
 
 
 

Post Code 

 

Telephone  
 
 
 

Telephone 
 

Email  
Planning.policy@southernwater.co.uk 
 
 

Email  
 

 
Please return this form by email to ldf@brighton-hove.gov.uk by 12 April 2013 
If you need to return this form by post our address is: 
  
Brighton & Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
HOVE 
BN3 3ZZ 

 
Data Protection Notice: Personal information given on this form will be used by Brighton & 
Hove City Council (and its agents) in connection with its statutory functions. It will not be 
used for any other purpose. 
 

CarlyDockerill
Typewritten Text
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Part 2 – Representation  
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.  
1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? 
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representation you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 
Section One: Introduction   

Section Two: The Strategy   
Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies   
Section Four: Citywide Policies √ Policy omission 
Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms   
Appendix 2 Key Diagram   
Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring   
Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan   
Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy   

  Policies Map   
Sustainability Appraisal   
2. If you ticked “Section Three”, Policies Map or Sustainability Appraisal above - 

which Policy of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? (please tick 
one box only) 

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area   
DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area   
DA3 Lewes Road Area   
DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area   
DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area   
DA6 Hove Station Area   
DA7 Toad's Hole Valley   
DA8 Shoreham Harbour   
SA1 The Seafront   
SA2 Central Brighton   
SA3 Valley Gardens   
SA4 Urban Fringe   
SA5 The South Downs   
SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods   

3. If you ticked “Section Four”, “Policies Map” or “Sustainability Appraisal” above 
which policy does this representation relate? (please tick one box only) 

CP1 Housing Delivery   
CP2 Sustainable Economic Development   

CP3 Employment Land   
CP4 Retail Provision   
CP5 Culture and Tourism   

CP6 Visitor Accommodation   
CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions   
CP8 Sustainable Buildings   
CP9 Sustainable Transport   
CP10 Biodiversity   
CP11 Flood Risk   
CP12 Urban Design   

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces   

CP14 Housing Density   
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CP15 Heritage   
CP16 Open Space   

CP17 Sports Provision   
CP18 Healthy City   
CP19 Housing Mix   
CP20 Affordable Housing   
CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation 

 
 

CP22 Traveller Accommodation   

4. To which Page Number(s) does your representation relate? 

N/A- policy omission 
 

5. To which paragraph of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? 

 N/A- policy omission 
       

6. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is: 

6a Legally Compliant? Yes?  √  No?   

6b Sound? Yes?   No? √  

7. If you ticked ‘No’ to 6b) do you consider the Plan is unsound because it is not: 

• Positively Prepared   

• Justified   

• Effective   

• Consistent with National Policy √  

8. Please give details of why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is 
not legally compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible). 
 
 
We are unable to support the DPD as sound due to the current lack of policy provision to 
protect the quality and potential yield of water resources.  We also made official 
representations to this end in response to the consultation carried out in summer 2012. 
 
This omission is contrary to the NPPF, in particular paragraph 109 in addition to the core 
concept of sustainable development.   
 
Southern Water supplies water to Brighton and Hove.  We have a Water Resources 
Management Plan which shows how we propose to secure water supplies to meet 
demand from customers during the next 25 years. 
 
We abstract water for Brighton and Hove from within the city boundaries, and it is vital 
that these water resources are protected.  The protection of these resources from any 
adverse effects caused by new development is a key role of Brighton and Hove’s City 
Plan. This helps to ensure that public water supplies are not put at risk. 
 
Development should not be allocated or allowed to proceed in groundwater Source 
Protection Zones (SPZs) unless mitigation measures are possible to the satisfaction of 
the Environment Agency. 
 
Whilst we recognise that some of the Development and Special Area policies make 



 4 of 5 

specific provision for the protection of water resources at those sites, a generic policy is 
required that will be applied to all future new development including windfall sites. 
 
The City Plan cannot secure sustainable development unless it contains a policy that 
protects against unacceptable impacts on the quality and potential yield of public water 
supplies. 
 
9. If you agree that the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is legally compliant and/or 
sound and wish to support this, please use this box to set out your comments 

 

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & 
Hove City Plan Part 1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you 
identified above where this relates to soundness.  
 
(You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or 
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised 
wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.) 
 
We propose the following amendments to the DPD: 
 
Additional, strategic policy in “Section Four-City Wide Policies”: 
 
Policy: Protecting the quality and potential yield of water resources 
 
Proposals for new development in the City will not be permitted if it has an unacceptable 
impact on the quality and potential yield of local water resources used for public water 
supplies. 
 
These amendments would overcome the issues raised above.  They would ensure the 
protection of local water resources used for the public water supplies.   
 
11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal compliance and is seeking 
a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing 
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate) The Inspector will 
determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have 
indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination. 
No, I wish to communicate through written representations √  

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions   

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please 
outline why you consider this to be necessary. 
 
 

12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1 Presumption in Favour of 
Sustainable Development? 
Yes   No √  

12a If 'Yes' do you support / object or partially support / partially object to this 
policy? 
Support   Partially Support  

Object   Partially Object  

12b Please state your reasons 

 
 



 5 of 5 

13. Please notify me when... 

The Plan has been submitted for Examination Yes 
 

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination Yes 
 

Adoption of the City Plan Yes 
 
 

What happens next? 
Representations made to the Council will be summarised and passed to the Inspector for 
consideration.  
Once this has happened, the Inspector will commence the examination and give notice of 
the start of the hearing sessions.  
Interested parties will be informed of the start date of the examination sessions and the 
matters to be considered. 
  
Thank you for making your representations 
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Submission City Plan Part 1  
Response Form 
 

 
Part A – Respondent Details (You only need to complete this once) 

Personal Details Agent’s Details 

Title 
Miss 
 

Title 
 

First Name 
Sarah 
 

First Name 
 

Last Name 
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Part 2 – Representation  
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.  
1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? 
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representation you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 
Section One: Introduction   

Section Two: The Strategy   
Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies   
Section Four: Citywide Policies √  
Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms   
Appendix 2 Key Diagram   
Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring   
Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan   
Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy   

  Policies Map   
Sustainability Appraisal   
2. If you ticked “Section Three”, Policies Map or Sustainability Appraisal above - 

which Policy of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? (please tick 
one box only) 

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area   
DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area   
DA3 Lewes Road Area   
DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area   
DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area   
DA6 Hove Station Area   
DA7 Toad's Hole Valley   
DA8 Shoreham Harbour   
SA1 The Seafront   
SA2 Central Brighton   
SA3 Valley Gardens   
SA4 Urban Fringe   
SA5 The South Downs   
SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods   

3. If you ticked “Section Four”, “Policies Map” or “Sustainability Appraisal” above 
which policy does this representation relate? (please tick one box only) 

CP1 Housing Delivery   
CP2 Sustainable Economic Development   

CP3 Employment Land   
CP4 Retail Provision   
CP5 Culture and Tourism   

CP6 Visitor Accommodation   
CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions √  
CP8 Sustainable Buildings   
CP9 Sustainable Transport   
CP10 Biodiversity   
CP11 Flood Risk   
CP12 Urban Design   

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces   

CP14 Housing Density   
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CP15 Heritage   
CP16 Open Space   

CP17 Sports Provision   
CP18 Healthy City   
CP19 Housing Mix   
CP20 Affordable Housing   
CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation 

 
 

CP22 Traveller Accommodation   

4. To which Page Number(s) does your representation relate? 

Page 156-158 

5. To which paragraph of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? 

  4.74 and 3.21     

6. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is: 

6a Legally Compliant? Yes?  √  No?   

6b Sound? Yes?   No? √  

7. If you ticked ‘No’ to 6b) do you consider the Plan is unsound because it is not: 

• Positively Prepared   

• Justified   

• Effective √  

• Consistent with National Policy √  

8. Please give details of why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is 
not legally compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible). 
 
 
We are unable to support the DPD as sound due to the current lack of policy provision to 
sufficiently support the provision of water and wastewater infrastructure and co-ordinates 
development with its provision.  We also made official representations to this end in 
response to the consultation carried out in summer 2012. 
 
This omission is contrary to the NPPF, in particular paragraphs 156 and 177, as well as 
impacting the effectiveness and therefore the deliverability of the plan which could be 
compromised by a lack of timely infrastructure provision.  
 
Southern Water is the statutory water and sewerage undertaker in Brighton and Hove 
City.  New and improved water and wastewater infrastructure will be needed to serve the 
development proposed in the City Plan Part One. 
 
Delivery of the required infrastructure is dependent on a supportive planning policy 
framework at all levels- local as well as national. 
 
Furthermore, new development must be co-ordinated with provision of new and improved 
infrastructure.  This will help to ensure that a high level of service can be maintained to 
both new and existing customers, and that unsatisfactory levels of service such as sewer 
flooding or poor water pressure are prevented.  
 
We recognise that Policy CP7 attempts to deal with infrastructure provision, and the 
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phasing of development with this infrastructure. However, none of the mechanisms 
identified, alone or in combination, sufficiently support provision of water and wastewater 
infrastructure. Neither the CIL nor planning obligations apply to water and wastewater 
infrastructure.  
 
As a result, we have not identified a strategic policy in the draft City Plan that adequately 
supports provision of water and wastewater infrastructure, and co-ordinates development 
with its provision. This could have a detrimental impact on the Plan’s ability to deliver 
sustainable development that is adequately served by water and wastewater 
infrastructure in a timely manner.  
 
9. If you agree that the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is legally compliant and/or 
sound and wish to support this, please use this box to set out your comments 

 

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & 
Hove City Plan Part 1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you 
identified above where this relates to soundness.  
 
(You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or 
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised 
wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.) 
 
We propose insertion of the following policy into the DPD: 
 
Strategic Policy: Provision of new utility infrastructure 
 
Proposals by service providers for the delivery of utility infrastructure to meet the needs 
generated by new development and by existing communities will be encouraged and/or 
permitted, subject to other relevant policies. 
 
New residential and commercial development will be permitted only if sufficient water and 
wastewater capacity is either available, or can be provided in time to serve it. 
 
These amendments would overcome the issues raised above.  They would ensure that 
the provision of new water and wastewater infrastructure is sufficiently support and that 
development is co-ordinated with the provision of water and wastewater services. 
 
11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal compliance and is seeking 
a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing 
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate) The Inspector will 
determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have 
indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination. 
No, I wish to communicate through written representations √  

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions   

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please 
outline why you consider this to be necessary. 

 
 

12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1 Presumption in Favour of 
Sustainable Development? 
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Yes   No √  

12a If 'Yes' do you support / object or partially support / partially object to this 
policy? 
Support   Partially Support  

Object   Partially Object  

12b Please state your reasons 

 
 

13. Please notify me when... 

The Plan has been submitted for Examination Yes 
 

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination Yes 
 

Adoption of the City Plan Yes 
 
 

What happens next? 
Representations made to the Council will be summarised and passed to the Inspector for 
consideration.  
Once this has happened, the Inspector will commence the examination and give notice of 
the start of the hearing sessions.  
Interested parties will be informed of the start date of the examination sessions and the 
matters to be considered. 
  
Thank you for making your representations 
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Part 2 – Representation  
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.  
1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? 
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representation you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 
Section One: Introduction   

Section Two: The Strategy   
Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies   
Section Four: Citywide Policies √  
Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms   
Appendix 2 Key Diagram   
Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring   
Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan   
Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy   

  Policies Map   
Sustainability Appraisal   
2. If you ticked “Section Three”, Policies Map or Sustainability Appraisal above - 

which Policy of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? (please tick 
one box only) 

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area   
DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area   
DA3 Lewes Road Area   
DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area   
DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area   
DA6 Hove Station Area   
DA7 Toad's Hole Valley   
DA8 Shoreham Harbour   
SA1 The Seafront   
SA2 Central Brighton   
SA3 Valley Gardens   
SA4 Urban Fringe   
SA5 The South Downs   
SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods   

3. If you ticked “Section Four”, “Policies Map” or “Sustainability Appraisal” above 
which policy does this representation relate? (please tick one box only) 

CP1 Housing Delivery   
CP2 Sustainable Economic Development   

CP3 Employment Land   
CP4 Retail Provision   
CP5 Culture and Tourism   

CP6 Visitor Accommodation   
CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions   
CP8 Sustainable Buildings   
CP9 Sustainable Transport   
CP10 Biodiversity   
CP11 Flood Risk   
CP12 Urban Design   

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces   

CP14 Housing Density   
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CP15 Heritage   
CP16 Open Space √  

CP17 Sports Provision   
CP18 Healthy City   
CP19 Housing Mix   
CP20 Affordable Housing   
CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation 

 
 

CP22 Traveller Accommodation   

4. To which Page Number(s) does your representation relate? 

Pages 193/199 
 

5. To which paragraph of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? 

        

6. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is: 

6a Legally Compliant? Yes? √   No?   

6b Sound? Yes?   No? √  

7. If you ticked ‘No’ to 6b) do you consider the Plan is unsound because it is not: 

• Positively Prepared   

• Justified   

• Effective √  

• Consistent with National Policy √  

8. Please give details of why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is 
not legally compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible). 
 
We are unable to support the DPD as sound due to the excessively restrictive nature of 
policy CP16.  We also made official representations to this end in response to the 
consultation carried out in summer 2012. 
 
This is contrary to the NPPF, in particular paragraph 113 and could also affect the 
effectiveness of the plan, compromising its deliverability by restricting the development of 
water and wastewater infrastructure. 
 
Southern Water fully understands the planning authority’s intention to retain and enhance 
open space. However, it is important that policies do not unduly restrict provision of 
essential water supply and wastewater infrastructure should the need arise. The policy 
text should recognise that essential utility development will be permitted if the benefit of 
the development outweighs the harm, and no reasonable alternative site is available. 
 
9. If you agree that the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is legally compliant and/or 
sound and wish to support this, please use this box to set out your comments 

 

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & 
Hove City Plan Part 1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you 
identified above where this relates to soundness.  
 
(You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or 
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sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised 
wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.) 
 
We propose the following addition to policy CP16: 
 
Planning permission resulting in the loss of open space will not be granted unless: 
 

a) The loss results from a development allocation…….. 
b) The site is not part of a playing field…….. 
c) The proposed development is ancillary to the use of the open space….. 
d) The site is physically incapable of meeting…….. 
e) The proposal is for essential utility infrastructure, and the benefit of the 

development outweighs any harm. 
 
These amendments would overcome the issues raised above.  They would ensure that 
the development of essential utility infrastructure would not prevented. 
 
11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal compliance and is seeking 
a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing 
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate) The Inspector will 
determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have 
indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination. 
No, I wish to communicate through written representations √  
Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions   

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please 
outline why you consider this to be necessary. 

 

12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1 Presumption in Favour of 
Sustainable Development? 
Yes   No √  

12a If 'Yes' do you support / object or partially support / partially object to this 
policy? 
Support   Partially Support  

Object   Partially Object  

12b Please state your reasons 

 
13. Please notify me when... 

The Plan has been submitted for Examination Yes 
 

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination Yes 
 

Adoption of the City Plan Yes 
 
 

What happens next? 
Representations made to the Council will be summarised and passed to the Inspector for 
consideration.  
Once this has happened, the Inspector will commence the examination and give notice of 
the start of the hearing sessions.  
Interested parties will be informed of the start date of the examination sessions and the 
matters to be considered. 
Thank you for making your representations 
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Part 2 – Representation  
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.  
1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? 
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representation you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 
Section One: Introduction   

Section Two: The Strategy   
Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies √  
Section Four: Citywide Policies   
Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms   
Appendix 2 Key Diagram   
Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring   
Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan   
Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy   

  Policies Map   
Sustainability Appraisal   
2. If you ticked “Section Three”, Policies Map or Sustainability Appraisal above - 

which Policy of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? (please tick 
one box only) 

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area   
DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area   
DA3 Lewes Road Area √  
DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area   
DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area   
DA6 Hove Station Area   
DA7 Toad's Hole Valley   
DA8 Shoreham Harbour   
SA1 The Seafront   
SA2 Central Brighton   
SA3 Valley Gardens   
SA4 Urban Fringe   
SA5 The South Downs   
SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods   

3. If you ticked “Section Four”, “Policies Map” or “Sustainability Appraisal” above 
which policy does this representation relate? (please tick one box only) 

CP1 Housing Delivery   
CP2 Sustainable Economic Development   

CP3 Employment Land   
CP4 Retail Provision   
CP5 Culture and Tourism   

CP6 Visitor Accommodation   
CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions   
CP8 Sustainable Buildings   
CP9 Sustainable Transport   
CP10 Biodiversity   
CP11 Flood Risk   
CP12 Urban Design   

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces   

CP14 Housing Density   
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CP15 Heritage   
CP16 Open Space   

CP17 Sports Provision   
CP18 Healthy City   
CP19 Housing Mix   
CP20 Affordable Housing   
CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation 

 
 

CP22 Traveller Accommodation   

4. To which Page Number(s) does your representation relate? 

Pages 48-51 
 

5. To which paragraph of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? 

        

6. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is: 

6a Legally Compliant? Yes? √   No?   

6b Sound? Yes?   No? √  

7. If you ticked ‘No’ to 6b) do you consider the Plan is unsound because it is not: 

• Positively Prepared   

• Justified   

• Effective   

• Consistent with National Policy √  

8. Please give details of why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is 
not legally compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible). 
 
 
We are unable to support the City Plan as sound as it does not sufficiently protect 
groundwater.  Paragraph 109 of the National Planning Policy Framework makes clear the 
responsibility of the planning system to prevent development from contributing to 
unacceptable levels of water pollution. 
 
All of the proposed development sites in policy DA3: Preston Barracks and Brighton 
University, Woollards Field South, and Former Falmer High School are located within a 
groundwater Source Protection Zone.  This signifies that that the areas require a high 
level of protection to safeguard public water supplies.  Development should therefore only 
be permitted if adequate mitigation measures can be implemented, to the satisfaction of 
the Environment Agency.  Such measures must ensure that the vulnerability of the 
groundwater source to contamination is not increased, and that public health and the 
quantity of water supplies are protected. 
 
We raised this at an earlier consultation round in respect of the Preston Barracks and 
Brighton University site.  We strongly support the subsequent amendment that has been 
made to he policy to protect the groundwater at this site.   
 
Unfortunately we did not raise the issue of groundwater protection at the Woollards Field 
South and Former Falmer High School sites.  However, it is of utmost importance that 
development at these sites does not compromise the groundwater source. 
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9. If you agree that the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is legally compliant and/or 
sound and wish to support this, please use this box to set out your comments 

 

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & 
Hove City Plan Part 1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you 
identified above where this relates to soundness.  
 
(You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or 
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised 
wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.) 
 
We propose the following amendments to Policy DA3 (new text underlined):  
 
2.Woollards Field South… 
g) The development must ensure that groundwater sources are protected to the 
satisfaction of the Environment Agency. 

  3. Falmer Released Land, Former Falmer High School 
f) The development must ensure that groundwater sources are protected to the 
satisfaction of the Environment Agency. 

 
These amendment would overcome the issues raised above.  They would ensure the 
protection of local water resources used for public water supplies. 
 
11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal compliance and is seeking 
a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing 
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate) The Inspector will 
determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have 
indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination. 
No, I wish to communicate through written representations √  
Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions   

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please 
outline why you consider this to be necessary. 

 

12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1 Presumption in Favour of 
Sustainable Development? 
Yes   No √  

12a If 'Yes' do you support / object or partially support / partially object to this 
policy? 
Support   Partially Support  

Object   Partially Object  

12b Please state your reasons 

 
 
 
13. Please notify me when... 

The Plan has been submitted for Examination Yes 
 

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination Yes 
 

Adoption of the City Plan Yes 
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What happens next? 
Representations made to the Council will be summarised and passed to the Inspector for 
consideration.  
Once this has happened, the Inspector will commence the examination and give notice of 
the start of the hearing sessions.  
Interested parties will be informed of the start date of the examination sessions and the 
matters to be considered. 
  
Thank you for making your representations 
 



 1 of 5 

 
Submission City Plan Part 1  
Response Form 
 

 
Part A – Respondent Details (You only need to complete this once) 
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Part 2 – Representation  
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.  
1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? 
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representation you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 
Section One: Introduction   

Section Two: The Strategy   
Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies √  
Section Four: Citywide Policies   
Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms   
Appendix 2 Key Diagram   
Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring   
Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan   
Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy   

  Policies Map   
Sustainability Appraisal   
2. If you ticked “Section Three”, Policies Map or Sustainability Appraisal above - 

which Policy of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? (please tick 
one box only) 

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area   
DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area   
DA3 Lewes Road Area   
DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area   
DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area √  
DA6 Hove Station Area   
DA7 Toad's Hole Valley   
DA8 Shoreham Harbour   
SA1 The Seafront   
SA2 Central Brighton   
SA3 Valley Gardens   
SA4 Urban Fringe   
SA5 The South Downs   
SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods   

3. If you ticked “Section Four”, “Policies Map” or “Sustainability Appraisal” above 
which policy does this representation relate? (please tick one box only) 

CP1 Housing Delivery   
CP2 Sustainable Economic Development   

CP3 Employment Land   
CP4 Retail Provision   
CP5 Culture and Tourism   

CP6 Visitor Accommodation   
CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions   
CP8 Sustainable Buildings   
CP9 Sustainable Transport   
CP10 Biodiversity   
CP11 Flood Risk   
CP12 Urban Design   

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces   

CP14 Housing Density   



 3 of 5 

CP15 Heritage   
CP16 Open Space   

CP17 Sports Provision   
CP18 Healthy City   
CP19 Housing Mix   
CP20 Affordable Housing   
CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation 

 
 

CP22 Traveller Accommodation   

4. To which Page Number(s) does your representation relate? 

Pages 65-68 
 

5. To which paragraph of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? 

        

6. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is: 

6a Legally Compliant? Yes?  √  No?   

6b Sound? Yes?   No? √  

7. If you ticked ‘No’ to 6b) do you consider the Plan is unsound because it is not: 

• Positively Prepared √  

• Justified   

• Effective √  

• Consistent with National Policy √  

8. Please give details of why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is 
not legally compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible). 
 
 
Southern Water has, again, re-assessed the water distribution and sewerage system in 
the vicinity of the strategic allocations of this development area. The results confirm that 
the existing capacity is insufficient to accommodate the anticipated demand in the 
Edward Street Quarter and Freshfield Road Business Park.  
 
We are therefore unable to support Spatial Policy 3 as sound on the grounds that:  

it is not positively prepared as it fails to reflect the evidence we provided,  
it is not effective as the deliverability could be compromised by a lack of 
infrastructure provision, and it is not consistent with national policy as paragraph 
177 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that planning authorities 
should ensure that necessary infrastructure is provided to support development. 

 

This is not a constraint to development provided connection is made to the nearest point 
with adequate capacity.  The location of this point will need to be determined when the 
development comes forward.  New and/or improved infrastructure may also be required 
before additional flows to and from the sites could be accommodated.  
 
We support recognition of this issue in Section A of the policy, bullet point 8 and in the 
supporting text at paragraph 3.61.  
 
However, as development proposals are decided in accordance with policies, we are 
concerned that in its current form, the policy may permit development at the sites to 
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proceed before the infrastructure required to serve them is available. 
It would be helpful to re-word the text to make it clear to prospective developers that they 
will need to connect off-site, as this will add to the cost of the development. Early warning 
will facilitate delivery of the necessary infrastructure.  
 
9. If you agree that the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is legally compliant and/or 
sound and wish to support this, please use this box to set out your comments 

 

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & 
Hove City Plan Part 1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you 
identified above where this relates to soundness.  
 
(You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or 
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised 
wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.) 
 
We propose that bullet point 8 in policy DA5.A is reworded as follows: 
 
8. Ensuring that there is satisfactory provision of water and wastewater infrastructure to 
serve new development the development connects to the water distribution and 
sewerage system off-site at the nearest point of adequate capacity. 
 
These amendments would overcome the issues raised above.  They would ensure that 
development at the site would not proceed before the infrastructure required to serve it is 
available. 
 
11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal compliance and is seeking 
a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing 
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate) The Inspector will 
determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have 
indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination. 
No, I wish to communicate through written representations √  

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions   

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please 
outline why you consider this to be necessary. 
 

 
12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1 Presumption in Favour of 
Sustainable Development? 
Yes   No √  

12a If 'Yes' do you support / object or partially support / partially object to this 
policy? 
Support   Partially Support  

Object   Partially Object  

12b Please state your reasons 

 
 
13. Please notify me when... 

The Plan has been submitted for Examination Yes 
 

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination Yes 
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Adoption of the City Plan Yes 
 
 

What happens next? 
Representations made to the Council will be summarised and passed to the Inspector for 
consideration.  
Once this has happened, the Inspector will commence the examination and give notice of 
the start of the hearing sessions.  
Interested parties will be informed of the start date of the examination sessions and the 
matters to be considered. 
  
Thank you for making your representations 
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Submission City Plan Part 1  
Response Form 
 

 
Part A – Respondent Details (You only need to complete this once) 

Personal Details Agent’s Details 

Title 
Miss 
 

Title 
 

First Name 
Sarah 
 

First Name 
 

Last Name 
Harrison 
 

Last Name 
 

Job Title 
(where relevant) 

Planning Analyst Job Title 
(where 
relevant) 

 

Organisation 
(where relevant) 

Southern Water 
Organisation 
(where 
relevant) 

 

Address  
 
 
 

Southern House 
Yeoman Road 
Worthing 

Address  
 
 
 

 

Post Code 

BN13 3NX 
 
 
 

Post Code 

 

Telephone  
 
 
 

Telephone 
 

Email  
Planning.policy@southernwater.co.uk 
 
 

Email  
 

 
Please return this form by email to ldf@brighton-hove.gov.uk by 12 April 2013 
If you need to return this form by post our address is: 
  
Brighton & Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
HOVE 
BN3 3ZZ 

 
Data Protection Notice: Personal information given on this form will be used by Brighton & 
Hove City Council (and its agents) in connection with its statutory functions. It will not be 
used for any other purpose. 
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Part 2 – Representation  
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.  
1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? 
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representation you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 
Section One: Introduction   

Section Two: The Strategy   
Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies √  
Section Four: Citywide Policies   
Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms   
Appendix 2 Key Diagram   
Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring   
Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan   
Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy   

  Policies Map   
Sustainability Appraisal   
2. If you ticked “Section Three”, Policies Map or Sustainability Appraisal above - 

which Policy of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? (please tick 
one box only) 

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area   
DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area   
DA3 Lewes Road Area   
DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area   
DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area   
DA6 Hove Station Area   
DA7 Toad's Hole Valley   
DA8 Shoreham Harbour √  
SA1 The Seafront   
SA2 Central Brighton   
SA3 Valley Gardens   
SA4 Urban Fringe   
SA5 The South Downs   
SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods   

3. If you ticked “Section Four”, “Policies Map” or “Sustainability Appraisal” above 
which policy does this representation relate? (please tick one box only) 

CP1 Housing Delivery   
CP2 Sustainable Economic Development   

CP3 Employment Land   
CP4 Retail Provision   
CP5 Culture and Tourism   

CP6 Visitor Accommodation   
CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions   
CP8 Sustainable Buildings   
CP9 Sustainable Transport   
CP10 Biodiversity   
CP11 Flood Risk   
CP12 Urban Design   

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces   

CP14 Housing Density   
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CP15 Heritage   
CP16 Open Space   

CP17 Sports Provision   
CP18 Healthy City   
CP19 Housing Mix   
CP20 Affordable Housing   
CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation 

 
 

CP22 Traveller Accommodation   

4. To which Page Number(s) does your representation relate? 

Pages 88-90. 
 

5. To which paragraph of the City Plan Part 1 does this representation relate? 

        

6. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is: 

6a Legally Compliant? Yes? √   No?   

6b Sound? Yes?   No? √  

7. If you ticked ‘No’ to 6b) do you consider the Plan is unsound because it is not: 

• Positively Prepared √  

• Justified   

• Effective √  

• Consistent with National Policy √  

8. Please give details of why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is 
not legally compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible). 
 
 
New water and sewerage infrastructure will be required to meet the additional demands 
arising from new development proposed in the Shoreham Harbour and Portslade area.  
Whilst we acknowledge that options for the area are yet to be finalised and only part of 
the development will fall within Brighton and Hove, there are significant water and 
sewerage infrastructure constraints that will need to be addressed to enable this 
development. 
 
Southern Water looks to planning policy documents to ensure that the local infrastructure 
required to serve new development is delivered.  In principle, the development must 
connect to the water distribution and sewerage systems off-site at the nearest point of 
capacity.  This is the mechanism by which the necessary infrastructure can be delivered, 
as Southern water is not fully funded through the price setting mechanism. 
 
These issues can be dealt with on a site-by-site basis in the Joint Area Action Plan.  
However, it would be helpful to include a hook in the City plan to recognise this. 
 
We are therefore unable to support policy DA8 as sound on the grounds that  

it is not positively prepared as it fails to reflect the evidence we provided,  
it is not effective as the deliverability could be compromised by a lack of 
infrastructure provision, and it is not consistent with national policy as paragraph 
177 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that planning authorities 
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should ensure that necessary infrastructure is provided to support development. 
 
However, we strongly support the amendments made to the policy with regard to 
accommodating the future capacity requirements of the existing wastewater treatment 
works. 
 
9. If you agree that the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is legally compliant and/or 
sound and wish to support this, please use this box to set out your comments 

 

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & 
Hove City Plan Part 1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you 
identified above where this relates to soundness.  
 
(You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or 
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised 
wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.) 
 
We propose the following additional text to the first paragraph of policy DA8 to recognise 
that the Joint Area Action Plan will address provision of infrastructure (new text 
underlined): 
 
…A Joint Area Action Plan (JAAP) is currently being prepared that will contain detailed 
policies for the harbour area to address a range of issues, including provision of 
infrastructure. 
 
This amendment would overcome the issues raised above.  It would ensure that 
development in the area would not proceed before the infrastructure required to serve it is 
available. 
 
11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal compliance and is seeking 
a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing 
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate) The Inspector will 
determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have 
indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination. 
No, I wish to communicate through written representations √  

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions   

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please 
outline why you consider this to be necessary. 

 
 

12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1 Presumption in Favour of 
Sustainable Development? 
Yes   No √  

12a If 'Yes' do you support / object or partially support / partially object to this 
policy? 
Support   Partially Support  

Object   Partially Object  

12b Please state your reasons 

 
 
13. Please notify me when... 
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The Plan has been submitted for Examination Yes 
 

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination Yes 
 

Adoption of the City Plan Yes 
 
 

What happens next? 
Representations made to the Council will be summarised and passed to the Inspector for 
consideration.  
Once this has happened, the Inspector will commence the examination and give notice of 
the start of the hearing sessions.  
Interested parties will be informed of the start date of the examination sessions and the 
matters to be considered. 
  
Thank you for making your representations 
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-/0+)N)7)23403&3(+/+%'())
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.

1I) Q=%<=)-/0+)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representations you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 

Section One: Introduction ) )

Section Two: The Strategy ) )

Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies )

Section Four: Citywide Policies )

Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms )

Appendix 2 Key Diagram )

Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring )

Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan )

Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy )

  Policies Map )

Sustainability Appraisal )

NI) SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()A=033@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)L)
E=%<=)-'.%<,)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please
tick one box only))

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area )

DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area )

DA3 Lewes Road Area )

DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area )

DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area )

DA6 Hove Station Area )

DA7 Toad's Hole Valley )

DA8 Shoreham Harbour )

SA1 The Seafront )

SA2 Central Brighton )

SA3 Valley Gardens )

SA4 Urban Fringe )

SA5 The South Downs )

SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods )

PI)SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()5'"0@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)
E=%<=)4'.%<,)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please tick one box only))

CP1 Housing Delivery) ) )

CP2 Sustainable Economic Development )

CP3 Employment Land )

CP4 Retail Provision )

CP5 Culture and Tourism )

CP6 Visitor Accommodation )

CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions )

CP8 Sustainable Buildings )

CP9 Sustainable Transport )

CP10 Biodiversity )

CP11 Flood Risk )

CP12 Urban Design )

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces )

CP14 Housing Density )

CP15 Heritage )

✔

✔
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CP16 Open Space )

CP17 Sports Provision )

CP18 Healthy City )

CP19 Housing Mix )

CP20 Affordable Housing )

CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation

)

CP22 Traveller Accommodation )

WI)A')E=%<=)-/?3)B"$#30:&>)8'3&),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

XI)A')E=%<=)4/0/?0/4=)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

)

YI)9'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&\)

6a Legally Compliant?) Yes? ) No? ) )

6b Sound?) Yes? ) No? ) )

]I)SJ),'")/?033)+=/+)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)/(8^'0)
&'"(8)/(8)E%&=)+')&"44'0+)+=%&U)4.3/&3)"&3)+=%&)#'_)+')&3+)'"+),'"0)<'$$3(+&)

)
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)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

`I)SJ),'")+%<M38)TB'@)+')Y#>)8'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)-./()%&)"(&'"(8)#3</"&3)%+)%&)('+\)

! Positively Prepared )

! Justified )

! Effective )

! Consistent with National Policy )
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✔

✔
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Support )  Partially Support )
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)
)
)
)
)

1PI)-.3/&3)('+%J,)$3)E=3(III

The Plan has been submitted for Examination) )
)

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination )

Adoption of the City Plan) )

What happens next?
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.2*!-.&,.!#8!.2*!2*&,/'=!-*--/#'-9!
7'.*,*-.*1!+&,./*-!5/44!6*!/'8#,0*1!#8!.2*!-.&,.!1&.*!#8!.2*!*<&0/'&./#'!-*--/#'-!&'1!.2*!
0&..*,-!.#!6*!%#'-/1*,*19!
!
Thank you for making your representations 

',/(*&7"(/G7$$/0#&(/0#*/D(/!#+(/#'/')(/(H#!%*#'%,*A

✔

✔

✔

✔
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!"#$%&&%'()*%+,)-./()-/0+)1))
23&4'(&3)5'0$)

-/0+)6)7)23&4'(83(+)93+/%.&):;'")'(.,)(338)+')<'$4.3+3)+=%&)'(<3>)

-30&'(/.)93+/%.&) 6?3(+@&)93+/%.&)

A%+.3) A%+.3)

5%0&+)B/$3) 5%0&+)B/$3)

C/&+)B/$3) C/&+)B/$3)

D0?/(%&/+%'()
:E=303)03.3F/(+>)

D0?/(%&/+%'()
:E=303)
03.3F/(+>)

68803&&))
)
)
)

68803&&))
)
)
)

-'&+)*'83) -'&+)*'83)

A3.34='(3)) A3.34='(3)

G$/%.)) G$/%.))

H'E)+')03&4'(8I)"#$!%&'())

1. Visit the council’s consultation portal online: http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/portal; or 

2. If you use Acrobat Pro, please fill out and save this form and e-mail it to: 

.8JK#0%?=+'(L='F3I?'FI"M))

3. Please fill out this form, print it and return by post to: 

Brighton & Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
HOVE 
BN3 3ZZ 

#,)1N)640%.)NO1P 

9/+/)-0'+3<+%'()B'+%<3: Personal information given on this form will be used by Brighton & 
Hove City Council (and its agents) in connection with its statutory functions. It will not be 
used for any other purpose. 

!"

#$%&'("

)(*+("&,*

-$#**%*./-("&-(0'%1(&/
$$-/02,/*#'%,*#$/."%+/
-",-("'3/),$+%*.&/$'+/4/
&0,'%#/.#&/*('5,"6&

5#'("$,,/0,7"'
89/')((+/&'"(('
$,*+,*

&(8/:&'
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-/0+)N)7)23403&3(+/+%'())
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.

1I) Q=%<=)-/0+)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representations you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 

Section One: Introduction ) )

Section Two: The Strategy ) )

Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies )

Section Four: Citywide Policies )

Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms )

Appendix 2 Key Diagram )

Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring )

Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan )

Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy )

  Policies Map )

Sustainability Appraisal )

NI) SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()A=033@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)L)
E=%<=)-'.%<,)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please
tick one box only))

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area )

DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area )

DA3 Lewes Road Area )

DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area )

DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area )

DA6 Hove Station Area )

DA7 Toad's Hole Valley )

DA8 Shoreham Harbour )

SA1 The Seafront )

SA2 Central Brighton )

SA3 Valley Gardens )

SA4 Urban Fringe )

SA5 The South Downs )

SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods )

PI)SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()5'"0@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)
E=%<=)4'.%<,)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please tick one box only))

CP1 Housing Delivery) ) )

CP2 Sustainable Economic Development )

CP3 Employment Land )

CP4 Retail Provision )

CP5 Culture and Tourism )

CP6 Visitor Accommodation )

CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions )

CP8 Sustainable Buildings )

CP9 Sustainable Transport )

CP10 Biodiversity )

CP11 Flood Risk )

CP12 Urban Design )

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces )

CP14 Housing Density )

CP15 Heritage )

✔

✔
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CP16 Open Space )

CP17 Sports Provision )

CP18 Healthy City )

CP19 Housing Mix )

CP20 Affordable Housing )

CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation

)

CP22 Traveller Accommodation )

WI)A')E=%<=)-/?3)B"$#30:&>)8'3&),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

XI)A')E=%<=)4/0/?0/4=)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

)

YI)9'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&\)

6a Legally Compliant?) Yes? ) No? ) )

6b Sound?) Yes? ) No? ) )

]I)SJ),'")/?033)+=/+)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)/(8^'0)
&'"(8)/(8)E%&=)+')&"44'0+)+=%&U)4.3/&3)"&3)+=%&)#'_)+')&3+)'"+),'"0)<'$$3(+&)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

`I)SJ),'")+%<M38)TB'@)+')Y#>)8'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)-./()%&)"(&'"(8)#3</"&3)%+)%&)('+\)

! Positively Prepared )

! Justified )

! Effective )

! Consistent with National Policy )

-#.(&/8==C8=<

-,$%03/0-=

✔

✔

✔
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aI)-.3/&3)?%F3)83+/%.&)03?/08%(?)E=,),'")<'(&%830)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()
-/0+)1)%&)('+).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)%&)"(&'"(8I):-.3/&3)#3)/&)403<%&3)/&)4'&&%#.3>I)
)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1OI)-.3/&3)&3+)'"+)+=3)<=/(?3:&>),'")<'(&%830)(3<3&&/0,)+')$/M3)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)
H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)&'"(8U)=/F%(?)03?/08)+')+=3)03/&'(),'")
%83(+%J%38)/#'F3)E=303)+=%&)03./+3&)+')&'"(8(3&&I))
)
:;'")E%..)(338)+')&/,)E=,)+=%&)<=/(?3)E%..)$/M3)+=3)-./().3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)
&'"(8I)S+)E%..)#3)=3.4J".)%J),'")/03)/#.3)+')4"+)J'0E/08),'"0)&"??3&+38)03F%&38)
E'08%(?)'J)/(,)4'.%<,)'0)+3_+I)-.3/&3)#3)/&)403<%&3)/&)4'&&%#.3I>)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

11I)SJ),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()<'(<30(&)&'"(8(3&&)'0).3?/.)<'$4.%/(<3)/(8)%&)&33M%(?)
/)<=/(?3U)8'),'")<'(&%830)%+)(3<3&&/0,)+')/++3(8)/(8)?%F3)3F%83(<3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)
4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(R):+%<M)#'_)#3.'E)/&)/440'40%/+3>)A=3)S(&43<+'0)E%..)
83+30$%(3)+=3)$'&+)/440'40%/+3)40'<38"03)+')/8'4+)+')=3/0)+='&3)E=')=/F3)
%(8%</+38)+=/+)+=3,)E%&=)+')4/0+%<%4/+3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(I)

No, I wish to communicate through written representations )

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions )

-DEFGH/0-=/FIJKLFMFJN/O/PFJQOQGPH/DM/NPDRRFKS/GJKLQJN/FK/TQFSPLDK/OKI/)DUJ/OKI/GEONNFMFJN/
TQFSPLDK/!OQFKO/ON/O/+FNLQFGL/0JKLQJA
/
0DKLQOQH/LD/LPJ/OIUFGJ/DM/LPJ/;99@/"JLOFE/#NNJNNVJKL/OKI/LPJ/QJGJKLEH/WRIOLJI/;988/"JLOFE/
&LWIH/LD/QJVDUJ/LPJ/+FNLQFGL/0JKLQJ/IJNFSKOLFDK/XON/QJMJQQJI/LD/FK/ROQOSQORP/=A==/DM/LPJ/-EOKYZ/
LPJ/0DWKGFE[N/RQJMJQQJI/ORRQDOGP/FN/LD/VOFKLOFK/FLN/IJNFSKOLFDK/ON/O/+FNLQFGL/0JKLQJA/

%K/GFQGWVNLOKGJN/\PJQJ/TQFSPLDK/!OQFKO[N/RQFKGFROE/WNJ/FN/MDQ/EJFNWQJ/RWQRDNJN/OKI/\PJQJ/LPJ/
DKEH/QJLOFE/MJOLWQJ/FN/LPJ/J]FNLFKS/#&+#/NLDQJ/X\PFGP/FN/JMMJGLFUJEH/MWKGLFDKFKS/ON/OK/DWL/DM/
GJKLQJ/NLDQJYZ/\J/QJ^WJNL/LPOL/TQFSPLDK/!OQFKO/FN/IJCIJNFSKOLJI/ON/O/+FNLQFGL/0JKLQJ/OKI/LPOL/
NJROQOLJ/NFLJ/NRJGFMFG/RDEFGFJN/XFKGEWIFKS/LPJ/.ON/5DQ_N/OKI/LPJ/TEOG_/"DG_/#QJOY/IJLJQVFKJ/
LPJ/MWLWQJ/DM/IJUJEDRVJKL/FKNLJOIA/

5FLPDWL/LPJ/QJVDUOE/DM/LPJ/GEONNFMFGOLFDK/DM/TQFSPLDK/!OQFKO/ON/O/+FNLQFGL/0JKLQJZ/LPJ/0FLH/-EOK/
GOKKDL/`J/NDWKIA/'PFN/FN/`JGOWNJ/LPJ/-EOK/\DWEI/KDL/`J/abWNLFMFJI[/ON/FL/FN/KDL/`ONJI/DK/
RQDRDQLFDKOLJ/JUFIJKGJ/\PFGP/QJNWELN/FK/LPJ/GPDFGJN/VOIJ/FK/LPJ/-EOK/`JFKS/`OG_JI/WR/`H/
MOGLN/XFAJA/LPJ/QJGDVVJKIOLFDKN/VOIJ/MQDV/LPJ/GDVVFNNFDKJI/QJLOFE/NLWIH/POUJ/`JJK/
FSKDQJIYA/

"JVDUOE/DM/LPJ/GEONNFMFGOLFDK/DM/TQFSPLDK/!OQFKO/ON/O/+FNLQFGL/0JKLQJA/

✔
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11/I)SJ),'")E%&=)+')4/0+%<%4/+3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(U)4.3/&3)'"+.%(3)
E=,),'")<'(&%830)+=%&)+')#3)(3<3&&/0,I

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1NI)9'),'")=/F3)/(,)<'$$3(+&)'()+=3)(3E)4'.%<,)!!1)-03&"$4+%'()%()5/F'"0)'J)
!"&+/%(/#.3)93F3.'4$3(+R)

Yes No

1N/)SJ)b;3&b)8'),'")&"44'0+)^)'#c3<+)'0)4/0+%/..,)&"44'0+)^)4/0+%/..,)'#c3<+)+')+=%&)
4'.%<,R)

Support )  Partially Support )

Object )  Partially Object )

1N#)-.3/&3)&+/+3),'"0)03/&'(&)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1PI)-.3/&3)('+%J,)$3)E=3(III

The Plan has been submitted for Examination) )
)

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination )

Adoption of the City Plan) )

What happens next?
)*+,*-*'.&./#'-!0&1*!.#!.2*!3#$'%/4!5/44!6*!-$00&,/-*1!&'1!+&--*1!.#!.2*!7'-+*%.#,!8#,!
%#'-/1*,&./#'9!
:'%*!.2/-!2&-!2&++*'*1;!.2*!7'-+*%.#,!5/44!%#00*'%*!.2*!*<&0/'&./#'!&'1!=/>*!'#./%*!#8!
.2*!-.&,.!#8!.2*!2*&,/'=!-*--/#'-9!
7'.*,*-.*1!+&,./*-!5/44!6*!/'8#,0*1!#8!.2*!-.&,.!1&.*!#8!.2*!*<&0/'&./#'!-*--/#'-!&'1!.2*!
0&..*,-!.#!6*!%#'-/1*,*19!
!
Thank you for making your representations 

',/(*&7"(/c7$$/0#&(/0#*/T(/!#+(/#'/')(/(d#!%*#'%,*A

✔

✔

✔

✔
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!"#$%&&%'()*%+,)-./()-/0+)1))
23&4'(&3)5'0$)

-/0+)6)7)23&4'(83(+)93+/%.&):;'")'(.,)(338)+')<'$4.3+3)+=%&)'(<3>)

-30&'(/.)93+/%.&) 6?3(+@&)93+/%.&)

A%+.3) A%+.3)

5%0&+)B/$3) 5%0&+)B/$3)

C/&+)B/$3) C/&+)B/$3)

D0?/(%&/+%'()
:E=303)03.3F/(+>)

D0?/(%&/+%'()
:E=303)
03.3F/(+>)

68803&&))
)
)
)

68803&&))
)
)
)

-'&+)*'83) -'&+)*'83)

A3.34='(3)) A3.34='(3)

G$/%.)) G$/%.))

H'E)+')03&4'(8I)"#$!%&'())

1. Visit the council’s consultation portal online: http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/portal; or 

2. If you use Acrobat Pro, please fill out and save this form and e-mail it to: 

.8JK#0%?=+'(L='F3I?'FI"M))

3. Please fill out this form, print it and return by post to: 

Brighton & Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
HOVE 
BN3 3ZZ 

#,)1N)640%.)NO1P 

9/+/)-0'+3<+%'()B'+%<3: Personal information given on this form will be used by Brighton & 
Hove City Council (and its agents) in connection with its statutory functions. It will not be 
used for any other purpose. 

!"

#$%&'("

)(*+("&,*

-$#**%*./-("&-(0'%1(&/
$$-/02,/*#'%,*#$/."%+/
-",-("'3/),$+%*.&/$'+/4/
&0,'%#/.#&/*('5,"6&

5#'("$,,/0,7"'
89/')((+/&'"(('
$,*+,*

&(8/:&'

9;9</=>?/@99:

#$%&'("A)(*+("&,*B-
$#*-("A0,!

CarlyDockerill
Typewritten Text
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-/0+)N)7)23403&3(+/+%'())
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.

1I) Q=%<=)-/0+)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representations you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 

Section One: Introduction ) )

Section Two: The Strategy ) )

Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies )

Section Four: Citywide Policies )

Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms )

Appendix 2 Key Diagram )

Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring )

Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan )

Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy )

  Policies Map )

Sustainability Appraisal )

NI) SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()A=033@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)L)
E=%<=)-'.%<,)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please
tick one box only))

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area )

DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area )

DA3 Lewes Road Area )

DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area )

DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area )

DA6 Hove Station Area )

DA7 Toad's Hole Valley )

DA8 Shoreham Harbour )

SA1 The Seafront )

SA2 Central Brighton )

SA3 Valley Gardens )

SA4 Urban Fringe )

SA5 The South Downs )

SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods )

PI)SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()5'"0@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)
E=%<=)4'.%<,)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please tick one box only))

CP1 Housing Delivery) ) )

CP2 Sustainable Economic Development )

CP3 Employment Land )

CP4 Retail Provision )

CP5 Culture and Tourism )

CP6 Visitor Accommodation )

CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions )

CP8 Sustainable Buildings )

CP9 Sustainable Transport )

CP10 Biodiversity )

CP11 Flood Risk )

CP12 Urban Design )

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces )

CP14 Housing Density )

CP15 Heritage )

✔

✔
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CP16 Open Space )

CP17 Sports Provision )

CP18 Healthy City )

CP19 Housing Mix )

CP20 Affordable Housing )

CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation

)

CP22 Traveller Accommodation )

WI)A')E=%<=)-/?3)B"$#30:&>)8'3&),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

XI)A')E=%<=)4/0/?0/4=)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

)

YI)9'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&\)

6a Legally Compliant?) Yes? ) No? ) )

6b Sound?) Yes? ) No? ) )

]I)SJ),'")/?033)+=/+)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)/(8^'0)
&'"(8)/(8)E%&=)+')&"44'0+)+=%&U)4.3/&3)"&3)+=%&)#'_)+')&3+)'"+),'"0)<'$$3(+&)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

`I)SJ),'")+%<M38)TB'@)+')Y#>)8'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)-./()%&)"(&'"(8)#3</"&3)%+)%&)('+\)

! Positively Prepared )

! Justified )

! Effective )

! Consistent with National Policy )

-#.(&/?:C=@

-,$%03/+#;/D"%.)',*/!#"%*#E/.#&/5,"6&/#*+/D$#06/"#0%#$/#"(#

✔

✔

✔

✔
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aI)-.3/&3)?%F3)83+/%.&)03?/08%(?)E=,),'")<'(&%830)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()
-/0+)1)%&)('+).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)%&)"(&'"(8I):-.3/&3)#3)/&)403<%&3)/&)4'&&%#.3>I)
)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1OI)-.3/&3)&3+)'"+)+=3)<=/(?3:&>),'")<'(&%830)(3<3&&/0,)+')$/M3)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)
H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)&'"(8U)=/F%(?)03?/08)+')+=3)03/&'(),'")
%83(+%J%38)/#'F3)E=303)+=%&)03./+3&)+')&'"(8(3&&I))
)
:;'")E%..)(338)+')&/,)E=,)+=%&)<=/(?3)E%..)$/M3)+=3)-./().3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)
&'"(8I)S+)E%..)#3)=3.4J".)%J),'")/03)/#.3)+')4"+)J'0E/08),'"0)&"??3&+38)03F%&38)
E'08%(?)'J)/(,)4'.%<,)'0)+3_+I)-.3/&3)#3)/&)403<%&3)/&)4'&&%#.3I>)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

11I)SJ),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()<'(<30(&)&'"(8(3&&)'0).3?/.)<'$4.%/(<3)/(8)%&)&33M%(?)
/)<=/(?3U)8'),'")<'(&%830)%+)(3<3&&/0,)+')/++3(8)/(8)?%F3)3F%83(<3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)
4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(R):+%<M)#'_)#3.'E)/&)/440'40%/+3>)A=3)S(&43<+'0)E%..)
83+30$%(3)+=3)$'&+)/440'40%/+3)40'<38"03)+')/8'4+)+')=3/0)+='&3)E=')=/F3)
%(8%</+38)+=/+)+=3,)E%&=)+')4/0+%<%4/+3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(I)

No, I wish to communicate through written representations )

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions )

&((/#''#0)(+/&)(('A

'FGH/IJKGLM/HFJNKO/PQ/RQSJROQO/TJ/GULKNOQV

W/5JROGUX/SFGLF/RQLJXUGHQH/TFQ/YGUZULGZK/LJUHTRZGUTH/JY/TFQ/HGTQ/ZUO/XG[QH/HJ\Q/YKQ]GPGKGTM/
J[QR/TFQ/QUO/NHQHE/SFGLF/SGKK/IRJ[GOQ/LQRTZGUTM/JY/OQKG[QRMA
/
W/#U/GULRQZHQ/GU/TFQ/HNXXQHTQO/UN\PQR/JY/RQHGOQUTGZK/NUGTHA/

W/"QYQRQULQ/TJ/^ZULGKKZRM_/RQTZGK/HFJNKO/PQ/RQ\J[QO/ZUO/RQIKZLQO/SGTF/Z/\JRQ/OQYGUGTG[Q/
ZIIRJZLF/TJ/YJJO/ZUO/UJUCYJJO/RQTZGK/IRJ[GHGJU/JU/TFQ/XZH/SJR`H/HGTQA/

W/"QYQRQULQ/TJ/TFQ/Q\IKJM\QUT/YKJJRHIZLQ/HFJNKO/PQ/RQ\J[QOE/ZH/TFGH/GH/UJT/[GZPKQ/JU/TFQ/
XZH/SJR`H/HGTQA/

✔
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From: El-Haffar, Mandy  
Sent: 12 April 2013 12:33

To: LDF

Subject: City Plan Part One Policy DA7 Toad's Hole 

Valley

Page 1 of 2

17/04/2013

City Plan Part One, Section 3, Policy DA7, pages 79-86 

I hereby register support for the representations submitted by Hazel McKay on behalf of 
the Campaign to Save Toad's Hole Valley. 

I consider that policy DA7 is unsound because (A) it conflicts with 
the core policies of the City Plan, (B) it would create a 
neighbourhood that was inherently unsustainable, contrary to the 
planning principles of the NPPF, and (C) there is a lack of 
evidence that the standards of sustainability and the benefits listed 
in the policy could or would be delivered,

I was consulted on the drafting of the Campaign's representations, contributed to their 
content and agreed the final submitted version. 

Policy DA7 should be deleted and Toad’s Hole Valley protected in perpetuity from 
development, by inserting a new policy designating the valley as a Local Green Space. 

Amanda El-Haffar 

********************************************************************** 
This email (and any attachments) may contain privileged and/or confidential information. If you are 
not the intended recipient please do not disclose, copy, distribute, disseminate or take any action in 
reliance on it. If you have received this message in error please reply and tell us and then delete it. 
Should you wish to communicate with us by email we cannot guarantee the security of any data 
outside our own computer systems. For the protection of Legal & General's systems and staff, 
incoming emails will be automatically scanned. Any information contained in this message may be 
subject to applicable terms and conditions and must not be construed as giving investment advice 
within or outside the United Kingdom.  

Legal & General Group plc is registered in England under company number 1417162 and is a 
holding company. 

The registered office for all companies in the Legal & General group is One Coleman Street London 
EC2R 5AA. 
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The following subsidiary companies of Legal & General Group Plc are authorised and regulated by 
the Financial Conduct Authority: Legal & General Partnership Services Limited, Legal & General 
(Unit Trust Managers) Limited, Legal & General (Portfolio Management Services) Limited and 
Legal & General Distribution Services Limited. Legal & General Insurance Limited and Legal & 
General Assurance Society Limited are authorised by the Prudential Regulation Authority and 
regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority and the Prudential Regulation Authority. 
 
Legal & General International (Ireland) is incorporated in Ireland under company number 440141 
with its registered office at Beaux Lane House, Lower Mercer Street, Dublin 2, Ireland and is 
authorised by the Central Bank of Ireland. 
 
Full details can be found at http://www.legalandgeneralgroup.com  

**********************************************************************  
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Local Development Team 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
Hove 
BN3 3ZZ        12 April 2013 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
BRIGHTON & HOVE CITY COUNCIL: SUBMISSION CITY PLAN PART 
ONE 
 
Thank you for consulting with the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on 
Brighton & Hove’s City Plan.   
 
The HBF is the principal representative body of the housebuilding industry in 
England and Wales and our representations reflect the views of our 
membership of multinational PLCs, through regional developers to small, local 
builders. Our members account for over 80% of all new housing built in 
England and Wales in any one year including a large proportion of the new 
affordable housing stock.  
 
We would like to submit the following representations on the submission core 
strategy.  
 
We would also like to appear at the examination to debate these matters 
further.  
 
CP1: Housing Delivery 
 
The plan is unsound because the housing requirement does not address the 
objectively assessed need in full and makes no provision for this unmet need 
to be accommodated elsewhere. As such the plan is inconsistent with national 
planning policy and fails the positively prepared test (paragraph 182).  
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It is helpful that the Council has made it clear in the City Plan (paragraph 
2.12) and the Technical Background Paper: Housing Delivery (paragraph 3.5) 
that the plan is unable to accommodate the objectively assessed level of 
need. This is welcome because it avoids the need for an argument as to 
whether the housing requirement addresses the objective need or not.  
 
The decision by the council that it is unable to address the objective need in 
full prompts two questions: 
 
1) Has the Council carried out an objective assessment of need as it 
maintains? This is an important point as it is necessary to establish what the 
objective need might be so that one may know how many homes the Council 
will need to accommodate elsewhere. 
 
2) What provision it has made through the exercise of the duty to cooperate 
and the positive planning requirements of the NPPF to ensure that these 
needs are addressed elsewhere. 
 
1) The objective need over the plan period 
 
The Council has prepared several papers to assess the objective need.  
 
The Council has undertaken its own modelling in a series of papers.  
 
The NPPF requires LPAs to have a clear understanding of their housing 
needs, and to this end expects them to carry out a SHMA based on up-to-date 
information that addresses the need for all types of housing. 
 
Consequently, we consider it is reasonable to discount the SHMA from 2008 
as this is substantially dated. We also discount from the consideration of the 
objective need the Assessment of Affordable Housing Need, December 2012, 
as this considers only one tenure need. The Housing Requirements Update 
Study, October 2012 provides an up-to-date assessment of need. It is not, 
however, a SHMA that assess all the components of housing need, as 
required by the NPPF. Unlike a SHMA, it does not consider the other drivers 
of housing need such as over-crowding, concealed households, 
homelessness, retirement housing, gypsies and travellers, student housing 
etc. The study provides a projection of need; it is not a detailed analysis of 
existing needs plus future projected needs. A proper SHMA that satisfies the 
requirements of the NPPF will reflect the problem of the cumulative under-
supply of housing that has accrued from the earlier planning period. This is 
why SHMAs will tend to indicate much higher levels of need than 
consideration of trend-based projections will alone. It is concerning that the 
Assessment of Affordable Housing Need, December 2012, has identified a 
need for 12,500 affordable homes for the five year period 2012-2017 (see 
paragraph 5.15) – a figure that exceeds the entire housing requirement for the 
full plan period (11,300 over twenty years) and even this relies an assumption 
that households will increase their spend on housing and will meet their needs 
in the private rented sector rather than claiming an ‘affordable home’. This is 
concerning. It is also concerning that there appears to be such a divergence 
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between the projections provided in the Housing Requirement Study, 2012 
Update and the Assessment of Affordable Housing Need. If the affordable 
housing need for the first five years (12,500) exceeds many of the nine 
projections for 20 years provided in the Housing Requirement Study, 2012 
Update then this suggests that the trend-based modelling is ignoring more 
local and factual evidence of need captured by a SHMA: the fact that the 
paucity of supply in recent times has failed to keep pace with need and is now 
resulting in a crisis of affordability in the city.  
 
We find it difficult to understand the relationship between the assessment of 
affordable housing need provided in figure 4.13 of the Housing Requirement 
Study, 2012 Update which states the affordable housing need to be 9,061 
dwellings for 2010 to 2030 and the figure of 12,500 for the first five years 
referred to in the Assessment of Affordable Housing Need paper.  
 
The Council’s Housing Requirement Study, 2012 Update considers the most 
recent Government data and provides nine projections based on different 
scenarios. It is unclear, however, what metrics the Council has applied that 
has resulted in the objective assessment reducing from a range of between 
15,800 to 19,400 dwellings assessed by the Housing Requirements Study, 
June 2011 paper to the figure of 15,800 in the Housing Requirement Study, 
2012 paper. The Housing Technical Paper states that it reflects changes in 
migration patterns and how this has affected population age structure in the 
city and in areas from which there is typically migration to the city (paragraph 
5.10). This could be the same thing as saying that a reduction in housing 
supply in Brighton and elsewhere has reduced migration. This does not 
reduce the need for housing, but it will result in a decrease in housing 
affordability. The problem of affordability is illustrated by the Assessment of 
Affordable Housing Need paper attesting to the high level of need.  
 
The Housing Requirement Study, 2012 Update considers nine scenarios. 
These are summarised in figure 3.11 on page 33. 
 
All the nine projections exceed the housing requirement other than that for 
zero employment growth and zero population growth that are rightly 
discounted as being unrealistic. It is interesting to read that the projection 7 
(projected employment growth – 15,050 homes) and projection 8 (projected 
employment demand – 14,249 homes) both exceed the housing requirement. 
This does suggest that the housing requirement will prove inadequate to 
support projected employment growth in the city, a problem that paragraph 
5.8 acknowledges. If employment growth is to be supported then provision will 
need to be made elsewhere to provide for the balance of these homes.  
 
The paper also treats the fact that average household sizes in Brighton have 
increased recently as a driver of need (paragraph 5.4) rather than an indicator 
of housing stress. It is unclear from the paper what metric the Council has 
used to make this calculation. What does the Council consider the average 
household size in Brighton to be? The table below is reproduced from the 
What Homes Where website. This is a free to use website sponsored by the 
RTPI, the LGA, the POS, Shelter, the HBF and others. It uses official ONS 
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and DCLG data of the populations and household projections. This shows by 
2030 one and two person households will account for almost 70% of all 
households.  
 

 
 
However, the fact that supply has not kept pace with need inevitably results in 
lower Headship rates and higher average household sizes especially among 
poorer households. This may be an objective reflection of current situation, 
but this in turn reflects a decrease in housing affordability and therefore a 
decline in the propensity for poorer people to form households. This is a 
problem of affordability that find its starkest expression in the scale of the 
affordable housing need that has been identified in the Assessment of 
Affordable Housing Need paper. This is why the Council studiously avoids 
confronting the evidence presented by the Assessment of Affordable Housing 
Need and avoids explaining how the findings of this study relate to the trend-
based assessment provided in the Housing Requirement Study, 2012 Update. 
The differences are difficult to reconcile. The evidence of the need for 
affordable housing suggests that the objective housing need may be very 
much greater than the 15,800 identified by the 2012 Update (also referred to 
in paragraph 5.9 of the Technical Background Paper: Housing Delivery 
paper).  
 
The Council considers that projection 1 provides the most realistic projection 
of future need (15,800 dwellings which is related to the ONS 2010 and 2011 
SNPP) even though in doing so the Council places weight upon the idea that 
evidence which shows a rise in the average household size in the city is an 
indicator that demand is falling-away. We would contend that this is an 
expression of housing stress. The Affordable Housing Viability Study, April 
2012, notes in paragraph 1.1.4 that house prices in Brighton tripled between 
1997-2007 and affordability remains a significant problem. There are 11,000 
households on the waiting list, with an additional 2,000 already in housing 
seeking a transfer to more suitable accommodation.  
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Nevertheless, on the basis of the Council’s argument and assuming that 
15,800 dwellings does represent the objective need over the plan period then 
there is a balance of 4,500 dwellings that the Council will need to make 
provision for elsewhere.  
 
The 2008-based household projection, however, indicates a need for 18,700 
homes over the 20 year plan period 2010 to 2030. This would imply that the 
balance that would need to be provided for elsewhere is very much greater 
(some 3,000 dwellings greater).   
 
There is also the additional problem of the unmet needs of neighbours and 
demand from people moving from London and how this will impinge upon and 
affect the demand for housing within Brighton. We will consider this in our 
section of the duty to cooperate.  
 
It is unclear what the components of need are within these projections. Other 
than providing a split between the market and affordable housing need 
referred to earlier they do not address the needs for different types of housing 
as paragraph 159 of the NPPF expects. What, for example, is the need for 
retirement housing and student housing? Furthermore, as stated previously, 
these are just projections. They do not reflect more detailed evidence of 
existing unmet needs in the way the Assessment of Affordable Housing Need 
paper has provided.  
 
We are very concerned that the Council has not taken into account the need 
for additional student housing over the plan period as identified by CP21. This 
does not appear to have been assessed by any of the housing requirement 
studies. It is unclear whether an increase in student numbers is projected and 
whether the need to find accommodation for this group is included within the 
overall objective assessment of need. This need, however, does need to be 
accounted for as students will be competing with other households for access 
to the new housing supply.  
 
2) Planning to meet unmet housing needs 
 
The plan is unsound as it provides no practical solution to the problem of 
addressing its own unmet needs. Neither does the City Plan take any account 
of the unmet needs of its neighbours and how this will impinge upon the 
Council.  
 
The 2008 SHMA identifies Brighton & Hove as part of a wider housing market 
area. Paragraph 4.7 of the Duty to Cooperate Compliance Statement reflects 
this. Unfortunately, the later three housing requirement studies (Brighton & 
Hove Housing Requirements Study, June 2011; Housing Requirement Study, 
2012 Update; and the Assessment of Affordable Housing Need consider only 
the City’s needs in isolation. The authorities in the housing market area ideally 
should collaborate upon the production of the SHMA that uses a shared 
methodology to assess future needs. 
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Against its own assessment the Council needs to provide for 4,500 dwellings 
that it is unable to accommodate within its own administrative boundary (see 
paragraph 4.2 of the plan). It is apparent from the Duty to Cooperate 
Compliance Statement that the Council has not secured an agreement for its 
unmet need to be provided for by another authority. This is spelt out on pages 
9-12. Indeed, all are unable (or possibly unwilling) to address their own needs 
in full.  
 
Lewes 
 
Lewes Council has recently published and consulted upon its Joint Core 
Strategy (JCS) with the South Downs National Park. It is unclear from the JCS 
what the Council considers its objective need to be as it has considered a 
series of scenarios. It is therefore unclear whether there are needs that will 
not be accommodated in the plan. However, because its housing assessment 
paper considers that the likely need is probably going to be in the region of at 
least 300-450 dwellings per year, this suggests that the objective need is in 
line with this figure. The Council will need to explain what the consequences 
will be for the District by its decision to plan to deliver well below this figure at 
225 dwellings per annum. There may be an unmet need between 75 to 225 
households a year. The Council has not explained how it intends to make 
good this disparity.  
 
Crawley 
 
Crawley has also published its preferred strategy. The NLP report that the 
Council has commissioned indicates that an additional 8,100 new homes 
would be needed to accommodate the future housing needs of the Borough 
(based on the baseline demographic natural change). The Council has 
referred to this on page 15 of the preferred option of the Local Plan. The draft 
Local Plan is proposing to provide 3,543 net additions over the 15 year plan 
period running from 2014-2029. This equates to an annual average of 236 net 
additions per annum.  
 
Crawley, like Brighton, is confronted by practical constraints: the impracticality 
of the Council addressing wholly its entire housing needs within its own 
administrative boundaries. It was for these reasons that the South East Plan 
(SEP) set out in policy GAT3: Housing Distribution how meeting the 
Borough’s housing needs would take the form of housing developments at or 
adjoining Crawley, thereby complementing its role as a transport hub and 
regional centre. As the SEP indicated, this would most likely involve (indeed, 
the only feasible solution) the westward expansion of Crawley into the 
neighbouring authority of Mid Sussex, complemented by the North East 
expansion of Crawley itself within its own administrative boundary.  
 
For Crawley to meet its unmet needs requires the Council to cooperate and 
reach an agreement with Mid Sussex Council. If this cooperation is not 
forthcoming, then Crawley’s housing requirement will have to be a capacity 
constrained target. The Borough will be unable to meet the objectively 
assessed level of need of 8,100 homes. The Borough acknowledges itself on 
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page 80 of the draft Local Plan. Whether cooperation from Mid-Sussex will be 
forthcoming is unclear as the Duty to Cooperate Compliance Statement on 
page 9 confirms. Certainly, it is unlikely that assistance will be forthcoming 
from Mid-Sussex to provide land to accommodate Brighton’s shortfall of 4,500 
homes.  
 
Adur 
 
Paragraph 4.12 of the Duty to Cooperate Compliance Statement documents a 
meeting with local councils that included Adur District Council. Adur has yet to 
publish its plan but when it last consulted it was proposing 105 homes per 
year compared to the 280 per year that 2008-based household projection 
indicates is needed between 2010-30. It seems unlikely that Adur will be 
providing land for Brighton to accommodate its 4,500 dwellings.  
 
Wealden 
 
Wealden’s core strategy which was adopted in November 2012 makes no 
provision to accommodate any other authority’s unmet needs. It is unable to 
deliver even its own housing requirement (distinct from its objective need 
which it also does not meet) owing to issues related to the Ashdown Forest 
SPA.  
 
From this brief survey it is apparent that there is: a) a significant and strategic 
scale problem relating to addressing the unmet housing need that is 
materialising on Brighton’s borders that the City Plan has not accounted for; 
and b) the Duty to Cooperate Compliance Statement makes it clear that 
Brighton has been unable to forge an agreement with any other authority to 
provide for the 4,500 households that Brighton’s own plan is unable to 
accommodate. The Council acknowledges this in paragraph 4.5 of the plan. 
While we acknowledge that Brighton has attempted to resolve this issue 
through engaging its neighbours in a dialogue, no practical outcome has been 
achieved. As such the plan is unsound because it fails to demonstrate joint 
working that will address this strategic issue.  
 
The Council will either have to loosen its corsets to enable the 4,500 homes to 
be accommodated or else forge a joint-plan with neighbours that addresses 
how the need for the housing market area can be apportioned, distributed and 
accommodated. Both options may entail a comprehensive review that 
considers the efficacy and appropriateness of many of the constraints that the 
constituent authorities are citing that currently prevent the need being 
addressed in full, or to a greater extent. Not all these authorities are 
constrained to the degree they maintain and they have land that is not located 
within the South Downs National Park.  
 
It would be unsustainable to neglect this housing need. The three dimensions 
that constitute sustainable development are mutually supportive (paragraph 8 
of the NPPF). Providing the supply of housing to meet present and future 
needs is part of the definition of sustainable development set out in paragraph 
7 of the NPPF. The duty to cooperate introduced by the 2001 Localism Act 
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provides the tool that enables strategic, cross border planning to take occur, 
replacing the role of the Regional Strategies.   
 
CP7: Infrastructure and Developer Contributions 
 
We note that the Affordable Housing Viability Study Update, April 2012 allows 
for a sum of £100 per square metre for residential development to cover 
planning obligations (page 18).  
 
When the Council comes to set its CIL it will need to ensure that the total cost 
of the CIL in combination with s106 planning obligations does not exceed 
£100 per square metre otherwise the viability appraisal to justify the affordable 
housing contribution will be rendered redundant. Planning gain costs in 
excess of £100 psm could have a deleterious effect on viability.  
 
CP8: Sustainable Buildings 
 
The policy is unsound as it is unjustified. 
 
The policy requires residential development to achieve Code 4 or 5 from the 
date the plan is adopted, and Code 6 from 2016 onwards. The Council has 
not adequately accounted for these costs in its Affordable Housing Viability 
Study Update, April 2012 and considered the implications of this policy for the 
viability of development and the implementation of the plan. It has carried out 
a sensitivity test of the cost of building to zero carbon homes, but not the cost 
of the full Code, as this policy requires. Furthermore, the viability assessment 
demonstrates that there are significant problems of viability associated with 
the cost of the zero carbon homes programme in combination with other 
policies in the plan, especially the prescribed rates for affordable housing.  
 
This is illustrated in section 3.5 of the viability report. Once the cost of zero 
carbon homes is factored into the assessment (n.b. this does not represent 
the full cost of the Code; building to the full Code will add a further 20% to the 
cost of development) figure 7 shows that a 15 unit flat scheme will generate 
negative land values in Value Levels 1 and 2, and the RLV at Value Level 3 
drops to £221 which is equivalent to £14.7k per unit for the landowner (221 
divided by 15): a negligible sum for this value area. In Value Level 4 the RLV 
falls to £426k or £28.4k per unit, also a negligible sum for the value of this 
area. The same is true for the other two value points. As the area goes up in 
value (i.e. its ability to command higher sales prices) so the expectation of the 
landowner increases in line with this. The Council will need to consider 
carefully the composition of its five year land supply, and the type of areas 
where the majority of its supply is coming from. If the land supply consists 
primarily of sites in the lower value areas, then the costs imposed by this 
policy in combination with that for affordable housing may render the Council’s 
plan undeliverable.  
 
The Council should not require developments to submit assessments to 
demonstrate what reasonable contribution the development will make towards 
minimising resource consumption. The onus is on the Council to demonstrate 
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that its policy is deliverable. Furthermore, how developers achieve the 
standards required under the Building Regulations are matters for them. This 
is not a planning matter.  
 
The Council is wrong in section 2 of the policy to require development to 
incorporate on-site renewable or decentralised energy sources. How 
developers achieve the mandatory targets for energy efficiency under the 
Building Regulations and its stepped changes is a matter for them alone. This 
is not a planning matter. The Council should not specify the precise manner 
whereby the national carbon reduction targets are achieved.  
 
There are legal considerations relating to connection to district heating and 
renewable energy plant that means that the role of the Council is prescribing 
in detail how energy reduction targets will be achieved is unlawful. Customers 
(home purchasers or tenants) are required under law to have the freedom of 
choice from whom they purchase their energy. The Council does not explain 
how this will be addressed. Also, any requirement for future connection to a 
district heating must be cost neutral to the consumer.  
 
Furthermore, under the CDM Regulations anyone that specifies a particular 
material/technology could be deemed under the law to be the ‘principle 
designer’. This carries with it legal responsibilities. So if a fatality occurs as a 
consequence of the Council specifying the use of a particular technology, then 
the Council could be legally liable.  
 
Allowable Solutions (page 161) 
 
We observe that the Council has stipulated in the policy that it intends to take 
money to implement ‘allowable solutions’. It is premature for the Council to do 
so as the Government has not yet determined what will constitute an 
‘allowable solution’. The policy, therefore, is impossible to comply with.  
 
The requirement should be deleted.  
 
We recommend that the Council reconsiders the efficacy and cost of policy 
CP8 given the effect the requirements of this policy will on the deliverability of 
the plan.  
 
CP19: Housing Mix 
 
The policy is unjustified and ineffective because the Council is not providing 
the supply of homes necessary to meet its objective assessment of need.  
 
The policy is flawed. Because the Council is not providing for 15,800 
dwellings, nor the quantity of affordable housing needed, any assessment that 
previously carried out that considered the range of needs and size of homes 
that the Council may wish to refer to as evidence is compromised.  
 
The policy is ineffective and should be deleted.  
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CP20: Affordable Housing 
 
The policy is unsound as it fails to account for the cost of local plan policy, in 
particular the costs associated with the requirements policy CP8: Sustainable 
Buildings. 
 
Paragraph 174 of the NPPF requires that LPAs: 
 
“assess the likely cumulative impacts on development in their area of all 
existing and proposed local standards, supplementary planning documents 
and policies that support the development plan, when added to nationally 
required standards. In order to be appropriate, the cumulative impact of these 
policies standards and policies should not put implementation of the plan at 
serious risk, and should facilitate development throughout the economic 
cycle.” 
 
The Affordable Housing Viability Study Update, April 2012, is a thorough 
study but the Council has failed to account for the cost of policy CP8 which 
requires all residential development to achieve Code for Sustainable Homes 
Level 4 or 5 between 2013-2016 and Code 6 from 2016 onwards. The viability 
assessment has made an assessment of the cost of building to the Code in 
paragraph 2.5.4 but only as ‘sensitivity test’ alternative scenario. The results 
that have been generated showing the cost of building to Code 5 and 6 has 
not informed the derivation of the affordable housing rates. The viability 
modelling assumes as its baseline cost that all development will be built to 
Code 4.  
 
The Code represents an increase in build costs that exceeds the Building 
Regulations, Part L for energy, which covers the Government’s programme 
for zero carbon homes from 2016 onwards. The Government’s zero carbon 
homes programme is part of the changes to the Building Regulations. It is a 
mandatory requirement and is therefore a cost that will apply within the next 
five years. The Council is also stipulating compliance with the full cost of the 
Code which exceeds the Building Regulations. This adds a further 22% to the 
cost of construction, as paragraph 2.5.4 of the viability assessment 
acknowledges. The cost of the changes to the national and mandatory 
changes to the Building Regulations must be accounted for, as paragraph 174 
of the NPPF requires (“when added to nationally required standards”) plus the 
cost of the prescribing compliance with the full Code, as is required by policy 
CP8.  
 
The Council must demonstrate that it has properly reflected these costs to 
ensure that it has a deliverable five year housing land supply, as required by 
footnote 11 to paragraph 47 of the NPPF.  
 
Once the cost of zero carbon homes is factored-in, as the sensitivity testing 
does assess (paragraphs 3.5.1-3.5.2) then it becomes apparent that 
developments in value levels 1 to 2 register negative residual land values, and 
sites in value level 3 are marginal. It should be noted that this sensitivity 
testing does not factor in the cost of the full Code despite the requirement of 
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policy CP8. Therefore, the sensitivity test does not fully appraise the costs 
associated with local plan policy. The sensitivity test, nevertheless, provides a 
more realistic appraisal of viability over the first five years of the plan, than 
merely modelling Code 4.  
 
The viability report on page 19 also considers the cost of building to Lifetime 
Homes, as required by the plan (paragraph 4.150). We do not disagree with 
the cost range that the report authors have cited (£545 to £1600 per dwelling 
depending on circumstances). This is broadly in line with DCLG estimates. 
The report, however, discounts the cost associated with building Lifetime 
Homes assuming that the “net cost will diminish as the concept is more widely 
adopted and as design standards, and market expectations, rise”. This is 
arguable, but even taking this statement at face value, it will still take time for 
these costs to become absorbed by an improvement in design or increases in 
house prices. The Council is still obliged to demonstrate viability now and for 
the next five years. It cannot predicate the deliverability of its plan upon 
possible changes and increases in house prices to offset costs. This is the 
meaning of paragraph 174 of the NPPF. This requires that the plan can be 
implemented throughout the economic cycle. The cost of Lifetime Homes, as 
it is a policy requirement, must therefore be properly factored into the viability 
assessment.  
 
We note that the viability report (see appendix1) allows for only £545 per unit 
– i.e. the cost at the bottom of the range. It is unclear why it has not selected 
an average figure around the £1,000 mark. This is necessary as the cost of 
Lifetime Homes is higher for flats than houses, as the report itself 
acknowledges on page 19. Appendix 1: Residential Assumptions Sheet 
shows that four out of the eight sites appraised consist of flats. The cost will 
be higher. An allowance of £545 would downplay significantly the true cost of 
complying with Lifetime Homes.  
 
We would query whether the RLVs generated are sufficient to incentive 
landowners to sell their land. Table 1 in Appendix II sets out the RLVs. The 
table is hard to read because the type is small. However, at the policy rate of 
40% the RLVs are weak, especially at the lower Value Levels 1-3. The report 
does not establish a Threshold Land Value even though the Harman Review 
guidance Viability Testing of Local Plans advises this. Consequently, it is 
difficult to know if the RLVs generated will prove sufficient especially when 
compared against alternative uses. Many of the RLVs generated across all 
the Value Levels are lower than the asking prices listed on page 32 of the 
viability report, irrespective of the size of the scheme.  
 
Once the costs of the full Code are factored-in, and a cost for Lifetime Homes 
that better reflects the likely average cost, then these RLVs will be eroded 
further.  
 
We note that the policy requires that the affordable housing element should 
provide for a mix of tenures. We are not sure how will be possible because 
the viability modelling is predicated on 50% Affordable Rent and 50% Social 



  12 
Home Builders Federation 
1

st
 Floor, Byron House, 7-9 St James’s Street, London, SW1A 1DW 

T: 0207 960 1600 F: 0207 960 1601 E: info@hbf.co.uk   www.hbf.co.uk 
 

Rent. If the Council diverges from this split then this could compromise the 
viability of its targets. 
 
It is unclear what status the Sustainable Building Design SPD has that is 
referred to by the viability report. We assume that this will be superseded by 
the local plan. The Council must not use SPDs to introduce policy. This must 
be tested through the local plan if it adds to the cost of development 
(paragraph 153 of the NPPF).   
 
The Housing Trajectory and the five year housing land supply 
 
The housing implementation strategy is unsound because it is unjustified, 
ineffective and insufficiently positive in tone.  
 
The Council justifies back-loading the housing supply to reflect “the ongoing 
impacts of the economic recession and the significantly lower than average 
completion rates seen in the City in the early years of the Plan period” 
(paragraph 3.3). We do not consider this to be a reasonable argument. Back-
loading the supply and basing the five year housing land supply on a lower 
figure for the early plan period will militate against delivery if the council 
decides to ration-out planning permissions to match exactly its five year land 
supply calculation but provide no more than this. We do not consider this to 
be in accordance with the presumption in favour of sustainable development. 
If the Council has identified sites as being suitable for development, then by 
virtue of their being included in the plan then there should be no reason to 
delay the release of these.  
 
If the economy improves or performs better than expected (and the economy 
in Brighton has not been so adversely affected compared to other parts of the 
country) then back-loading the supply could serve as a constraint on 
development. The Council’s approach is insufficiently responsive to the 
possibility of rapid change (paragraph 14 of the NPPF).  
 
The Council does not provide a statement of what it considers its five year 
housing supply to be, taking into account its decision to back-load the supply. 
It should illustrate this by showing in the plan which sites it will draw upon to 
sustain the delivery of this five year requirement. The Council will also need to 
specify whether a 5% or 20% buffer need to be applied to the five year land 
supply calculation. Table 1 shows the general composition of the housing 
supply, but not which specific sites will underpin delivery in the first five years.  
 
In paragraph 2.7 the Council maintains that 2,765 dwellings have already 
been built or are currently committed. Commitments are not the same thing as 
completions: a commitment may never translate into a completion as planning 
permission is only a permission, it is not an obligation to build. The calculation 
of the residual housing requirement will need to be based upon the full 
requirement minus completions. This is necessary to ensure that the 
requirement is achieved in full and that long-standing ‘commitments’ do not 
clog-up the five year land supply.  
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Yours faithfully, 
 
 
 
James Stevens 
Strategic Planner  
 
Email: james.stevens@hbf.co.uk 
Tel: 0207 960 1623 
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On behalf of the land owners at Meadow Vale, 

Ovingdean we consider that the Brighton & Hove City 

Plan is legally compliant but unsound for the following 

reasons. 

1.0  Overall Strategy

1.1  Although it is accepted Brighton & Hove is a 

tightly constrained, compact city situated between the 

South Downs National Park and the sea, it is considered 

that the current strategic approach to delivering an 

acceptable mix and level of appropriate housing is flawed.  

Although significant constraints exist across the city, 

there is a lack of appropriate assessment of sites which 

could provide suitable, sustainable locations for housing.   

1.2  Whilst it is accepted that due to their location 

and physical constraints, many of the development 

opportunities across the city will result in high density 

schemes, the plan offers no justification as to why 

sites such as Urban Fringe locations have not been 

appropriately assessed as to their suitability to provide 

sustainable development opportunities.   

1.3  The plan offers no justification to support the 

notion that the ‘natural boundaries define and limit 

the outward expansion of the city’.  Although the South 

Downs National Park envelops the majority of the city, 

there is significant scope within the Urban Fringe sites 

to accommodate growth and provide a housing mix that 

meets the demand across the City. 

1.4  Detailed analysis of sites outside the South 

Downs National Park should have been carried out to 

inform to what extent the city is actually constrained 

by its natural boundary.  Where land supply has been 

an issue in other local authorities, such as in Bath & 

North Somerset, consultants were commissioned to 

demonstrate whether or not sites could accommodate 

development.  ARUP’s were commissioned to carry 

out detailed surveys on Greenbelt sites to inform 

the authority as to their capacity to accommodate 

development, and identify their constraints and 

opportunities.

1.5  Without assessing sites such as those in the 

Urban Fringe, the local authority have not provided 

a robust evidence base to justify their current City 

Plan.  There is an assumption that the Urban Fringe 

sites are not suitable, or as desirable, as the current 

strategic options.  Unless options have been detailed 

and appropriately presented, the consultation process is 

flawed and cannot be deemed satisfactory.     

1.6  Appendix 1 of this report details development 

options on an Urban Fringe site. The site is outside 

the South Downs National Park and has no policy 

designations influencing the site.  The site is flat, 

has numerous access options and abuts existing 

development.  In line with the National Planning Policy 

Framework guidance and Policy SS1, it is considered that 

the site is an ideal development opportunity, however it 

does not factor in the City Plan.

1.7  In view of the GL Hearn Report on Local 

Housing Requirements (Draft Report, July 2011), 

commissioned by Brighton and Hove City Council to 

provide an assessment of local housing requirements 

for the city based on demographic and economic 

performance factors, the failure to appropriately review 

such sites would suggest a flawed process in addressing 

housing requirements.

1.8  Following a demographic based assessment of 

demand, based on migration assumptions, GL Hearn 

identified a local housing requirement for 19,400 homes 

over the 2010-2030 period (970 units per annum).   The 

City Plan, through policy CP1, seeks to accommodate 

11,300 units.  The City Plan is actively promoting housing 

requirement which is 42% lower than established demand, 

resulting in at a shortfall of at least 9,100 units.  The 

justification for the housing figure centres around ‘natural 

constraints’, however sufficient robust justification of the 

‘natural constraints’ has not been carried out.    



4  |  Lightwood Property

2.0 Challenges 

2.1  In setting out the vision for the city to 2030, 
Brighton has recognised a number of challenges. 
Whilst it is recognised the challenges are valid, the 
following issues need to be addressed:

The city’s population could be expected 
to grow by 10.2% to 299,777 by 2030. This 
represents growth in the population of 
around 27,759 people by 2030 if current 
trends continue.

2.2  The amount and mix of housing the 
council have considered to accommodate the 
growing population is wholly inadequate.  There is 
insufficient evidence to suggest that the current land 
supply projections can be achieved, which in turn 
will exasperate demand issues throughout the city.  
The housing requirement does not reflect demand 
and cannot accommodate the perceived growth, 
therefore the City Plan should be deemed unsound.

Although the city has a relatively young 
population, population growth over the 
next 20 years is likely to be strongest in 
those people aged 60 and over (growth of 
30%).

2.3  The housing mix would not support the 
needs of those people aged 60 and over.  The vast 
majority of new housing will be in the form of high 
density, flatted schemes which are unsuitable and 
undesirable for an elderly population.  

The need to prioritise the provision of extra 
care housing to meet the needs of older 
and disabled people in the community.

2.4  Urban Fringe sites should be released, where 
appropriate, to ensure that extra care housing to the 
meet the needs of older and disabled people is in 
suitable locations. 

Access to suitable and affordable housing 
remains difficult for many households. 
Affordability of housing has serious 
implications for the recruitment and 
retention of staff and has also resulted in a 
high number of concealed households.

2.5  Failure to carry out a robust review of all 
sites, such Urban Fringe locations, has resulted in 
the council adopting a lower housing requirement.  
The low housing requirement directly effects 
the delivery of affordable housing.  Based on GL 

Hearns housing needs assessment of 19,400 units, 
the affordable housing would be 7,760 units. The 
current approach will only deliver a maximum of 
4,520 units, representing a loss of 3,140 affordable 
units. The City Plan should be considered unsound 
on the basis of a failure to fully explore options to 
maximise affordable housing.
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Transport is the main cause of poor air and 
noise quality in certain parts of the city. In 
2008 an extended Air Quality Management 
Area was designated covering a significant 
area of the centre of the city.

2.6  The strategic housing allocations, coupled 
with the SHLAA forecasts for development, directly 
relate to the most trafficked areas. The planned 
housing will compound the issue.  

As the density of the city increases, 
demand and use of parks and open space 
has escalated. In the more central areas of 
the city, access to open space is limited. 
Despite good progress made in recent 
years, sports and recreation facilities are 
as yet inadequate for a city of its size and 
regional importance.

2.7  Developments which incorporate onsite 
open space should be encouraged.  Where 
opportunities exist to secure significant open 
space through development, the authority should 
seek to engage all potential schemes. The councils 
approach to delivering their housing requirement 
will significantly increase demand on those parks 
and spaces in the more central areas of the city. 

Furthermore the majority of new development in the 
city cannot provide any onsite open space. Therefore 
the strategic plan is increasing the population that 
use those parks without a mechanism to deliver new 
provision.
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3.0 A Strong and Prosperous City

3.1  The City Plan considers that by 2030 
Brighton & Hove will have a sustainable, resiliant, 
low carbon economy with sufficient jobs at all 
levels. Local residents will have the skills to enable 
them to progress through the labour market and 
earn incomes to help them live successfully within 
the city. New housing of different types, including 
affordable housing, will be provided in suitable 
locations to match a range of requirements and 
lifetime needs.

3.2  Whilst the principle should be supported, 
it is considered that the policies to deliver the vision 
are unsound. 

4.0 Policy SO1 

4.1  Ensure that all major new development 
in the city supports the regeneration of the city, is 
located in sustainable locations, provides for the 
demands that it generates and is supported by the 
appropriate physical, social and environmental 
infrastructure.

4.2  The City Plan recognises that development 
is confined by the natural constraints of the city. 

A complete review of all potential development 
sites throughout the city, utilising Geographic 
Information Systems (GIS), identifies that the 
majority of the development proposals which could 
come forward under the current policy context are 
mainly inner city centre sites.  These sites can only 

deliver high density, flatted schemes. At the densities 
required by the authority to remotely come close to 
the planned housing delivery targets set within the 
plan, the vast majority of the sites will not deliver 
any on site open space, and will significantly impact 
on the local infrastructure.  

Map 1.1: Potential Housing Sites
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4.3  As the City Plan has not robustly explored 
all potential housing options, including Urban 
Fringe sites, the location of the vast majority of 
development is totally out of the control of the 
authority and will have to be delivered regardless 
of whether or not it is a sustainable location, or if 
the site can be supported by physical, social and 
environmental infrastructure.  

4.4  Map 1.1 identifies the potential sites which 
could come forward for development.  The vast 
majority of sites are within the city centre wards, 
which can only deliver a very specific high density 
house type.  Under the current City Plan proposals, 
the wards of Woodingdean and Rottingdean would 
have no new development for the next 17 years. 
Given the location and current facilities within the 
existing communities this cannot be deemed as 
sustainable planning. Outside of the Toads Hole 
Valley allocation there is distinct over reliance 
on the eight central wards to deliver the housing 
requirements. The strategic planning of new housing 
for those wards outside the city centre is inadequate 
and flawed.

4.5  It is considered that the approach 
to delivering and implementing the housing 
requirement in Policy SO1 is unsound. 

5.0 Policy SO4 

5.1  Address the housing needs of Brighton & 
Hove by working with partners to provide housing 
that meets the needs of all communities in the city, 
achieves a mix of housing types, sizes and tenures 
that is affordable, accessible, designed to a high 
standard and adaptable to future change

5.2  Having committed to a reduced housing 
figure of 11,300 units, when demand analysis 
identifies a requirement of 19,400 units, Policy SO4 
cannot address the housing needs of Brighton & 
Hove.  

5.3  The sites identified in red on Map 1.1 have 
been mapped on a GIS system.  Map 1.2 identifies 
a site plan with the size in square metres.  The 
identified sites total 38 hectares of land (excluding 
Toad Hole Valley), and not all the sites are suitable 
for development, however as Table 1.1 identifies the 
average density of each site would need to be 

near 300 units per hectare to achieve the housing 
requirements set by the local authority.

5.4  A list of each site, ID and size will be made 
available to the council in the form of GIS. Based 
on these basic assumptions, it cannot be possible for 
policy SO4 to deliver a mix of housing types, sizes 
and tenures that is affordable, accessible, designed to 
a high standard and adaptable to future change.

Table 1.1: SHLAA Sites Housing Density

Map 1.2: SHLAA Site Mapping
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6.0 Policy SO9

6.1  Make full and efficient use of previously 
developed land in recognition of the environmental 
and physical constraints to development posed by 
the sea and the South Downs.

6.2  Over emphasis has been placed on the 
constraints the South Downs poses to future 
development. A robust housing capacity study on 
each of the Urban Fringe sites, and those outside 
the South Downs National Park, should have been 
carried out to inform whether the sites are suitable for 
development. Toad Hole Valley, which was previously 
within the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, and 
a designated Urban Fringe site has been released for 
development following detailed assessments.  This 
process should have been carried out on every site 
before the strategic housing locations, and the City 
Plan targets were set. In the case of the site identified 
in Appendix 1 at Meadow Vale, an appropriate review 
should have presented the council with an ideal site 
to deliver low/ medium density family homes. The 
failure to carry out appropriate assessments has 
caused an over reliance on brownfield sites, which can 
only deliver high density units which do no not meet 
the required demand.         

6.3  Map 1.3 identifies the potential extent of the 
land that falls outside the South Downs National 
Park.  There is significant scope to extend existing 
settlements without impacting on the National

Park. Without a detailed review of each site the 
strategic planning process sound be deemed 
unsound.  

Map 1.3: Extent of undeveloped land that falls outside National Park
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7.0 Policy SO11 

7.1  Provide an integrated, safe and sustainable 
transport system to improve air quality, reduce 
congestion, reduce noise and promote active travel.

7.2  The over reliance of housing sites in the 
central wards of the City (Map 1.1) will compromise 
the deliverability of Policy SO11.

8.0 Policy SO15 

8.1  Promote new opportunities for sport 
and recreation. Protect and enhance the quality 
and quantity of parks and green spaces in the 
city, formal and informal, improving their 
interconnectivity, enhancing their individual 
character, landscape and biodiversity to ensure 
that they are valued by the whole community and 
well used throughout the year.

8.2  The proposed development site in Appendix 
1 would enable a significant increase in both sport 
and recreational space in the east of the city.  The 
council should consider the proposals and work 
with the land owner to enable new facilities within 
the area.  Map 1.4 identifies the extent of public and 
private open space across the city.  The east of the 

city has a distinct lack of publicly accessible open 
space, and therefore facilitating new open space 
within the area would take a step towards delivering 
policy SO15. 

Map 1.4: Public & Private Open Space
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9.0 Policy SO19 

9.1  Contribute towards the delivery of more 
sustainable communities and the reduction of 
inequalities between neighbourhoods in Brighton 
& Hove.

9.2  The current strategic approach to the 
housing delivery excludes any major development 
within the east of the city, with no specific 
developments identified for the settlements 
of Woodingdean and Ovingdean.  Given the 
requirement for community facilities, it is 
considered without development the area cannot 
address many of the issues which exist, therefore 
Policy SO19 is undeliverable for this part of the city.

10.0 Policy SO21 

10.1 Provide additional primary and secondary 
school places in response to growing demand and 
future increases in population by working with 
partners, including not for profit organisations, 
to build new schools and by expanding successful 
schools (where possible, with the consent of the 
school). Assist in the long term planning of higher 
and further education establishments, and ensure
that they play a full part in the city’s economic, 
social and environmental development.

10.2 The development proposals within 
Appendix 1 could facilitate the expansion of 
Longhill High School.  Option 2 illustrates how 
relocating the school playing fields would enable the 
school footprint to significantly expand, without 
compromising the schools access to playing fields. 
The proposals should be explored and developed in 
line with policy SO21.

11.0 The Spatial Distribution of 
Development

11.1 Whilst is recognised that spatially the 
majority of new housing, employment and retail 
development should be directed to specific 
development areas, the sites within Appendix 1 of 
this report should form an additional development. 

11.2 In line with the eight suggested strategic 
housing locations, the proposed option is in an 
area of the city which already benefits from close 
proximity to good sustainable transport links. 
The area can offer significant capacity for new 
development and could secure substantial benefits 
for the city. The proposed site would have minimal 
transport impact on the surrounding area and also 
enable the continued enhancement and protection of 
the South Downs National Park.

11.3 The site has capacity to accommodate 150 
to 500 units, which could represent a significant 
amount of new housing.
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12.0 Policy SA4: Urban Fringe

12.1 It is recognised development within the 
urban fringe will be resisted unless;

a) a site has been allocated for development in a 
development plan document; or
b) a countryside location can be justified;
c) the proposal has regard to the downland 
landscape setting of the city;
d) all adverse impacts of development are 
minimised and appropriately compensated for; 
and
e) where appropriate, the proposal helps to achieve 
the policy objectives set out above. 

12.2 The proposed development sites in 
Appendix 1 offer the ideal opportunity for 
the council to achieve a low/medium density 
development, and secure a significant area of the 
South Downs National Park for public use.  The 
development proposals recognise the importance 
of the South Downs National Park, and offer the 
opportunity to offset the impact of a development 
with a potential transfer of land to the local 
authority for public use.  This would be in keeping 
with Policy SA4. 

12.3 The extent of the land ownership under 
promotion will enable numerous City Plan policy 
objectives to be delivered.  The above principles 
can be achieved through effective dialogue with the 
local authority.  It is considered the City Plan should 

recognise the opportunity to identify a deliverable
site which will contribute to the housing supply, 
have the ability to provide community facilities and 
protect and increase access to the South Downs 
National Park.

Map 1.5: Urban Fringe
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13.0 Policy SA6: Sustainable 
Neighbourhoods

13.1 In line with policy SA6, it is considered 
that the proposed development in Appendix 1 
could address some of the shortfall in community 
facilities.  The proposed development would 
contribute to community priorities through 
developer contributions and encourage shared use of 
existing and new community facilities.

13.2 Map 1.6 identifies that the Woodingdean 
& Ovingdean area is isolated from the major 
settlements which surround the city centre.  In 
order to ensure the east of the city does not become 
further isolated, with residents forced to travel into 
the city centre to access key facilities, opportunities 
for new development which can help deliver 
community facilities should be exploited.  

Map 1.6: Sustainable Neighbourhoods
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14.0 Policy CP1: Housing Delivery 

14.1 The council will make provision for at least 
11,300 new homes to be built over the plan period 
2010-2030 (this equates to an annual average rate 
of provision of 565 dwellings).

14.2 As detailed throughout the representations, 
the amount of housing and the delivery mechanism 
for Policy CP1 is unsound.  Table 1.2 identifies the 
proposed delivery mechanism for the city across the 
plan period. 

14.3 The table is misleading in the fact that it 
does not distinguish between the actual number 
of units built and the number of units committed. 
A significant proportion of the units identified in 
the 3,230 units (already built or committed) are 
allocations from the 2005 plan.  Given the current 
economic conditions, which are forecast to last 
until at least 2017, allocations which have not been 
delivered in the eight years to date should not be 
deemed as deliverable. 

14.4 The housing trajectory (Table 1.3) suggest 
that around 1,015 units have been built in since 
2010/11 to the end 2012/2013.  This would suggest 
that 2,215 of the 3,230 units that are considered 
deliverable have not been built. 

14.5 In addition to the proposed 3,235 units 
deemed deliverable at the strategic allocation sites, 
the council believe that the sites can accomodate a 
further 1,130 units as illustrated by their land supply 

Table 1.2: Housing Delivery

Table 1.3: Brighton & Hove Housing Trajectory as at 1st April 2012
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trajectory, which have yet to even be established.  
The strategic allocations information is very 
misleading, Sites DA2 and DA6 require over 100% 
more development than the original plans suggest if 
the housing requirements are to be achieved.  

14.6 With over 2,000 units undelivered to date, 
combined with 2,985 units unallocated or consented 
through SHLAA assumptions, almost 44% (5,000 
units) of the perceived housing trajectory must be 
deemed as undeliverable.  This assumes that all 
the strategic development areas are approved and 
deliverable against the assumptions made in the 
indicative master planning process.    

14.7 There are a further 1,100 units allowed 
for unidentified windfall and broad location sites.  
Therefore the  council is not in a position to clearly 
demonstrate that over 6,000 units of their housing 
requirements can actually be delivered.  

14.8 Based on the proposed delivery mechanism 
of Policy CP1, in line with NPPF guidance the City 
Plan must be deemed unsound. 

14.9 In principle City Plan policies CP3 to CP22 
should be supported, however it is considered that 
given the approach to housing delivery, the plan 

should be deemed unsound.  Failure to fully explore 
deliverable options to satisfy established demand, 
and deliver a sufficient range of housing will create 
major long term issues if the City Plan is adopted. 

14.10 Given the fact that the local authority 
cannot demonstrate a deliverable 5 year land supply 
in conjunction with the extent of the assumptions 
made to justify a supply post 2014, they will fall 
foul of the NPPF test. Failure to appropriately plan 
for deliverable housing will see inappropriate sites 
coming forward under the NPPF guidelines.  Based 
on the information presented in the City Plan the 
council will not be in a position to defend against 
inappropriate development, which should point to 
an unsound and flawed City Plan.   



Meadow Vale, Ovingdean
Appendix 1- Proposed New Allocation Site

Conceptual Development Proposal

APRIL 2013
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Site location in context  
to neighbouring towns
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Introduction
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1.1 Purpose of the Document

This document forms Appendix 1 of the 
representations made by Lightwood Strategic Ltd to 
Brighton & Hove City Councils City Plan: Part One 
consultation.
 The site is being put forward for consideration 
as a proposed allocation site for new housing. It 
is under single ownership and is therefore highly 
deliverable. At this stage numerous options are being 
presented and will be refined through consultation 
with the council.
 The emerging scheme is focused on providing 
an exemplar infill development that provides high 
standards of design and sustainable construction, 
whilst protecting and enhancing the landscape and 
biodiversity assets through carefully located soft 
landscape and design. The vision is to provide a 
complementary mix of uses that will help meet the 
future needs of Brighton and enhance and sustain 
the area as a high quality place to live.
 With increasing planning powers being handed 
to local communities, the proposed development 
seeks to offset the impact of development through 
significant environmental and social benefits. 
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1.2 Site Location

The proposed development site is located to 
the north east of Ovingdean, a small formerly 
agricultural village that lies in the Rottingdean 
Coastal ward of Brighton and Hove, East Sussex. 
It is located between Rottingdean to the south east 
and Woodingdean to the north east but still has 
open downland to both the east and west, which is 
home to the East Brighton Golf Club and Brighton 
racecourse.

•	 The	site	is	approximately	5	kilometres	east	of	the	
centre of Brighton and its station which runs regular 
services westwards along the coast to Shoreham 
by Sea, Lewes to the east and to London Bridge, 82 
kilometres northwards.   

•	 Ovingdean	is	located	1	kilometre	south	east	
of Woodingdean and 2 kilometres north east of 
Rottingdean. It is 7 kilometres south west of Lewes 
and approximately 25 kilometres west of Eastbourne

•	 The	site	is	approximately	30	kilometres	south	of	
the M23 which links with junction 7 of the M25, 
London’s Orbital Motorway, and can be reached by 
heading on the A23 from Brighton

•	 The	coast	is	only	2.5	kilometres	to	the	south	
of the site and its elevated position affords it 
spectacular views across the south coast

•	 There	are	a	number	of	schools	in	close	proximity	
to the site. Immediately adjacent to the south is 
Longhill High School, a mixed comprehensive 
school for 11 to 16 year olds, with a specialism 
in technology. To the south west of the site and 
overlooking Brighton Marina is Roedean School, an 
independent day and boarding school for girls aged 
11 to 18. Rudyard Kipling Primary School is located 
to the north in Woodingdean and Ovingdean 
Nursery School to the west of the site 

•	 To	the	south	west,	Ovingdean	Hall	is	a	gentry	
mansion which now serves as an International 
Language College, Ovingdean Hall College

•	 South	of	the	site	and	on	the	outskirts	of	
Rottingdean is Rottingdean Cricket Club



Lightwood Property  |  23



24  |  Lightwood Property



Lightwood Property  |  25

1.3 Scope & Purpose

This document illustrates that any future planning 
application is based on a good understanding of 
local character and circumstances. This document 
illustrates how a scheme is proposed which draws on 
the successful precedents in the Guildford area and 
the site character. It provides a framework that fully, 
and meaningfully, engages with stakeholder views.
 The document follows the recommendations 
of circular 01/2006, employing an assessment-
involvement-evaluation-design process. This 
process may be repeated many times as the design is 
formulated, tested and refined.
 This document will form the basis of an eventual 
Design and Access statement, which will be part of 
a comprehensive package of information submitted 
with an outline application.

In this instance the function and purpose of 
the DAS is;

•		To	explain	the	design	process	and	provide	a	
concise description of the issues and evaluations 
that arose as part of the area analysis and 
consultation with land owners

•		To	set	out	the	urban	design	and	architectural	
strategy for the development

•		To	establish	minimum	quality	thresholds	and	a	
framework that promotes good design

•		To	set	a	basis	for	integrating	detailed	development	
proposals as they come forward over time to help 
ensure a coordinated and coherent development

•		To	support	the	development	control	process	by	
setting out criteria to evaluate and assess reserved 
matters

•		To	provide	a	means	of	briefing	designers	and	
others involved on the standards required when 
bringing forward development proposals

•		To	provide	a	framework	to	positively	engage	the	
local community, ensuring the design principles, 
where possible, meet the needs of the existing 
residents

  
The developing DAS has a logical structure, which 
follows that of a successful design process. The 
following sections set out the process in developing 
the current scheme;

•	Assessment
•	Involvement
•	Evaluation
•	Design
•	Conclusion	

Context
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2.1 Archaeological & Historical 
Site Context

A desk based search has identified that a small 
area within part of the site is deemed as being an 
archaeologically sensitive area and as such is covered 
by Policy HE12. This does not preclude the area 
from development as long as the local planning 
authority is satisfied that the adverse impacts are 
to be minimised and the need for the proposal 
outweighs the likely harm to be done. 
 The land and buildings to the south west of the 
site are designated as Conservation Area. Many 
homes in the conservation area are converted farm 
buildings, and the most prominent houses are 
Ovingdean Grange and Ovingdean Hall, both of 
which are listed.
 There are a number of other listed buildings in 
the local area, however the proposed development 
would be designed so not to affect the setting or have 
any impact on these buildings or the Conservation 
Area.
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2.2 Landscape Context 

The site lies to the north east of Ovingdean and 
south of Woodingdean and flanks the boundary 
of the builtup area. The site comprises a mix of 
grassland and agricultural land used primarily as 
arable land. 
 The south west and northern boundaries 
are bordered by the medium and high density 
residential buildings of Ovingdean and 
Woodingdean respectively with the eastern 
boundary being flanked by open downland which 
is designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty. To the south of the site are the offsite playing 
fields of Longhill High School. To the West of the 
site is further open downland, home to the East 
Brighton Golf Club.
 The site is transected by the B2123 (Falmer 
Road), parts of which are bordered by a mix of 
vegetation and established trees. A bund of trees lies 
to the south of Meadow Vale. 
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2.3 Transport Links

As the site is close to established residential areas 
with a range of facilities and services within a short 
cycle or bus distance, it is considered to be a suitable 
location for new development. Rail links to work, 
retail and leisure destinations further afield are 
already in place in Brighton, just over 5 kilometres 
away.

Vehicle Links 
The site would be integrated within the established 
highway network. Strategically the site is 
easily accessible from the A27 which connects 
Whiteparish (near Salisbury) with Pevensey (near 
Eastbourne). Access to the major route of the M23 
can be accessed via the A23 from Brighton.
 Access to the site would come in directly 
from Falmer Road (B2123). Improvements to the 
junctions would be required including traffic 
calming measures which would provide significant 
safety improvements for the local community. 
 
Public Transport 
Brighton railway station is situated 5 kilometres to 
west of the site and is managed by Southern Rail. 
Frequent trains operate from Brighton station to 
London and destinations include London Victoria, 

London Bridge, and Gatwick Airport, with trains 
continuing to Bedford. The fastest service from 
London Victoria takes 51 minutes.  Lines from 
Brighton serve stations to Worthing, Portsmouth 
and Southampton in the west and via Lewes to 
Newhaven, Eastbourne, Hastings and Ashford, Kent 
in the east. Twice-daily services run on the line west 
to Bristol.
 There are several bus stop located along Falmer 
Road which transects the proposed site. These 
provide regular services to Brighton, Rottingdean 
and further afield to Steyning.

Foot & Cycle Links
As part of the proposed development significant 
improvements, including a cycle path, would 
be completed to improve movement between 
Woodingdean to the north and Rottingdean to the 
south.
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2.4 Local Facilities

Development of the site will provide highly 
sustainable family housing for local people including 
affordable housing, access to a greater provision of 
landscaped public open space and with it, ecological 
benefits.
 Ovingdean has a village hall and a number of 
schools encompassing a range of ages. Immediately 
adjacent to the south of the site is Longhill High 
School, a comprehensive technology specialist school 
for 11 to 16 year olds. Ovingdean Hall College, an 
international language School is located to the south 
west of the site and faces Ovingdean Nursery School. 
Roedean School, an independent day and boarding 
school for girls aged 11 to 18 years is located further 
to the South West on the cliffs overlooking the sea. 
To the north in Woodingdean is Rudyard Kipling 
Primary School and Downs View School, a purpose 
built day special school for pupils aged 4 to 19 years, 
who have severe learning difficulties.
 The village has only a single shop, a sub post 
office and no public houses. However Woodingdean 
and Rottingdean provide a number of services, both 
of which are less than 2 kilometres away. There is a 
Tesco Express approximately 1.6 kilometres north of 
the site.

The city of Brighton is less than 5 kilometres to the 
west of the site and provides access to all necessary 
facilities including shops, leisure centre, recreational 
facilities and transport.
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Policy Context & 
Developing Options
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3.1 Development Proposal 
Context

The proposed City Plan part 1 identifies that much 
of the land surrounding the built up area of the 
city is managed as open space or farmed downland 
and most falls within the boundaries of the South 
Downs National Park.  
 For the purposes of the City Plan the term ‘urban 
fringe’ applies to those areas of land that lie between 
the defined built up urban area boundary and the 
boundary of the South Downs National Park.  The 
adjacent plan identifies the privately owned site 
which is being promoted for a change of use through 
the City Plan process.  
 4 hectares (9.9 acres) of the land falls outside 
the South Downs National Park, and is designated 
as Urban Fringe within the City Plan Part 1, policy 
SA4.    
 The City Plan recognises that in many instances 
the South Downs National Park boundary is 
contiguous with the built up urban edge of the 
city. The urban fringe is therefore now made up of 
‘pockets’ of residual green space rather than any 
homogenous green ‘belt’ around the city.  The 4 
hectares of land is private land and affords no access 
to the public, it does not serve any public function 

and is not recognised as a green space within the 
Council’s Open Space Strategy 2011.  The term 
residual green space, as described in the City Plan, 
is inappropriate in this instance as the site does not 
serve amenity to the surrounding community. 
 It is recognised that such areas are vulnerable 
to development pressures. Careful use and 
management of land within the urban fringe is 
deemed therefore essential in terms of helping 
to retain the setting of the city in its downland 
landscape.

Policy SA4 Urban Fringe

Development within the urban fringe will not be 
permitted except where:

a) a site has been allocated for development in a 
development plan document; or
b) a countryside location can be justified;
c) the proposal has regard to the downland 
landscape setting of the city;
d) all adverse impacts of development are 
minimised and appropriately compensated for; 
and
e) where appropriate, the proposal helps to achieve 
the policy objectives set out above.

The city’s housing requirements are such that it is 
important for the council to identify all suitable 
opportunities to secure new housing for the city’s 
growing population (Policy CP1). The scale of 
housing requirements forecast for the city coupled 
with the constrained nature of the city’s urban land 
supply would support the release of the site, as in the 
case of Toads Hole Valley.  
 The site is comparable, in policy terms, to that of 
the Toads Hole Valley site. As such it is considered 
that the site represents a significant opportunity to 
compliment the council’s developing policies and 
provide a key location for new housing in the east of 
the City. 
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3.2 Context

A strategic allocation at Meadow Vale would secure 
a significant amount of new housing provision of 
which a considerable amount will be family sized 
accommodation and affordable housing. Most of the 
city’s urban sites are relatively small in terms of site 
area and more suited to flatted forms of development. 
The evidence base indicates that over the course of the 
plan period an estimated 53% of overall housing need 
and demand is likely to be for larger, 3 and 4 bedroom 
properties. In terms of house types demand and need is 
likely to be greater for houses (68%) than for flats (32%). 
 It is recognised in the City Plan that the likelihood 
of delivering this mix of housing in the city is restricted 
by the types of sites likely to be brought forward for 
development.
 A planned development at Meadow Vale would 
allow for a better housing mix than any other proposed 
strategic sites in the City Plan, most of which are 
restricted by their size and the requirement to fulfil 
additional land uses.  The proposed development could 
facilitate 100 per cent of the new housing to be family 
sized. 
 The proposed density range of the site would 
enable the provision of a mix of housing types and 
sizes, achieving a choice in the range of housing at this 
location and ensuring effective use of the site. 
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3.3 Development Options 

The development of the Meadow Vale site represents 
a significant opportunity to create a model for 
mixed use sustainable development that will 
provide family and affordable housing as well as 
considerable public open space to meet the future 
needs of the surrounding communities. 
 There is also an opportunity to conserve 
and enhance the Site of Nature Conservation 
Importance to the northern boundary of the site, to 
provide new public open space and to improve links 
to the South Downs National Park. 
 Due to the extent and strategic location of 
the land, which is owned and promoted by one 
entity, there are numerous options which could be 
facilitated.  The central theme of all the options is 
releasing the Meadow Vale site for development, 
however the following proposals detail potential 
options which would enable the council to deliver 
greater housing numbers, whilst providing 
significant planning gains within the area. 

Option 1

Option 1 would provide 4 hectares of development 
land at Meadow Vale. The private land, which 
affords no public access, is located on the Eastern 
fringe of Brighton and Hove.  The site is bounded 
by the B2123 to the East, the South side of the 
site is bounded by Longhill School playing fields, 
with established development on the Western and 
Northern boundaries.  
 With a requirement for family housing, and 
given the surrounding development, it is considered 
a development of 35 units to the hectare would be 
appropriate. Option 1 would provide;

•	 140	family	units	(CP19)
•	 Up	to	56	affordable	units	(CP20)	
•	 1.6	hectares	of	open	space	(in	the	form	of	a	public	
park)
•	 Children’s	play	facilities	

It is considered, in context to the proposed 
development at Toads Hole Valley, the development 
would be in line with SO1 and SO4 of the City Plan, 
providing a mix of new homes in a sustainable 
location. 
 

The proposed location would not result in additional 
pressure on the A270 & A23, unlike the majority 
of strategic sites being considered in the City Plan.  
With limited development opportunities in the east 
of the authority and along the B2123, it is considered 
the development would not conflict with policy 
SO11.    
 Traffic calming measures could be introduced on 
the main access route of the B2123, controlling the 
speed of vehicles in the vicinity of LongHill High 
School.
 The development would promote cycling 
and walking and improve links to adjacent 
neighbourhoods. In line with policy SO15 and CP16 
& CP20 open space in the form of an accessible park 
would be provided on the adjacent land, enabling 
both the communities of Woodingdean and 
Ovingdean to benefit from increased green space 
amenity. 
 In keeping with policy SO12 the proposed 
development would seek to respond positively 
to the distinctive character of the surrounding 
neighbourhood. It is the intention to create an 
attractive and accessible well-connected network of 
streets, spaces and buildings.
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Option 2

Option 2 would provide 6.5 hectares of development 
land at Meadow Vale and the development of the 
off site playing fields at Longhill High School.  As 
both	sites	are	identified	as	Urban	Fringe	in	policy	
SO4, developing the sites would provide the council 
an opportunity to maximise development in a 
sustainable location.  The playing fields would be 
replaced on land adjacent the Meadow Vale site, 
with improved facilities.  The replacement playing 
fields would accord with Sport England planning 
policy E4.  
 The proposed development could facilitate an 
access path to the playing fields along the eastern 
edge of the development, enabling pupils to access 
the playing fields safely. 
 Option 2 would provide;

•	 227	family	units	(CP19)
•	 Up	to	91	affordable	units	(CP20)	
•	 2.6	hectares	of	open	space	(in	the	form	of	a	public	
park)
•	 2.4	hectares	of	playing	fields	(with	community	
use)
•	 Children’s	play	facilities	

Option 2 could also enable the school to expand, 
in line with policy SO21, or integrate additional 
community facilities.  



44  |  Lightwood Property



Lightwood Property  |  45

Option 3

Option 3 would provide 7 hectares of development 
land at Meadow Vale and the partial infill of the 
adjacent sites off Ovingdean Road.  The development 
would see an extension of Ovingdean Close, 
extending back to Falmer Road.  This option would 
require development within the designated South 
Downs National Park, however enabling a low 
density development would facilitate a substantial 
open space which would provide public access into 
on the South Downs.  
 Appropriate management of the SNCI designated 
areas on the site would be afforded and protected.  
The majority of the land is currently for equestrian 
purposes, with an active use.  The significant open 
space would enable the authority to conserve and 
enhance the South Downs National Park and 
enhance the downland landscape through a Local 
Biodiversity Action Plan, in line with policy SO14. 
 Option 3 would provide;

•	 245	family	units	(CP19)
•	 Up	to	98	affordable	units	(CP20)	
•	 5	hectares	of	open	space	(in	the	form	of	a	country	
park)
•	 Children’s	play	facilities	
•	 Access	to	the	South	Downs	National	Park	(SO14)



46  |  Lightwood Property



Lightwood Property  |  47

Option 4

Option 4 would extend on the principles of Option 
2 by providing 9 hectares of development land at 
Meadow Vale and Longhill High School on the 
identified	Urban	Fringe	land.		The	option	could	be	
extended to enable local authority land, North of 
Falmer Road, to be re-designated for residential 
use.  The loss of the green space land could be 
incorporated into an extended open space to the 
Rear of Cowley Drive.   This option would enable the 
council to achieve a capital sum, whilst introducing 
an accessible open space into the local community.   
 This option would see new playing fields for 
the school, with full community use, linked to an 
extended open space to the East of Falmer Road, 
creating a substantial community facility.  The 
replacement playing fields would accord with Sport 
England planning policy E4, and the open space 
would significantly contribute to plan policy SO15.  
 This option would give the council the 
opportunity to provide a significant amount of 
housing within the east of the city, providing a 
deliverable site which would enable the council to 
work towards fulfilling their 5 year land supply 
commitments, in line with policy CP1 and SS1 of the 
City Plan.

Option 4 would provide;

•	 315	family	units	(CP19)
•	 Up	to	126	affordable	units	(CP20)	
•	 5	hectares	of	open	space	(in	the	form	of	a	public	
park)
•	 2.4	hectares	of	playing	fields	(with	community	
use)
•	 Children’s	play	facilities	
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Option 5

In context with the City Plan’s admission that 
Brighton cannot meet the demand for housing, or 
provide the appropriate mix of housing desired, 
Option 5 would enable the authority to deliver 
substantial housing numbers and address some 
of the suppressed demand.  The extent of the land 
ownership would enable an extension to the existing 
Woodingdean settlement, however the land is 
within the South Downs National Park and an SNCI 
and would require a significant change in policy.
 Option 5 could be incorporated in any of the 
previous proposals, enabling upto a further 20 
hectares of land to be introduced for housing.  
Strategically the land represents an opportunity 
for a natural extension to the existing settlement. 
However it is considered that, due to its South 
Downs and SNCI status, the local authority would 
preclude such a proposal from emerging.
 Given the clear deliverability issues concerning 
housing supply, the land could provide an 
opportunity to facilitate housing need, or offset the 
impact of housing within east of city.
    

Conclusion

The local authority are unable to demonstrate a 
5 year land supply and are unprepared to defend 
against inapproporiate sites coming forward under 
the NPPF guidelines. Numerous, unfounded 
assumptions to justify a housing supply after 2014 
make them vulnerable to the NPPF test.
 In addition to housing numbers, the mix of 
housing type that is deliverable does not meet 
demand.
 Meadow Vale offers significant opportunity in 
the form of multiple options to deliver a mix of 
family housing without impacting on the South 
Downs National Park. 
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1 Visit the council’s consultation portal online: http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/portal; or
2. If you use Acrobat Pro, please fill out and save this form and e-mail it to:
ldf(briqhton-hove.gov.uk

3. Please fill out this form, print it and return by post to:
Brighton & Hove City Council
FREEPOST SEA6776
Room 410
Hove Town Hall
Norton Road
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Data Protection Notice: Personal information given on this form will be used by Brighton &
Hove City Council (and its agents) in connection with its statutory functions. It will not be
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Part 2— Representation

You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you
make.

1. Which Part of the City Plan Part I does this representation relate?
(please tick one only — if you have multiple representations you will need to fill this part
out agjn separately)
Section One: Introduction

- =

Section Two: The Strategy —

Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies -

Section Four: Citywide Policies
—

Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms
- —

Append ix_2_Key_Diagram
Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring LI
Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan Li
Annex_3:_Housing_Implementation_Strategy
Policies Map
Sustainability Appraisal El
2. If you ticked ‘Section Three’, ‘Policies Map’ or ‘Sustainability Appraisal’ above -

which Policy of the City Plan Part I does this representation relate to? (please
tick_one_box_only)

DA1_Brighton_Centre_&_Churchill_Square_Area
DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area El
DA3_Lewes_Road_Area
DA4_New_England_Quarter_&_London_Road_Area
DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area El
DA6 Hove Station Area El
DA7 Toacs Hole Valley El
DA8 Shoreham Harbour El
SAl The Seafront El
SA2_Central_Brighton
SA3 Valley Gardens jJ
SA4 Urban Fringe El
SA5 The South Downs El
SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods

3. If you ticked ‘Section Four’, ‘Policies Map’ or ‘SusainabiIity Appraisal’ above
which policy does this representation relate to? (please tick one box only)
CP1 Housing Delivery El
CP2 Sustainable Economic Development El
CP3 Employment Land El
CP4 Retail Provision El
CP5 Culture and Tourism El
CP6 Visitor Accommodation El
CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions El
CP8 Sustainable Buildings El
CP9 Sustainable Transport El
CP1O Biodiversity El
CP1 1 Flood Risk El
CP12 Urban Design El
CP13 Public Streets and Spaces LI
CP14 Housing Density El
CP15 Heritage El
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CP16 Open Space

CP17 Sports Provision

CP18 Healthy City

CP19 Housing Mix

CP2O Affordable Housing

CP21 Student Housing anc

Occupation

CP22 Traveller Accommodation

4. To which Page Number(s) does your representation relate?

5. To which paragraph of the City Plan Part I does this representation relate?

S.Z7
6. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part I is:

6a Legally Compliant? Yes? j No?

6b Sound? Yes? No?

7.11 you agree that the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part I is legally compliant and/or
sound and wish to support this, please use this box to set out your comments

8. If you ticked ‘No’ to 6b) do you consider the Plan is unsound because it is not:

. Justified

. Effective

. Positively Prepared LI

. Consistent with National Policy r

ço
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9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan
Part I is not legally compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

4T4-HEf

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton &
Hove City Plan Part I legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you
identified above where this relates to soundness.

(You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised
wording of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible.)

SeZ Ar1rCktE

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal compliance and is seeking
a change, do you consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate) The Inspector will
determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination.
No, I wish to communicate through written representations IYes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions 1L1 I
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11 a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline
why you consider this to be necessary.

12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SSI Presumption in Favour of
Sustainable Development?
Yes

12a If ‘Yes’ do you support I object or partially support I partially object to this
policy?
Support [ Partially Support j
Object Partially Object
12b Please state your reasons

13. Please notify me when...

The Plan has been submftled for Examination

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination

Adoption of the City Plan

What happens next?
Representations made to the Council will be summarised and passed to the Inspector for
consideration.
Once this has happened, the Inspector will commence the examination and give notice of
the start of the hearing sessions.
Interested parties will be informed of the start date of the examination sessions and the
matters to be considered.

Thank you for making your representations
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Local Development Team 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
Room 407-410 Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road  
Hove  
BN3 3BQ 

Date 12 April 2013 
Your ref 

Our ref 0861/SUS52-32 

Dear Sir/Madam 

Brighton & Hove City Submission City Plan Part 1 Consultation 

Representations in respect of draft Policy DA3 

We are writing to you on behalf of our clients the South East Coast Ambulance Service 
NHS Trust (SECAmb) with representations on the current draft City Plan Part 1 
consultation. Our comments relate to draft Policy DA3 of the City Plan and in particular 
the part of that policy relating to Woollards Field South which we consider to be neither 
legally compliant nor sound. Therefore, the Submission City Plan cannot currently be 
considered to be legally compliant or sound.  

SECAmb have a current planning application under consideration at Woollards Field 
South for a new Make Ready Centre (MRC) that meets an urgent and demonstrable 
need for emergency service improvements in Brighton and the wider sub region. The 
development will support in the region of 294 jobs and help maintain and improve 
service delivery (patient care) to the community in and around Brighton and deliver very 
real life saving enhancements. 

The general principles of Policy DA3 are supported in that we agree with the need to 
promote the Lewes Road corridor for academic, employment and residential 
improvement within the forthcoming City Plan. However, we strongly feel that the 
policy approach taken in Policy DA3 in relation to the Woollards Field South site should 
include greater recognition of the proposed SECAmb development with specific 
reference to it as a vital part of the City’s infrastructure needs.  

It is not considered that the continued allocation of 5,000 sqm of B1 office floorspace 
can be found to be legally compliant as it has not had full regard to the National 
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Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Furthermore, it is not sound as it is not justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy.  

The Woollards Field site has been allocated within the Brighton & Hove Local Plan 2005 
for high tech business uses and general offices Use Classes B1 (a) and (b) under policy 
EM2 for a number of years. It has been surplus to requirements since 1990 but as yet 
remains undeveloped. The office market is currently depressed and therefore the policy 
should be flexible in its approach to delivering development on this and other key sites 
in the City. The draft policy is arguably even less flexible than the adopted policy EM2 
as this allows for ‘small-scale B1 (c) and B2 uses will be acceptable in appropriately 

designed starter units on the identified sites’ which allows for a greater range of 
business uses at the site.  

Paragraph 22 of the new National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires Councils 
to avoid long term protection of employment sites and paragraph 158 requires them to 
specifically take into account relevant market and economic signals. It is considered that 
the allocation of 5,000 sqm of B1 office space would not meet the tests of soundness, 
specifically being justified, effective or consistent with national policy, as currently 
drafted. The Policy should be altered to make specific reference to the infrastructure 
needs of the City through the provision of development that will secure emergency 
service improvements and employment generation. The policy requires a more flexible 
approach to employment generating uses as it has been demonstrated that the site is 
not attractive to prospective office developers either in the current climate or indeed 
over the last 20 years.  

Criterion 2 c) of Policy DA3 is considered to be unsound in terms of the requirement 
that, ‘… development will be expected to be zero carbon and to achieve an Outstanding 
BREEAM rating..’. This requirement is neither justified nor effective and in our view 
exceeds what would reasonably be seen to be consistent with national policy. There is 
insufficient justification in the Council’s evidence base to justify the requirement for zero 
carbon and BREEAM Outstanding rating. The imposition of such a requirement will 
render development schemes unviable on a site that has been allocated for hi tech B1 
uses for many years and has not been developed to date. This level of BREEAM 
requirement is acknowledged to add up to a 10% increase in build costs for commercial 
development in a market that consistently fails to deliver office development in this 
location, rendering the policy requirements ineffective and undeliverable. As above, the 
NPPF requires local authorities to take into account relevant market and economic 
signals and requires the achievement of sustainable development. This policy 
requirement will make development at this location unviable and therefore undeliverable, 
contrary to the aims of national policy. 
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It is also inconsistent with the approach taken to other sites included within Policy DA3 
including Preston Barracks and Brighton University and Falmer released Land and is also 
inconsistent with the approach taken to the development at The Keep which did not 
have to meet these standards.  

In summary, the continued approach to delivery of B1 office floorspace, the lack of 
recognition of the emergency service infrastructure needs of SECAmb and the 
unreasonable requirements in terms of zero carbon and BREEAM Outstanding 
development result in draft Policy DA3 being neither legally compliant nor sound. 
Therefore the Submission City Plan as a whole, cannot be considered to be legally 
compliant or sound without amendment to Policy DA3.   

Yours sincerely 

Huw James MRTPI 
Assistant Director of Planning 
For and on behalf of DMH Stallard LLP 
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Local Development Team 

Brighton & Hove City Council 

Room 407-410  

Hove Town Hall 

Norton Road 

Hove 

BN3 3BQ 

Emailed to:  ldf@brighton-hove.gov.uk 

 12 April, 2013 

Dear Madam / Sir, 

City Plan Soundness 

On behalf of Brighton & Hove Friends of the Earth (BHFOE) I would like to welcome the 

opportunity to comment on the soundness of the City Plan.  Overall, BHFOE supports much of 

the plan, but it is especially concerned that there is a lack of policy development around 

transport which will undermine the plan’s effectiveness in mitigating the impact of new 

development.  In particular, the plan does not safeguard or future-proof city centre bus 

corridors, nor does it sufficiently demonstrate how it will help reduce air pollution in the worst 

polluted areas.  As a consequence, BHFOE believes that the plan fails the test of soundness on 

two counts in terms of being justified and effective. 

BHFOE believes that the plan is too long and could be shortened by avoiding the repetition that 

is found within the development and special area policies.  It would make sense to have the 

citywide policies in Section 3 of the City Plan and the development and special area policies 

follow in Section 4.  That way the citywide policies set the context for all development within 

the city.  The plan then sets out a logical sequence of policy development and means that there 

should be no need for the repetition that there currently is.  The content in the development and 

special area policies should focus on clarifying how the citywide approach is being applied to a 

particular area, if that is necessary, or explaining how and why a particular citywide approach 

is being deviated from. 

Air quality 

While air quality is much referenced within the City Plan, BHFOE does not believe that this 

has led to a plan which will help reduce air pollution in the worst affected areas.  Therefore it 
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Tel:  01273 553044 
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does not believe that the approach adopted is effective and therefore given the seriousness of 

this issue, is justified.  It therefore believes that the Plan is unsound. 

As stated in the Council’s Air Quality Action Plan
1
:  Despite exhaust abatement technology

such as Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR), the diesel engines that we can foresee (next 

decade) are unlikely to deliver the necessary NOx emission improvement required in order to 

mitigate the roadside NO2 problem. Recent evidence suggests little or no improvement in real 

drive cycle emission of NO and NO2 from diesel engines during the past fifteen years up to 

Euro-V. 

This has been borne out in reality with little improvements in air quality along key bus 

corridors, despite improvements to the Brighton & Hove Bus fleet.  Since the switch to electric 

vehicles and other fuel types is slow and in some cases problematic
2
, it is unlikely to make a 

significant difference over the next decade, unless take-up rates dramatically increase.   

While, the Air Quality Action Plan lists many good initiatives to try and reduce emissions 

across the city, it does not propose anything that addresses the worst breaches of air quality 

standards.  In fact, it acknowledges that
3
: In certain priority streetscapes a policy that leads to

an increase the number of diesel vehicles, including buses is not likely to benefit or improve air 

quality adjacent to the roadside. 

The latest air quality report, available online
4
, shows that the North St / Castle Square corridor 

suffers the worst air pollution from nitrogen dioxide in the city.  Also, Western Road and 

Queens Rd north of Clock Tower are well above recommended limits.  Yet this area is not 

mentioned at all in the City Plan apart from as a footnote on page 106. 

While the City Plan cannot be expected to provide a framework for all problems within the 

city, it should play a role in tackling the worst environmental, social and economic problems, 

particularly when these are closely aligned to major development areas.  Therefore, BHFOE 

does not believe that the Plan is sound when it does not reference this major issue adjacent to 

the Brighton Centre and Churchill Square Area (policy DA1).  It is significant enough to 

warrant explicit mention within the City Plan and for mitigation measures to be outlined. 

BHFOE is also unsure about the wording used in several places within the City Plan on air 

quality
5
 which states:  …ensure developments do not increase the number of people exposed to

poor air quality.  While this could relate to ensuring no more homes are built in highly 

polluting locations, it is not requiring new developments not to worsen air quality (such as 

through the traffic impact they will have).  The only mention of improving air quality is usually 

only related to the Air Quality Action Plan and not the impact of the development itself.   

1
 Page 72, http://present.brighton-

hove.gov.uk/Published/C00000707/M00004045/AI00028428/$20120703102902_002436_0008498_BHCCAQA

P2011pdf19mb.pdfA.ps.pdf  
2
 The new hybrid and low emission buses often come with a space penalty, resulting in there being less room for 

buggies and wheelchairs making them less attractive or suitable for many routes.  In the case of hybrid and 

alternative fuel types there can also be a substantial economic cost too. 
3
 Page 73, Air Quality Action Plan 

4
 http://www.brighton-

hove.gov.uk/downloads/bhcc/airquality/BHCC_Updating_Screening_Assessment_2012.pdf 
5
 Pages 34, 49 & 57 of City Plan 
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Therefore, BHFOE believes that the City Plan is not justified or effective in this respect 

because of the serious nature of air pollution in the city.  The proposed policy line is weak and 

largely ineffectual.  Indeed, only once
6
 does the City Plan state:  Developments must avoid

increasing the number of people exposed to poor air quality and should not cause 

deterioration in air quality. [our emphasis] but this is not in the policy, only the supporting 

text, and only relates to one specific development area
7
. 

DA1 Brighton Centre and Churchill Square Area 

The North St / Western Road axis is the critical bus corridor in the city, with over 12,000 seats 

an hour passing along this corridor serving Churchill Square and the surrounding area, 

including the Brighton Centre.  It is the only corridor in the city that virtually all bus routes 

either pass through or terminate at and is therefore critical to the smooth and efficient running 

of the city’s bus services.  Yet the importance of this corridor with respect to the Brighton 

Centre and Churchill Square Area is not fully recognised within this Development and Special 

Area policy DA1. 

Within policy DA1, the following statements are made in relation to transport: 

Part A.5 states:  to ensure high quality public and sustainable transport facilities serve new 

development.  This is a very vague statement and gives no clear direction at all;  

In part A.6 there is specific mention of pedestrian and cycle access across the seafront; 

While in part A.7 it states:  ensure improvements to local air quality at the West Street / 

A259 junction through the implementation of the council’s Air Quality Action Plan and 

ensure developments do not increase the number of people exposed to poor air quality. 

In part B1.c it states: Appropriate transport infrastructure improvements will be required 

that provide and promote public and sustainable transport to support the redevelopment 

including the need for integrated links to rapid/express bus-based services on the A259 (see 

CP9 Sustainable Transport). 

While it could be claimed that these statements cover the North St / Western Corridor, given its 

strategic importance, it should be explicitly mentioned within policy DA1.  Also, given that the 

Clock Tower area is suffering from air pollution, at far higher levels than that found at the 

West St / A259 junction, according to the latest air quality report
8
, it is rather perplexing that 

no mention is made of the Clock Tower here.  Indeed air quality in North St is the worst in the 

city and is above legal limits in Western Road and Queens Road north of the Clock Tower.  

Yet the same report shows that air pollution in West St south of the Clock Tower is below legal 

limits, making the focus on the A259 / West St junction more perverse. 

This air pollution in the Clock Tower area is arising primarily because of the nature of the 

streets and the large number of diesel powered buses passing through the area, mainly in an 

east-west direction.  However, the air pollution is exacerbated by the number of private motor 

vehicles that are allowed to pass through the area in a north-south direction.  These are not 

huge in number and are not of strategic importance (and therefore could be rerouted), but are 

significant enough to create further congestion and pollution in this corridor, because of the 

6
 Paragraph 3.70, page 76, City Plan Part 1  

7
 DA6 Hove Station Area (Page 76, City Plan Part 1) 

8
 http://www.brighton-

hove.gov.uk/downloads/bhcc/airquality/BHCC_Updating_Screening_Assessment_2012.pdf 
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amount of time that is required to be given to this traffic movement.  They also delay buses 

coming from Brighton Station, which provide connections with national rail services, 

important for visitors and commuters alike, which can get caught up in the tailbacks up Queens 

Road. 

Given the fact that all bus services pass the Clock Tower, these delays also impact on the 

attractiveness and efficiency of the whole bus network and consequently have a real economic 

cost for the bus operators and the thousands of people caught up in the congestion every day. 

Therefore BHFOE believes that improving this junction is important not just for health reasons 

but for economic ones too.  It should be both a local and strategic priority, higher than the West 

St / A259 junction and higher than promoting services along the A259.   

Linked to this important corridor is the need to significantly upgrade the bus shelters in 

Churchill Square.  At present, these shelters are totally inadequate in providing shelter for the 

numbers of people using them and that is before any redevelopment has occurred, let alone 

after.  The importance of providing a high quality and attractive public transport environment, 

to help reduce car use elsewhere, means that it should receive explicit mention in this policy.   

In addition to the main points above, BHFOE is concerned with the following aspects of the 

policy as it is currently presented: 

1. There is a substantial demand for cycling parking in this area which is not currently

provided for.  This requires specific mention in this policy as it will require provision

on land currently owned by Standard Life, the owners of Churchill Square.

2. BHFOE believes that the strategic allocation should also include Russell Square car

park as it would help in the regeneration proposals, increasing available opportunities

on the site either for retail or for the new conference centre.

3. Changes at the Clock Tower could also be linked to creating a New Road style

approach in West Street, north of the entrances to the Churchill Square car parks, which

would help create a stronger linkage between The Lanes and Churchill Square and

boost the area economically.

BHFOE believes that the failure to mention any of the above issues highlights how the City 

Plan is not effective and therefore its approach is not justified given the significance of the 

issues concerning this strategic development area.  The plan is therefore unsound. 

DA7 Toads Hole Valley 

BHFOE supports the development of Toads Hole Valley providing it is of the highest quality, 

supports the Biosphere and One Planet Living objectives, is zero carbon and water neutral.  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 require 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 also 

Access Land, new open space should be restricted to play areas and sports pitches (including 

all-weather) while creating biodiversity rich streets.  This will help maximise the use of this 

site for providing homes.   
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With a view to maximising the use of this land, BHFOE is not convinced that the residential 

densities, as described in C.1.a, are justified and it would like to see the upper limit raised or 

removed altogether and preferably the lower limit raised too.  Once developed this site will not 

be able to provide for housing again and …The development needs of the city are such that 

making effective use of a scarce land supply is essential…
9
. 

 

Similarly, BHFOE is concerned that the informal park & ride policy
10

 could lead to a large car 

park being built in association with the office development to serve as a miniature park & ride.  

BHFOE believes that this will be too small to have much impact on city traffic levels but could 

have a significant detrimental impact on the Toads Hole Valley site and waste precious 

development land, which would be better used to provide much-needed homes.  BHFOE would 

like to see more imaginative thinking used on this site, such as the offices sharing parking with 

residents to minimise the land take for car parking. 

 

DA8 Shoreham Harbour 

 

BHFOE would like to see more emphasis on renewable energy generation on this site, as is 

done for Brighton Marina
11

.  There are few places where larger scale renewable energy can go 

in the city and this is one of them, so its use must be maximised.  The Energy Study
12

 has 

highlighted the likely need for large scale renewable energy projects to help the city meet its 

carbon reduction targets. 

 

CP9 Sustainable Transport 

 

BHFOE supports much of this policy.  However, despite this BHFOE feels that the policy does 

not propose enough measures to be able to achieve the changes it is seeking.  Transport is 

responsible for nearly 20% of all carbon emissions, air quality is poor in many areas and 

obesity is a serious and rising problem for the NHS.  Quite radical measures and changes will 

be required beyond what is proposed if these problems are to be successfully addressed.  

 

BHFOE believes the park & ride policy (A.3, page 166) should be rewritten to focus on rail 

links and their connection to car parks outside of the city, not on the periphery, as the policy 

currently states.  The only station on the periphery of the city with significant car parking is 

Falmer.  BHFOE believes that the other references in this policy should be deleted as they are 

impractical except in support of one-off events, such as the London to Brighton cycle ride, for 

which there is no need for this policy. 

 

For park & ride to work properly, it needs to be reliable, consistent, frequent, permanent and 

with adequate capacity.  Given the disjointed nature of existing privately owned car parks, even 

if these were available all of the time, it would be hard to create a successful park & ride 

service.  Some car parks, such as those in the more strategic locations at large supermarkets are 

not going to be made available for park & ride for commercial reasons.  Therefore to persist 

with this policy is not justified and will not be effective. 

 

BHFOE would like to see greater emphasis given to improving the overall bus network, not 

just focussing on a few corridors (as in part B.1), by speeding up services, improving 

                                                 
9
 Para 3.83, page 82, City Plan Part 1 

10
 CP9, Part 1.b, page 166, City Plan Part 1 

11
 DA2, part B.12, page 40, City Plan Part 1 

12
 http://www.brighton-hove.gov.uk/downloads/bhcc/ldf/BrightonandHove_Energy_Study_Jan2013.pdf  
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frequencies and reliability and driving down costs.  The provision of bus shelters also needs to 

be taken more seriously as current provision in busy areas, such as Churchill Square and 

London Road, is totally inadequate for the numbers of bus users and receives scant attention 

here.  This is a serious omission. 

 

BHFOE is particularly disappointed and concerned that no mention is made of the need for 

improvements at the Clock Tower as already outlined in its comments on DA1.  Given the 

importance of this area for public transport, the air quality issues and the retail economy, 

BHFOE cannot understand why measures are not being proposed to improve the public realm 

in West Street north of Churchill Square car park, by removing private motor vehicle journeys 

travelling north-south which would allow more time for buses travelling east-west, hence 

reducing congestion and air pollution. 

 

As currently worded in part B.3, measures taken to improve traffic flow and congestion could 

impact negatively on bus services and pedestrians.  This needs rewording so that when 

improving traffic flows, sustainable transport modes, including pedestrians, will be prioritised 

and not compromised. 

 

Travel plans should be a requirement for major new developments within the policy, not just a 

suggestion as in part B.5.  Transport assessments (A.2.c) are a requirement for all new, major 

developments and so should travel plans be, potentially as a new part A.2.e.  This omission 

will undermine the success of mitigating the transport impacts of new developments.  Given 

the capacity, congestion and air quality issues within the city, this omission is not justified and 

will undermine the effectiveness of the plan to achieve its objectives. 

 

BHFOE would also like to see a stronger message about road traffic reduction to reduce 

congestion and air and noise pollution.  The target of a 10 – 20% reduction in car use as 

outlined in the city’s vision (page 18)
13

 is not repeated or referenced in this policy.  There is no 

indication as to how the policy will deliver this reduction, particularly when combined with the 

extra pressures created by new development.  

 

The current parking policy is not strong enough.  While the prevention of more public car 

parking being built is welcome, the policy needs to seek an incremental reduction in public car 

parking in the city centre.  This would encourage a switch to more sustainable modes while 

freeing up road space for other uses.  Of particular concern is that the current policy allows for 

more private car parking to be built in central areas, adding to congestion and pollution there.  

When adjacent to bus corridors this car parking and the traffic it will generate could also have a 

severe impact on bus services with the consequential economic and environmental impacts.   

 

BHFOE believes that the policy needs to go much further in not allowing more car parking in 

central areas, either public or private, with the possible exception of disabled parking.  It also 

believes that car-free development zones need to be established around areas of high air 

pollution or key public transport corridors where additional private motor vehicles, however 

few, can have a negative impact on bus journey times and congestion.  This is a problem in 

North Street and Western Road where car access is restricted but not prevented.  The list of 

areas where only car-free developments should be considered are the areas around:  Western 

Road, North Street, Queens Road, West Street, the whole central Valley Gardens area, 

including Circus Street, London Road, Lewes Road to the Vogue Gyratory, 7 Dials and 

Sackville Road. 

                                                 
13

 Page 18, City Plan Part 1 
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BHFOE also believes that more radical policies are needed to claw back some out of town 

retail sites for employment use, such as for environmental industries.  Many of these sites have 

a poor public realm, actively encourage car use with large car parks and because pedestrian 

links between stores can be long and convoluted.  Without a clamp down on these large car 

traffic generators, BHFOE does not believe that carbon emissions will fall as quickly as is 

needed, nor will people be encouraged to walk and cycle or use public transport more. 

Overall, BHFOE believes that this policy contains some serious omissions and given the 

serious nature of the problems faced by the city its approach is not justified and certainly won’t 

be effective as currently worded. 

CP17 Sports Provision 

BHFOE believes that the failure to consider the impact of the new FA requirement for smaller 

pitches for youth football from 2014/15 makes the plan unsound.  This was only agreed in May 

2012 by the FA and is subsequent to any Council studies and Sports Facilities Plan.  From 

2014/15, under 7s and under 8s will be playing 5-a-side football, under 9s and under 10s 7-a-

side football, under 11s and under 12s 9-a-side football before under 13s play 11-a-side 

football, all on different sized pitches.  This is likely to require, at the very least, a lot of 

reallocation of sports pitch provision from providing predominantly large pitches to having to 

have a far wider range of smaller pitches and in sufficient quantity and geographic spread to 

cope with fluctuations of interest and ages.  This can only add to the pressure on resources and 

could mean an increase in the additional space required for outdoor sport by 2030.  It is one 

reason why large development sites, particularly Toads Hole Valley, need to maximise their 

contributions to the provision of outdoor sports pitches. 

BHFOE believes that the City Plan needs to be more ambitious around sports infrastructure 

provision, not just for people’s enjoyment but for the health and economy of the city.  The 

levels of provision, appear to be minimum levels rather than any aspiration to achieve more 

with the benefits that could bring.  Therefore BHFOE is concerned that the policy is not as 

effective as it could be. 

If you have any questions about what we have said, please do not hesitate to get in touch. 

Yours sincerely, 

Chris Todd 

Planning & Transport Campaigner 
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1. Visit the council’s consultation portal online: http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/portal; or

2. If you use Acrobat Pro, please fill out and save this form and e-mail it to:

3. Please fill out this form, print it and return by post to:

Brighton & Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall
Norton Road 
HOVE
BN3 3ZZ 

: Personal information given on this form will be used by Brighton & 
Hove City Council (and its agents) in connection with its statutory functions. It will not be 
used for any other purpose. 

Mrs

Karen

Calkin

RPS Planning and Development 
Ltd

14 Cornhill
London

EC3V 3ND 

Costco Wholesale UK Ltd
C/o Agent 

0207 280 3200

calkink@rpsgroup.com

Respondent 68
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You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.

(please tick one only – if you have multiple representations you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 
Section One: Introduction 
Section Two: The Strategy 
Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies 
Section Four: Citywide Policies
Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms 
Appendix 2 Key Diagram
Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring 
Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy 

  Policies Map 
Sustainability Appraisal 

(please
tick one box only)

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area
DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area
DA3 Lewes Road Area
DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area 
DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area 
DA6 Hove Station Area 
DA7 Toad's Hole Valley 
DA8 Shoreham Harbour 
SA1 The Seafront 
SA2 Central Brighton 
SA3 Valley Gardens 
SA4 Urban Fringe 
SA5 The South Downs 
SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods 

(please tick one box only)
CP1 Housing Delivery
CP2 Sustainable Economic Development 
CP3 Employment Land 
CP4 Retail Provision
CP5 Culture and Tourism 
CP6 Visitor Accommodation 
CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions 
CP8 Sustainable Buildings 
CP9 Sustainable Transport 
CP10 Biodiversity 
CP11 Flood Risk 
CP12 Urban Design 
CP13 Public Streets and Spaces

CP14 Housing Density
CP15 Heritage

x

X

x

x

x

x

x
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CP16 Open Space 
CP17 Sports Provision 
CP18 Healthy City 
CP19 Housing Mix 
CP20 Affordable Housing
CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation
CP22 Traveller Accommodation 

6a Legally Compliant? Yes? No?

6b Sound? Yes? No?

 Positively Prepared

 Justified 

 Effective 

Consistent with National Policy 

Page 138

xx

x

x

x
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Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions 

This representation supports the recognition within Policy CP3 that sui generis uses are acceptable on 

'provided that they generate employment which is quantitatively and qualitatively comparable to uses within
primary industrial estates and business parks. However, Costco considers the text which states that 

B1 - B2 Classes' is not consistent with national planning policy guidance and does not support economic
growth.  It should not be restricted to just B1 and B2 Classes and should refer to all B Classes. 

Policy CP3 lists strategic proposals and allocations for B Use Class employment floorspace.  The Employment 
Land policy and strategic proposals do not provide any flexibility within these allocations for alternative 
employment generating uses such as sui generis uses.  The strategic proposals are considered to be unsound
as they are inconsistent with National Planning Policy Framework which highlights the need for flexibility
within policy frameworks to ensure local authorities can respond to changing market circumstances.

xNo, I wish to communicate through written representations x
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Yes No

Support Partially Support 

Object Partially Object 

The Plan has been submitted for Examination

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination 

Adoption of the City Plan

What happens next?

Thank you for making your representations 

x

x

x

x



From: Les Robinson

Sent: 12 April 2013 14:18

To: LDF

Subject: CITY PLAN REPRESENTATIONS - SUBMISSION VERSION PART 1

Page 1 of 1

17/04/2013

12/4/2013 
Dear Sir or Madam,  
CITY PLAN REPRESENTATIONS - SUBMISSION VERSION PART 1 
Representations were made in July 2012 on behalf of Hopegar Properties Ltd (Customer 137) and 
listed as Representations 1,2,3 in respect of DA8, CP3 and CP12 respectively. 
My clients have considered the City Council's responses to these objections. They  note particularly 
the statement in relation to Representation 2 that  
''It is not considered that there is anything in CP3 that would constrain the JAAP (for Shoreham 
Harbour) unduly''. 
(A similar comment is made in relation to Representation 1.)  
In respect of CP 12, the City Council has made clear that details will be clarified in the Urban Design 
Framework SPD which will also be subject to public consultation.  
My clients  have seen (in the list of Policies to be Replaced by the City Plan Part 1),  that Policy 
EMP 12 in the current City Plan is to be replaced by DA8. They are taking part in  the preparation of 
the JAAP. 
Taking these points into account Hopegar Properties Ltd do not wish to make any further comments 
on the City Plan (Submission Version).  
A letter to the above effect is being/has been  sent by email, and a signed copy will be posted,  
Regards 
--  

Respondent 69



Chief Planning Officer 
Att: Local Development Framework Team 
Brighton & Hove City Council 

Planning Strategy and Projects 

Hove Town Hall, Norton Road  

HOVE 

BN3 3BQ 

12 Apr. 2013 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

SUBMISSION CITY PLAN PART 1 – CONSULTATION  

RE: MACKLEYS  WHARF,  ALDRINGTON BASIN ROAD NORTH, 

1. Background

1. I write on behalf of Hopegar Properties Ltd.  They own Mackleys Wharf,

between the Port access road Basin Road North and in Aldrington Basin.

2. Their total site area is approximately 5,300m2  with a factory (1050m2) on the

north (against the road),  to the south the wharf itself (2,800m2), and between

them ancillary open storage (1,080m2). Access is on the western side of the

site (350m2).

3. Representations were made in July 2012 on behalf of Hopegar Properties Ltd

(Customer 137) and listed as Representations 1,2,3 in respect of DA8, CP3

and CP12 respectively.

4. My clients have considered the City Council’s responses to these objections

2. Council responses

1. Hopegar Properties Ltd.  note particularly the statement in relation to

Representation 2 that

‘’It is not considered that there is anything in CP3 that would constrain the

JAAP (for Shoreham Harbour) unduly’’.

2. A similar comment is made in relation to Representation 1.

3. In respect of CP 12, the City Council has made clear that details will be

clarified in the Urban Design Framework SPD which will also be subject to

public consultation.

4. My clients  have seen (in the list of Policies to be Replaced by the City Plan

Part 1),  that Policy EMP 12 in the current City Plan is to be replaced by DA8.

They are taking part in  the preparation of the JAAP.

Robinson & Co 

Email and post 

Respondent 69
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3. Conclusions

1. Taking these points into account Hopegar Properties Ltd do not wish to make

any further comments on the City Plan Part 1 (Submission Version).

Yours sincerely, 

L.K.  Robinson MRTPI 

A signed copy will be posted 

Copies:  

1) Client

2) File – Mackleys Wharf and PortZed



Dear Liz, 

TOADS HOLE VALLEY 
PROPOSED SUBMISSION CITY PLAN PART ONE CONSULTATION 

I refer to the Brighton & Hove Proposed Submission City Plan Part One - February 
2013.  

These representations are made on behalf of the Trustees of Toads Hole Valley and 
Pecla Investments Limited. 

We have set out our detailed response to the Proposed Submission City Plan in the 
accompanying statement.   

Our representations relate to matters of Soundness and focus on Policy DA7 – 
Toads Hole Valley.  Our submissions also refer to Policy CP8 – Sustainable 
Buildings.  We have no comments to make on the Legal Compliance of the 
Submission Plan.  We have undertaken technical work on how viable our concept 
masterplan outlining a proposal for the site is and we have taken on board the policy 
requirements in DA7.  We have concerns that a number of elements of the Policy 
render the development ineffective in delivering the mix and scale of proposal in the 
Policy.   

You will recall that we raised a number of these issues in our representations to the 
Draft City Plan in July 2012.  Whilst we note that revisions have been made to Policy 
DA7 in Submission Plan, we remain concerned about its soundness.  

We wish to participate and give evidence to the Inspector at the Examination on 
behalf of our clients.  Toads Hole Valley is a significant mixed use development site 
and matters of deliverability will need to be explained to the Inspector.   

Our Ref: 02/346 

Ms L Hobden 
Planning Strategy & Projects 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
Room 407 – 410 
Hove Town Hall 
Hove 
BN3 3BQ 

12th April 2013 

Respondent 70
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We wish to be notified of when the Plan has been submitted for Examination, the 
publication of the recommendations from the Examination and the adoption of the 
City Plan.  

Please contact myself or Allison Keech if you require any further information. 

Yours sincerely 

Martin A Carpenter MRTPI 
DIRECTOR  

mailto:martin@enplan.net�


TOADS HOLE VALLEY 

PECLA INVESTMENTS LTD 

TRUSTEES OF TOADS HOLE VALLEY 

REPRESENTATIONS ON SOUNDNESS 

PROPOSED SUBMISSION CITY PLAN PART 1 

 APRIL 2013 

Respondent  70
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1 BACKGROUND 
 

1.1 These submissions are made on behalf of our clients, the Trustees of the 

Cook Family and Pecla Investments Limited, the owners of the land at Toads 

Hole Valley as shown on the plan at Appendix 1.  We submitted 

representations to the Draft City Plan outlined in a letter dated 19th July 2012.  

Our comments were directed to Policy DA7 Toads Hole Valley and focussed 

on the elements that we considered could be found unsound at an 

Examination.  In particular, we highlighted where detailed and/or over-

prescriptive and unnecessary information had been set out in the Policy.  We 

considered that Policy DA7 was contrary to the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) 2012, and referred, inter alia, to paragraph 154 which 

states that only policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision 

maker should react to a development should be included in a plan.  

 

1.2 Our July 2012 representations raised a number of concerns on the soundness 

of Policy DA7 and a summary of these are set out below: 

 

• We supported the priority that the development should be of a high quality 

standard in terms of environmental, social and economic sustainability.  We 

questioned whether the One Planet Living (OPL) principles could be achieved 

which implied there would be an absolute end to aim for.  We also considered 

that all Development Areas in the City Plan should have the OPL principles 

embedded within their Policy text.  

• We recommended that the policy needed to be flexible to take into account 

the impact on the Site of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI) of a new 

access into the site and the future use and management of the SNCI.   

• We did not think it necessary to include the date 2030 in the policy.   

• We considered that some elements of the policy were over prescriptive and 

unnecessary including the references made to the specific amount of land 

allocated for a number of uses as follows:  

 The proposed commercial/B1 accommodation should state ‘approximately 

25,000 sqm’.  
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 Whilst recognising the site should make a contribution towards the 

educational needs of the City, the specific reference to land area required 

should be removed.  

 The open space reference should read as ‘public open space’ and the 

wording referring to 2 hectares should be removed. 

 We suggested combining ‘supporting uses’ and ‘multi-use community 

facility’ bullets to read – ‘provision of neighbourhood centre to include 

shops, medical centre, community building and food growing space’. 

 We suggested the reference to 50-75 dwellings per hectare be removed.   

 We did not consider there was adequate evidence to underpin the 

reference to a ‘minimum of 50% of the houses to be 3+ bedroom family 

sized dwellings’.  We recommended that is reference be removed.   

• We considered the reference to contributing to a reduction in the ecological 

footprint of the city to be unclear and should be removed.   

• We did not consider it relevant to list in the policy, the various documents that 

would need to be submitted with a subsequent planning application.   

• Reference to the need for a Supplementary Planning Document should be 

deleted.    

 

1.3 These submissions deal primarily with Policy DA7 but we also comment on 

Policy CP8 Sustainable Buildings in the context of the requirements for new 

dwellings to meet proposed Code levels for Sustainable Homes. 
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2. CHANGES TO POLICY DA7 
 
2.1 We note that Policy DA7 has been amended following representations to the 

Draft City Plan version.  However, our concerns outlined in our submissions 

dated July 2012 have not been taken into account in any substantive way 

although we note the following: 

 

• Reference is now made to a One Planet ‘approach’ rather than achieving One 

Planet Living principles. 

• An additional reference made to ‘training and job opportunities for local 

people’ within A4. 

• A reference to providing ‘necessary infrastructure for the development’ 

included - A9. 

• Removal of reference to the development contributing towards a reduction the 

ecological footprint of the city – C (e). 

• Reference made to viability relating to low and zero carbon energy 

infrastructure – C (f) 

• Removed reference to a Transport Assessment - C (j). 

• New criteria on local infrastructure to the water and sewage system – C (l). 

• New criteria on training place agreement – C (o). 

• Reference to Supplementary Planning Document removed and replaced with 

Planning Brief – C (p). 

• New criteria on working in partnership with the Highways Agency – C (q). 
 

2.2 Changes have been made to the supporting text to the Policy but we consider 

these do not seek to address our submissions concerning the complexity and 

overly detailed nature of the draft policy.  
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3. THE VISION FOR TOADS HOLE VALLEY (THV) 
 

3.1 We have produced a Vision document with accompanying concept 

masterplan to illustrate how the identified land uses can be accommodated on 

site. At the time of submitting our response to the Draft City Plan in July 2012, 

we outlined the options and vision for the site in text form as the masterplan 

was still being finalised.  The final Vision document was completed and 

submitted to the City Council in September 2012. A copy of the document is 

at Appendix 2.  This is a public document and is provided on a dedicated 

website to down load.  Public drop in sessions were held in January and 

February 2013 in the surrounding wards and neighbourhoods of Hangleton 

and Knoll and Hove Park/Goldstone Valley. In addition a public meeting was 

held in January at which the Vision document proposals for THV were 

presented.    

 

3.2 Working with LCE architects, Mayer Brown transport consultants and EPR 

ecologists, this exercise enabled us to provide a visual outline of the 

development taking into account the key development uses of 700 houses, 

25,000 sqm of employment, open space/ecology park and a secondary 

school.  The Vision also considered a number of access arrangements and 

options before identifying a preference for a realigned King George VI Avenue 

around the site.   

 

3.3 The work on the Vision document enabled us to gather comments and 

feedback on the concept layout and to use this to assess the viability and 

deliverability of the overall development.  
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4. THE IMPORTANCE OF VIABILITY AND DELIVERABILITY 
 

4.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2012 sets out the role of 

plan making in delivering sustainable development.  Paragraph 173 states the 

following: 

 

‘Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to viability and 

costs in plan-making and decision-taking. Plans should be deliverable1

 

. 

Therefore, the sites and the scale of development identified in the plan should 

not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their 

ability to be developed viably is threatened. To ensure viability, the costs of 

any requirements likely to be applied to development, such as requirements 

for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other 

requirements should, when taking account of the normal cost of development 

and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing 

developer to enable the development to be deliverable’.  

4.2 The NPPF gives clear advice on ensuring that Local Plans remain flexible and 

deliverable.  The level of requirements and obligations set out in a policy 

should not be to such an extent that viability is threatened.  We turn to this 

issue in more detail in the section below on the soundness of Policy DA7. 

 

 

 

 

  

                                            
1 Our emphasis 
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5. OUR VIABILITY WORK 
 

5.1 The production of our vision for THV has enabled us to assess the viability of 

the proposed scheme against the policy requirements of Policy DA7.  We 

have carried out the following technical work to assess viability: 

 

 A feasibility estimate of costs of the proposed concept outlined in the 

Vision document – Davis Langdon. 

 An assessment of the section 106 contributions – Enplan. 

 An assessment of the market housing sales and marketing – Sian Allan 

Consultancy. 

 A valuation report on the employment/commercial land – Knight Frank. 

 

5.2 An assessment of the affordable housing mix of dwellings and achievable 

values was provided through discussions with a number of registered housing 

associations that operate in the City.  

 

5.3 This technical assessment work has fed into a viability report completed by 

consultant surveyors, Turner Morum, a summary of which is set out below.  

The viability assessment is provided for three different development 

scenarios, as follows: 

  

i. 700 residential units and 25,000 sqm commercial content with 40% 

affordable housing and assuming Code for Sustainable Homes (CFSH) 

Level 4. 

ii. As above but assuming CFSH Level 5. 

iii. As above but assuming CFSH Level 6. 

 

5.4 Various residual appraisals covering the Vision document concept masterplan 

have been prepared which is supported by the independent advice and inputs 

by the above consultant team. 
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5.5 The BCIS2

 

 standard build costs within the appraisal analysis include costs 

associated with achieving Code Level 3.  The purpose of the Turner Morum 

analysis is to consider the impact on viability of a requirement for the 

development to comply with Code Levels 4, 5 and 6.  Each of the appraisals 

therefore includes the extra-over cost per unit of complying with these Code 

Levels. 

5.6 The extra-over costs adopted have been taken from the Department for 

Communities and Local Governments document - Cost of building to the 

Code for Sustainable Homes – Updated Cost Review.  This was produced in 

August 2011 by Davis Langdon and provides details on the likely extra over 

costs for a number of development scenarios.  

 

5.7 The table below illustrates the extra-over costs increase between the Code 

Levels.  The cost of compliance increases significantly above Code Level 4. 

The cost of compliance for the scheme of 700 units at Code 4 is some £2.3m. 

If required to meet Code Level 6 the overall cost exceeds £23.6 million. 

 

Code Level 
Extra 
Over Cost 
per plot 

Total Cost 

4 £3,281 £2,296,700 

5 £18,611 £13,027,700 

6 £33,757 £23,629,900 

 

 

5.8 The above extra-over costs are included within the three sensitivity appraisals 

in order to illustrate the impact of this code compliance. The summary results 

of the appraisal analysis are shown below.  

 

 

 

                                            
2 Build Cost Information Service 
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5.9 A residual appraisal produces a Residual Land Value (RLV) which is 

compared to a Benchmark Land Value (BLV) for the site.  If the RLV exceeds 

the BLV a surplus is produced and the development can be considered as 

viable. However if the Benchmark Land Value exceeds the RLV a deficit is 

produced and the scheme should be considered non-viable.  Usually, in 

these situations, the affordable content or the s106 package would be 

reduced to ease the viability of the scheme.  

 

5.10 However in this case, it is CFSH compliance that is impacting most 

significantly on the overall viability. Therefore Turner Morum has considered 

how increasing or decreasing the CFSH compliance level impacts upon the 

viability deficit with a view to achieving the break-even position (where the 

RLV equals the BLV). 

 

Gross Development Value (GDV) 
Less 

Total Development Costs incl Finance & Profit 
Equals 

Residual Land Value (RLV) 
Compared to 

Benchmark Land Value (BLV) 
 

5.11 Turner Morum has included an appropriate BLV amount of £125,000 per 

gross acre. This is an amount widely accepted elsewhere for comparable 

greenfield scheme of this nature.  
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Description 
Total 
Units 

RLV BLV 
Surplus / 

Deficit  

Viable / 
Non-

Viable? 

Code 4 700 £5,361,429 £8,957,375 -£3,890,825 
NON-

VIABLE 

Code 5 700 -£7,376,604 £8,957,375 -£16,333,979 
NON-

VIABLE 

Code 6 700 -£19,961,747 £8,957,375 -£28,919,122 
NON-

VIABLE 

 

5.12 It is shown from the above that all three ‘tested’ development scenarios are 

producing an overall deficit. It is clear however, that the impact of achieving 

the CFSH Level 5 and 6 requirements significantly worsen the viability of the 

scheme, producing deficits of circa £16.3 million and £28.9 million.  

 

5.13 When the scheme is modelled based upon Code Level 4 the deficit reduces to 

circa £3.9 million.  Turner Morum considers that based on an overall Gross 

Development Value of a site of this scale, this level of deficit could be 

regarded as acceptable.  

 

5.14 It is clear that the impact of CFSH compliance is significant, and dramatically 

effects whether the development is viable and/or deliverable. Turner Morum 

suggests that although the appraisal analysis for Code Level 4 produced a 

relatively significant deficit, a developer would most likely be willing to take on 

this development risk.  
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6. WHY POLICY DA7 IS NOT SOUND 
 

6.1 The NPPF states that to be sound, a local plan should be:  

 

• Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on a strategy 

which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure 

requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities 

where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable 

development; 

 

• Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when 

considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate 

evidence; 

 

• Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on 

effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and  

 

• Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the delivery of 

sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the Framework. 

 

6.2 Due to the provisions within Policy DA7, the Plan is not effective or consistent 

with national policy for the following reasons: 

 

Policy DA7 is not Effective 

 

6.3 Based essentially on our viability work, we consider Policy DA7 is not 

effective.  It is not considered realistic or achievable.  The Policy remains too 

detailed and onerous and the sections and criteria within it place undue 

burdens and obligations on the landowners and developer.  As we have 

illustrated above – elements of the Policy and in particular the 

recommendations for Sustainable Code 6 - render the development unviable.  

It has not taken into account the significant infrastructure requirements 
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involved in bringing the site forward for development and has added many 

layers on top thus creating an unwieldy policy framework for the site.   

 

6.4 We do not consider the Policy has provided a sound infrastructure delivery 

framework for the development and has tended to include every element and 

aspect of the Council’s ambitions without any considered thought on which 

are essential to provide a flexible policy.  The complexity of the Policy places 

an onerous task on the applicant at planning application stage in order to 

address every issue and is contrary to the NPPF which requires that 

sustainable development should be approved without delay.   

 

6.5 To be effective, the Policy needs to have delivery partners signed up to it.  

Our clients, as owners of the land, are concerned with the viability and 

deliverability of the proposed development mix for THV when standards such 

as Sustainable Code 6 are embedded within the Policy.   

 

6.6 To be effective, Policy DA7 should not have any regulatory or national 

planning barriers to its delivery.  We consider elements of the Policy are not 

consistent with the NPPF and we outline these below.  

 

Policy DA7 is not Consistent with National Policy 

 

6.7 The City Plan should enable the delivery of sustainable development in 

accordance with the policies in the NPPF.  We consider that Policy DA7 

contains elements that are not consistent with national policy.  We also 

consider that where this has happened, there is no sound rationale for 

departing from national policy. 

 

6.8 Our main concern is with the reference made in Section C (e) to Code for 

Sustainable Homes level 6.  Our viability work has found that achieving 

Sustainable Code 5 and 6 has serious implications on the viability and 

deliverability of the proposed development when taking all other aspects of 

the policy into account (such as 40% affordable housing). We consider this is 

inconsistent with the advice in the NPPF on setting local requirements for a 
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building’s sustainability (paragraph 95 refers).  The Government states that 

the Code for Sustainable Homes is voluntary.  It is not a set of regulations and 

should not be confused with zero carbon policy or the 2016 zero carbon 

target. The only circumstances where the code can be enforced are where: 

 

• local councils require developers to comply with the code by including a 

requirement in their planning policy. 

• affordable housing is funded by the Homes and Community Agency 

that requires homes to be built to code level 3. 

• the level 3 energy standard is now incorporated in the building 

regulations3

 

. 

There are no national planning or building regulation requirements to apply 

Sustainable Code 6 to THV.  This amounts to a local standard for Brighton & 

Hove.  

 

6.9 In order to comply with the NPPF paragraph 95, the provision of paragraphs 

173 and 174 of the NPPF need to be taken into account.  Careful attention to 

viability and costs in plan making are required.  We have referred to 

paragraph 173 above.  Policy DA7 is not consistent with this advice.  The 

scale of the obligations and provisions within DA7 and their impact on viability 

has not been assessed by the City Council.  

 

6.10 Paragraph 174 of the NPPF states that local authorities can set local 

standards within their local plans.  However, they should assess the likely 

cumulative impacts on development in their area of applying local standards, 

supplementary planning documents and policies when added to nationally 

required standards.  We do not consider this has been carried out for the City 

Plan, taking on board all other locally applied standards in Brighton & Hove.  

This means that when all requirements are considered together, they should 

not prevent development that is needed from coming forward. 

                                            
3 https://www.gov.uk/government/policies/improving-the-energy-efficiency-of-buildings-and-using-
planning-to-protect-the-environment/supporting-pages/code-for-sustainable-homes 
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/policies/improving-the-energy-efficiency-of-buildings-and-using-planning-to-protect-the-environment/supporting-pages/code-for-sustainable-homes�
https://www.gov.uk/government/policies/improving-the-energy-efficiency-of-buildings-and-using-planning-to-protect-the-environment/supporting-pages/code-for-sustainable-homes�
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6.11 In order to comply with the NPPF, the City Council should undertake a viability 

assessment of all local standards.  

 

6.12 The Policy for THV is substantial, detailed and in some parts complex to 

follow and understand.  Taking into account the supporting text, the policy is 

some 7 pages long.  Advice in the NPPF (paragraphs 153 and 154) centres 

on the need for clear and concise policies that help applicants make 

successful applications and aid infrastructure delivery.  Supplementary 

planning documents should not be used to add unnecessarily to financial 

burdens on development.  The Policy for THV seeks to add a Planning Brief 

layer on top of what is set out in the City Plan.  We consider this to be 

unnecessary.  Policy DA7 itself should be made clearer and more concise 

with details on land allocations taken out of the policy so it is flexible and able 

to adapt to changes in the overall layout and mix of development.    

 

Policy CP8 Sustainable Buildings 
 

6.13 The Submission City Plan contains Policy CP8 Sustainable Buildings.  This 

detailed policy states that all development will be required to achieve the 

minimum standards set out in the policy unless it can be demonstrated that 

doing so is not technically feasible and/or would make the scheme unviable. 

The standards set out in the Policy are as follows: 

 

 New build Residential – major development/greenfield 
 2013 - 2016  Code for Sustainable Homes Level 5 

 Post 2016  Code Level 6 

 New build Non Residential - major development/greenfield 
 2013 – 2016  Excellent 

 Post 2019  Outstanding 

 

6.14 The levels set out in the Policy exceed the standards within national planning 

policy and building regulations.  The previous Government set a timetable in 

2006 which included incremental improvements in the Part L of the Building 
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Regulations in order for all new build homes to achieve Code Level 6 (or Zero 

Carbon) by 2016.  However since 2006 the actual definition of Zero Carbon 

has altered and subsequently the timetable is now not set in stone.  The last 

change to Part L was in 2010, when this updated the energy efficiency 

standards to all new build and converted residential units.  In order to comply 

with the Regulations, Code Level 3 needs to be achieved.   

 

6.15 At the end of 2012 consultation documents for the next version of the Building 

Regulations were released.  These effectively update the Building Regulations 

once more and will effectively require that Level 4 should be achieved in order 

to comply with the Regulations. These are expected to come into force in 

October 2013.  Therefore as of today, Level 3 is still in effect but we expect 

when the Building Regulation updates are implemented, Code Level 4 will be 

in force.   

 

6.16 Accordingly we consider that the code levels set out in the Policy should be 

amended to reflect current national policy.  Should the Council wish to set 

their own local standards for Code Levels, these should be justified and 

assessed as to whether they are viable and deliverable. 
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7. HOW THE POLICY SHOULD CHANGE 
 

7.1 We consider that much of the existing DA7 policy can be transferred into 

supporting text.  The policy is currently set out in 3 sections plus a strategy.  

The important sections that need to remain within the Policy include the 

strategy outlined at the start and the section detailing the amounts and types 

of development.  Section A sets out 9 ‘local priorities’ to achieve the strategy 

and is all repeated in the supporting text.  Our concern is that most of the 

detail included in Section A cannot be, or is difficult to, monitor and measure.   

 

7.2 Section B sets out the amounts and types of development to be provided at 

THV.  This can be retained within the Policy but without the references to land 

allocations.   

 

7.3 With regard to Section C – there is some repetition to previous sections which 

can be omitted.  The criteria set out in this section seem to be providing a 

framework for a future Planning Brief for the site.  As we do not support the 

need for a Brief, these criteria should be a simple framework to assist the 

applicant with submitting a planning application to deliver the strategy.  There 

are currently 17 criteria and as outlined above, these are too prescriptive in 

many cases and inflexible.  
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8. SUMMARY 
 

8.1 We support the strategic allocation of THV for development to provide 

development to help meet a number of the city’s needs.  It is the right strategy 

for the City Council to include this greenfield site in the City Plan. 

 

8.2 Our representations focus on Policy DA7 Toads Hole Valley and in particular 

to the extent of detail contained within it and the specifics of expecting the 

residential element of the development to meet Code Level 6.  We consider 

these matters render the Policy to be unsound. 

 

8.3 The detail contained within the actual policy is contrary to the NPPF.  The 

advice in paragraphs 153 and 154 refers to the need for clear and concise 

policies that help applicants make successful applications and aid 

infrastructure delivery.  Supplementary planning documents should not be 

used to add unnecessarily to financial burdens on development.  The Policy 

for THV seeks to add a Planning Brief layer on top of what is set out in the 

City Plan.  We consider this to be unnecessary. 

 

8.4 We have undertaken an initial viability of the scheme outlined in the 

masterplan which identifies the principal land use proposals contained in 

Policy DA7.  This illustrates the problem of expecting the residential element 

to achieve Code Level 6 and considers that Code level 4 is appropriate for 

THV when all aspects of the mix of development are taken into account 

including 40% affordable housing, land for a secondary school and 25,000 

sqm of commercial floorspace.    

 

8.5 We request the opportunity to attend the Examination and make further 

submissions as necessary in respect of these matters.  



 

 

 
APPENDIX 1 
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STATUS OF THE DOCUMENT
This document summarises our vision for a proposed mixed 
use development at Toads Hole Valley (THV) in order to inform 
the policy framework for the City Plan for Brighton & Hove.  It 
outlines the type and mix of development on the site, how to 
make the best and most efficient use of the land, the options 
for accessing the development and how THV can benefit the 
City and its needs. Underpinning this are several technical 
reviews and the outcome from discussions with a series of 
key stakeholders.  It is the first of a number of technical and 
other supporting documents that will focus on detailing a 
deliverable and viable scheme for the site.

1

Introduction1.0

Toads Hole Valley is located on the edge of the city, south 
of the A27 in Hove and comprises 98 acres (39.7ha).  It is in 
the private ownership of the Trustees of the Cook family and 
Pecla Investments Ltd.  who have owned the land through 
generations from the 1930’s.  The land has no national 
designations covering it and is currently remnant land from a 
once downland farm.

The Enplan team includes Martin Carpenter, Planning Director 
and Philip Russell-Vick, Landscape Director both of whom 
have worked with the owners for 9 years and have extensive 
knowledge of the site and the City.  They are assisted by 
Allison Keech, Senior Consultant, who has an understanding 
of the needs of Brighton & Hove having previously worked for 
the City’s Economic Development & Regeneration team.  Tony 
Brown, Director and Chairman of Mayer Brown (transportation) 
brings expertise on sustainable transport and provides travel 
plan ideas and solutions to the development. Phil Colebourn, 
Director of EPR (ecologists), has extensive knowledge of 
the site and is advising on the biodiversity management 
and enhancement measures to be incorporated within and 
around the development.  The designers are Mike Hymas and 
Nick Lomax, Directors at LCE Architects – an award winning 
Brighton based architectural practice with excellence in 
sustainable design and innovation.  

The vision is to create a new and integrated mixed use 
community at THV that is an exemplar of sustainable 
development and sustainable living, working, learning and 
enjoyment for the City’s residents both present and future.

STATUS OF THE LAND

THE TEAM

THE VISION

THV site looking east from Hangleton
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THV is an urban fringe site to the north of the city conurbation of Brighton 
& Hove.  It is roughly triangular shaped located directly south of the A27 
and is physically contained to the north by the road and by existing 
residential areas to the south on the other two sides.  Brighton & Hove is 
severely constrained in terms of land available for development, by the 
sea to the south and the South Downs National Park (SDNP) to the north.  

THV was previously promoted through the Brighton & Hove Local Plan 
process, without success at that time, and it appeared as a possible 
alternative site at the football club’s second inquiry.  Being part of 
the Sussex Downs AONB in 2009, THV was considered for inclusion 
within the prospective South Downs National Park.  The National Park 
Inspector recommended to the Secretary of State, who accepted his 
recommendation, that THV be excluded from the National Park boundary 
and it subsequently lost its Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) 
status.  

THV includes land to the west – a steep bank - which is protected as a 
Site of Nature Conservation Interest (SNCI) and is also Open Access Land 
(CROW Act 2000).

The team began considering a number of development options for site 
prior to the previous draft Core Strategy being withdrawn by the City 
Council in 2011. The Council is now producing a City Plan 2010-2030 
and has undertaken further work on the housing needs across the City.  
The emphasis is now on providing sites for a mix of uses and those that 
can deliver high quality housing to meet the identified needs, including 
family and affordable housing.

Toads Hole 
Valley site

South Downs 
National Park

Open Access Land

Site of Nature 
Conservation Interest
(SNCI)

This section looks at housing and the employment & skills priorities and 
the education and social/community needs.

Housing 
Various documents and strategies have been produced that outline 
the key housing needs for Brighton & Hove – such as the Housing 
Requirement Study 2011.  These studies show that the City’s housing 
need and issues that require addressing are:

• A high demand for housing from existing population but also 
pressure from those moving into the City.

• The affordability of property; the Brighton & Hove Housing Strategy 
2009 – 2014 states that at the beginning of April 2009, there were 
11,369 households on the housing register. 

• A wider choice of property available – existing housing stock 
is characterised by a high proportion of flats, maisonettes and 
apartments and a low proportion of detached and semi-detached 
housing.

• Finding sites that can deliver a significant amount of housing; space 
constraints within the city centre means that demand for housing 
far exceeds the supply of sites.

THE CONTEXT

THE CITY’S NEEDS

Employment and Skills
Based on our own research and technical reports on the employment 
and economic case for developing THV, studies undertaken by the City 
Council and Brighton & Hove Economic Partnership, the following are 
the key employment needs of the City:

• The City ‘loses’ more highly skilled commuters than it brings into 
the City to work and priorities need to challenge this situation.

• It tends to attract commuters into the City to work in lower value-
added sectors. 

• There is a need to allocate space for a wide range of employment 
opportunities and particular opportunities for growth, regeneration 
and/ or inward investment.
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Education
Through our discussions with the City Council, we understand there to 
be the following education needs:

1. An immediate need for more primary school places.

2. According to the City Council further Secondary School provision 
will need to be made in the next 4-5 years, with a new school 
required in the next 7 years.

3. Due to changes in government funding for new schools, future 
provision of schools may not take a ‘conventional’ route.

4. There will be a need to address the requirements for school places 
as a direct result of the rise in pupil numbers from developing THV.

• There is a need to allocate at least 20,000m² of floorspace for 
additional office/ employment use within the City.

• There is a mismatch between the relatively high qualification levels 
of its residents and the lower quality of its jobs. 

• The City does not have enough jobs to become a full-employment 
City and needs to create more new jobs, particularly high value jobs.

• It should harness the skills and knowledge base of the Universities 
because of their contribution to the local economy and their links 
with innovation and research.

• It should increase the value of the jobs in the City.

• The City needs to better exploit its assets, including its young, well 
educated population, retaining more of its many graduates with a 
quality of life offer.

Social & Community 
Adjacent wards/communities to THV include Hove Park/Goldstone 
Valley to the south and Hangleton & Knoll to the west.  These locations 
are different in their social makeup, the type of housing/environment 
and facilities.  Through meeting representatives from the local area, an 
initial list of social and community priorities include:

• Insufficient availability of high-quality affordable housing.

• Better access to improved public open space.

• Better links between communities and schools.

• Foster community integration between existing communities and 
new residents at THV.

• Promoting health and wellbeing through informal sport provision/
links to the South Downs/education/space to grow food.

• Accessible and affordable forms of transport.

• Facilities for young people.

• Accessible footpaths and cycleways from THV across the SNCI. 

THV is the largest available site within the City’s boundaries that can 
deliver development at a strategic level, focussing on a number of 
needs and priorities for the City.  Small sites within the urban area are 
important for certain types of uses that need to be located there but THV 
is of a critical size that can allow a new, truly mixed-use and exemplar 
sustainable neighbourhood to be developed, delivering a significant 
quantum of much needed housing, education and business needs early 
in the City Plan period.  Other sites cannot deliver on this scale nor can 

It is important to understand the needs of local residents, the 
business community, the wider needs for housing and schools and the 
requirements for access and transport links.  Through early work in 2010 
and the more recent work to feed into this Vision Document, we have 
taken a collaborative approach to developing the emerging proposals 
for THV.  We have consulted with a number of organisations within the 
Brighton & Hove community and have worked with the City planners 
on the policy framework.  We will continue this process and the results 
of these consultations to date have fed into the Vision Document.  Our 
aim is to meet with as many of the relevant organisations as we can and 
will continue to do this as we work on the details of the development 
proposals.  We have involved to date:

• City Council Education Development Planning team

• Brighton & Hove Economic Partnership

• University of Sussex

• University of Brighton

• Sussex Innovation Centre

• City Council Transport Planners

• Highways Agency

• The Hangleton & Knoll Project

• City Council Planners

• South Downs National Park Authority

• City Ecologist

WHY THV & WHAT CAN IT DELIVER?

they bring about benefits and improvements to the same level.  The 
site is owned by a single family making it available and deliverable for 
development. It must be seen both now and in the future as of benefit 
to the City and its residents. Through our capacity work, we are able 
to accomodate the range of uses set out for THV in the draft City Plan, 
(these are detailed under section 7.0).

COLLABORATIVE PROCESS

Flexible spaces for education and community activities

High quality, user-centred facilities for high value jobs
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The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2012 states 
that sustainable development is about change for the better 
and that development that is sustainable should go-ahead, 
without delay. Paragraph 14 of the NPPF requires that for 
plan-making:

• Local Planning Authorities should positively seek 
opportunities to meet the development needs of their 
area;

• Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with 
sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change, unless

- any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against 
the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or

- specific policies in this Framework indicate development 
should be restricted (this is not relevant for THV). 

As referred to in the NPPF (page 2), the UK Sustainable 
Development Strategy Securing the Future set out five 
‘guiding principles’: living within the planet’s environmental 
limits; ensuring a strong, healthy and just society; achieving 
a sustainable economy; promoting good governance; and 
using sound science responsibly. 

There are three dimensions to sustainable development 
relevant to the role played by the planning system: 
economic, social and environmental.

An economic role – contributing to building a strong, 
responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring that 
sufficient land of the right type is available in the right 
places.

A social role – supporting strong, vibrant and healthy 
communities, by providing the supply of housing required 
to meet the needs of present and future generations; and by 
creating a high quality built environment.

An environmental role – contributing to protecting and 
enhancing the natural, built and historic environment; and 
helping to improve biodiversity and use natural resources 
prudently and moving to a low carbon economy.

4

Exemplar of Sustainable Development3.0

Zero Carbon1
Making buildings more energy efficient and delivering 
all energy with renewable technologies

Zero Waste2
Reducing waste arisings, reusing where possible, and 
ultimately sending zero waste to landfill

Sustainable Transport3
Encouraging low carbon modes of transport to reduce 
emissions, reducing the need to travel

Sustainable Materials4
Using sustainable products that have a low embodied 
energy

Local and Sustainable Food5
Choosing low impact, local, seasonal and organic 
diets and reducing food waste

Sustainable Water6
Using water more efficiently in buildings and in 
the products we buy; tackling local flooding and 
water course pollution

Land use and Wildlife7
Protecting and expanding old habitats and 
creating new space for wildlife

Culture and Community8
Reviving local identity and wisdom; support 
for, and participation in, the arts

Equity and Local Community9
Inclusive, empowering workplaces with equitable 
pay; support for local communities and fair trade

Health and Happiness10
Encouraging active, sociable, meaningful lives to 
promote good health and well being

One Planet Living:
One Planet Living is a model based on 
ten simple principles which provide a 
framework for sustainable living. We 
support this framework to assist with the 
development of THV as set out in the draft 
City Plan and for the ongoing management 
of the development now and in the future.

WHAT IS SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT?
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As with many sites within Brighton & Hove, THV has a 
challenging topography.  There are a number of parameters 
which need to be taken into account when developing ideas 
and proposals for the site.  These are as follows:

• Topography – there is a steep bank, 1 in 4, at its 
western boundary, a flat-bottomed valley floor and then 
land rises again towards the east; there is an average 1 
in 7 gradient across the site east to west.  Overall there 
is a change in elevation of around 70m.

• Road Network – the site is bounded to the north by 
the A27 trunk road which occupies an elevated position 
some 25m above the valley floor of the site.  King 
George VI Avenue is along the southern boundary and is 
a three lane road, including a crawler lane, with a sub-
standard vertical/horizontal alignment. The junctions 
with Goldstone Crescent and Nevill Road are highly sub-
standard and the development provides an opportunity 
to upgrade them. Both are busy roads and the A27 
particularly can cause noise disturbance. 

• Promote Integration – the Goldstone Valley/Hove 
Park residential area and Hangleton are both physically 
difficult to access from the site; the former is severed 
by King George VI Avenue, the latter by the relatively 
inaccessible steep bank. The site is physically severed 
from the South Downs by the A27.

• Landscape and Visual Impact – THV is on the 
edge of the city and visible from within the South Downs 
National Park, a section of the A27, as well as from the 
existing urban edge and local road network. 

• Location on edge of the City – the location of THV 
requires careful assessment in terms of sustainable 
accessibility by all modes of transport.

We address these constraints within our Vision for the site, 
taking them into account in our options review and concept 
plan below.  
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Parameters4.0

Residential

Commercial

Schools

Local shops

Recreational 
space

Gateway 
opportunity

Open Access 
Land

Site of Nature Conservation 
Interest (SNCI)

South Downs 
National Park

Green Ridge leading to Patcham Windmill, Coney 
Hill, Coney Wood and South Downs National Park 
with views northwest to Devil’s Dyke, east to 
Standean and south over the city to the sea

South Downs National Park. Dyke 
Railway Trail and Monarch’s Way 
to Devil’s Dyke and National 
Cycle Route 82 from city centre

Public footpath

National Cycle Network, 
Route 82

Severance due to roads 
and steep slopes

Primary views

PARAMETERS
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In order to create a new integrated and vibrant community 
at THV, work needs to be undertaken to address the issues 
of segregation through improved transport links initiatives, 
enhanced gateway features, promoting a mixed use 
development and providing public open space.  These are set 
out below:

THV forms an important gateway to the City of Brighton & 
Hove and is at the junction of several link roads through the 
city.  It is a prominent location close to the urban edge and 
the South Downs.  However, at the moment the site is cut 
off from the existing communities and the National Park. We 
propose the following:

• Well designed gateway buildings at the eastern end of the 
site close to the A27 junction, which is highly visible as 
you approach the site.

• The creation of new high quality open spaces that are 
accessible by new residents and existing communities.

• Improved links to the South Downs National Park from 
the site via the old Dyke Railway trail.

• Improved cycle and pedestrian links from the site to the 
City and linking communities.  Creating new links across 
the SNCI steep bank to Hangleton.

• Impressive views from the site across the City to the 
south and of the site from the centre of Brighton & Hove. 
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Integration5.0
ProposedCurrently

GATEWAYS/LANDSCAPE STRUCTURE
Inconsistent provision of features at key locations 
and lack of hierarchy or legible framework for the 
city and surrounding area.

GATEWAYS/LANDSCAPE STRUCTURE
Creation of a landscape vocabulary and architectural 
landmarks to act as gateways and provide structure, 
identity and a distinct sense of place.

INTEGRATION
Communities and facilities are separated by major 
roads, steep slopes and the lack of integration of 
built-form and neighbourhoods.

INTEGRATION 
Built-form and bold and innovative pedestrian 
linkages would help knit surrounding 
communities together.

OPEN SPACE
Disconnected open space.

OPEN SPACE 
Develop a network of green spaces by better 
connecting spaces such as Three-Cornered Copse 
and Green Ridge with the South Downs National 
Park.

Iconic building, MAXXI (Zaha Hadid) Iconic building, (Denton Corker Marshall)

Melbourne Gateway, (Denton Corker 
Marshall)

Angel of the North (Anthony Gormley)

Funicular railway, Quebec Steep paths, Petrin Hill, Prague

Lift in hillside, Paseo Del Ovalo, Spain Covered escalator and steps

Generous shared cycle and pedestrian 
paths/avenue

Wide steps and tree planting

Land bridge enables open space to 
continue uninterrupted over major 
roads

Generous and smooth cycle path

INTEGRATION
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Our Vision for THV involves some broad-thinking about 
how to improve the existing road network, in particular King 
George VI Avenue.  This will enable the site to become more 
integrated within the existing urban fabric.  Various options 
have been considered in terms of accessing the site.  The 
three main ones highlighted here are King George VI Avenue 
retained on-line; the parallel realignment of the King George 
VI Avenue; and the wholesale realignment of the road within 
the site. The three options have the following features, 
benefits and disadvantages:

• ‘On-line’ Option – this would retain King George VI 
Avenue mainly on-line requiring some diversion and two 
new roundabouts within the site. The Goldstone Crescent 
junction could be improved and limited provision could 
be made for cyclist and pedestrian crossings although 
both would be awkward in site planning terms. Retaining 
the road on-line would not offer any betterment for 
existing residents and a level of severance would persist.

• Parallel Realignment Option – this would move King 
George VI Avenue parallel to its present alignment with, 
again, two roundabout access points for the site. This 
would have some advantages over the on-line option, 
in that it would offer better opportunities to integrate 
bus, cycle and pedestrian access, improve existing 
junctions further and provide significant environmental 
relief for existing nearby residents, allowing the existing 
road corridor to become a ‘Green Route’. However, this 
would have cost penalties which may affect viability or at 
least the ability to invest in other enhancements which 
taken with the benefits may be less attractive than other 
options.

• Major Realignment Option – this would re-route the 
road wholly within the site, allowing for the best junction 
arrangement and existing junction enhancements 
possible. It would provide for full integration between 
THV and Goldstone Valley with a significant green space 
provided linking but buffering the two communities. 
Integration with Hangleton would be ensured through 
the grade separation of the main pedestrian/cycle link 
through down the steep bank and over the new road. The 
character of this road could also be dictated as least as 
much by urban design principles as by highway design 
criteria. Issues of viability may pertain but these could 
be partially offset by the value of other roads that would 
have been required to access the development and by 
some development value offered by the release of the 
‘old road’ land.

Other important transport issues relate to the accessibility of 
the site by public transport and its ability to efficiently link 
with key destinations, such as the City centre, local facilities, 
other employment sites and transport hubs, such as the 
stations.
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‘On-line’ Option

Major Realignment Option

Parallel Realignment Option
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Following through from the Transport Opportunities the 
Vision for THV focuses on creating a new community on the 
site that does not ‘turn its back’ on the existing residential 
areas. As it is located at the edge of the urban area, the 
development will need to provide for local facilities for both 
residents and business users.  It will also need to provide 
high quality housing to include family housing and affordable 
housing. Central to the Masterplan for THV is the provision of 
an Ecology Park and a series of open space features. 

The development will provide for:

• A minimum of 700 houses to include a mix of sizes and 
types but essentially family dwellings rather than flats.

• 40% affordable (up to 280 houses).

• To include key worker housing.

• A central neighbourhood area with space for new retail 
units to accommodate local shops and possibly a café 
within the neighbourhood area.

• Dual use of employment and education buildings for the 
community.

• Cycle and pedestrian links throughout the development 
to surrounding areas.

• Community information/interpretation area and 
promotion of car sharing and other sustainable transport 
measures.

• The creation of new exemplar Ecology Park, other 
informal open space and interconnecting green routes 
and cycle ways, including greatly improved access to the 
National Park.

• Possible new community facilities subject to further 
consultation.
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Community and Well-Being7.0
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The NPPF states that for large-scale residential developments, 
planning policies should promote a mix of uses in order to 
provide opportunities to undertake day-to-day activities 
such as employment on site.  Where practical, key facilities 
such as primary schools and local shops should be located 
within walking distance of most properties.  THV complies 
fully with this policy advice.  The need for both education 
and employment space in the city is well documented and 
providing these facilities as part a high quality residential 
development is essential for creating a sense of place.  The 
vision for THV includes:

• A new high quality employment allocation of 
approximately 3 hectares.

• To include in the region of 25,000sqm of business 
floorspace for local city companies seeking to expand 
and new businesses wishing to locate to the City.

• An appropriate land allocation for a new school.

• Information and interpretation of the nature and 
biodiversity features of the SNCI and the South Downs 
National Park.
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Knowledge and Learning8.0

High quality employment space to cater for a variety of business 
types, including small start-up businesses, medium-sized 
enterprises and larger spaces for technology companies.
 

KNOWLEDGE AND LEARNING

The adjacent Green Ridge SNCI is actively managed and 
provides both an educational and recreational resource for 
the community.

Local shops offering groceries and cafe to reduce car 
journeys and provide a vibrant community and street 
scene.

Commercial centre and public space

Overlap between community facilities and education 
resource for the SNCI and South Downs National 
Park.

High quality and robust signage and interpretation 
information for the nature and biodiversity features 
of the SNCI and National Park.

New school provision and associated 
community  facilities

Shared social facilities to encourage 
and provide a range of employment 
opportunities on site.
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THV includes part of a SNCI on its steep western bank.  
However, from our site investigation, none of the vegetation 
on the SNCI is currently of high nature conservation value 
and it is in poor condition with respect to its potential for 
biodiversity. The rest of the site is species-poor grassland on 
land that was once arable fields. 

The Brighton & Hove and Lewes Downs Biosphere Project is 
led by the City Sustainability Partnership and its vision is to 
develop a unified approach to better care for, manage and 
enjoy the local environment. This includes the city itself, 
surrounding countryside of the South Downs and the sea, to 
help bring people and nature closer together.

THV can play a role in this integration through linking the 
urban edge to the South Downs via the improved areas SNCI 
within the site and new biodiversity opportunities within the 
development.  These include:

• Improving the SNCI, through removing inappropriate 
vegetation to re-establish or introduce a wider range of 
plant species and managing the developing vegetation, 
perhaps through seasonal grazing.

• As part of the restoration of the SNCI and the creation of 
a new Ecology Park a new link could be created from THV 
and the Hangleton area with the Old Dyke railway trail to  
the South Downs.

• The topography, soils and aspect of THV offer potential 
for habitat creation, and Chalk Grassland in particular, as 
part of the development.

• New green spaces should provide linkages with 
the existing nature conservation and amenity sites, 
contributing towards the Brighton and Hove Urban Green 
Network Biodiversity Opportunity Area.

  
• Within these, create new herb-rich grasslands and native 

scrub which will provide new habitats for a range of 
fauna characteristic of Brighton and Hove and the wider 
chalkland landscape.

• Plan into the building design and planning at the 
earliest stage the need for maximising biodiversity  with 
appropriate green roofs, living walls and integrated 
landscape planting.
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Biodiversity9.0

Existing SNCI at Toad’s Hole Valley Scrub clearance Chalk grassland following clearance works, with 
possible seasonal grazing

South Downs chalk grassland landscape

Chalk grassland and herb-rich 
grasslands 

Chalkhill Blue Butterfly Log pile Slow worm Bat boxes in gabion wall Bats

Dyke Railway Trail Dyke Railway Trail leading to Devil’s Dyke 
and South Downs National Park

View from Devil’s Dyke over the Downs The South Downs are used by walkers, 
cyclists and other forms of quiet recreation

Concrete look-out pods Covered viewing and relaxation 
areas

Paths with linear seats set 
into steep banks

Steps in variety of locations 
to maximise connectivity 

Gabion walls flanking 
paths to achieve 
appropriate gradients

Ornamental planting around 
seating areas

Management

Biodiversity

Open Space Linkages

The Urban Eco Park Typology

BIODIVERSITY 
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A considered approach to the design, layout and visual 
impact of any development at THV is important.  The location 
of the site on the edge of the city, being visible from the 
local residential areas, the South Downs and the road 
network means that careful consideration needs to be given 
to the design of new buildings, open space and roads.  The 
topography of the site and the high density of development 
proposed, means that the buildings need to be bespoke for 
this particular site.

Urban Typologies & Design
The THV site is the last large undeveloped area in Brighton & 
Hove.  It represents a unique one off opportunity to deliver 
a project which meets the identified need for high quality 
housing in a carefully considered, integrated, sustainable, 
mixed use development.

The underlying driver for design is to maximise the scarce 
resource to meet current demand and need.  In this context 
the approach to building typologies and design must be to 
maximise the beneficial use of this scarce resource in the 
most sustainable way.

The approach includes:

• Fully exploiting the unique qualities of the site.

• Appropriate adaptation of urban typologies to address 
the need for high density.

• A range of types to achieve the diversity necessary to 
meet the current and future need in a flexible, socially 
coherent and integrated whole.

• The spaces between the buildings and the open spaces 
afforded by the high density of dwellings should be given 
equal priority to the buildings and designed to function 
as one organic living space for the whole community.

• Innovative, low energy design and construction methods 
to ensure that the development makes a significant 
contribution to carbon reduction which reflects its size 
and influence on the City’s ability to meet its aims. 

 
• Add to the sustainability, bio diversity and quality of 

the natural environment through such things as Chalk 
Grassland roofs, Green Walls and appropriate draught 
resistant planting while enhancing the visual impact of 
the development. 

• Is suitable for a steeply sloping site and maximises the 
opportunities for good orientation and innovative spaces 
which the natural quality of the site present. 

• The adoption of proven, efficient, affordable, highly 
engineered design and construction techniques such 
as Passive House principles which address specific local 
environmental issues such as noise from the A27 as well 
as climate change and water conservation.
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Form - Housing10.0Site Orientation Diagram Existing and Proposed Plot Sizes

Housing Concept Proposed Plot Size
(at target density of 27 to 56 dph)

Type 1 (44 dph housing typology)

Type 1
(Aerial sketch)

FORM - HOUSING
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Impact and Views
A strong landscape framework would form part of any detailed 
plans for the development at THV.  This would concentrate on 
key views into the site and the impact of the development 
on surrounding residential areas and the road network.  The 
landscaping framework would consider:

• The setting for the employment/innovation park would 
include heavily landscaped streetscape and frontage 
landscapes for the new offices. Car parking would 
be softened and screened by using variations in the 
topography and external lighting would be very carefully 
controlled to enhance the setting rather than impact 
upon it. 

• Landscaping of the residential public realm would include 
tree lined shared surface, pedestrian friendly streets and 
routes, which would discourage car use. They would also 
incorporate informal open spaces and play spaces. 

• The former King George VI Avenue would be transformed 
into a new Greenway for pedestrian and cycle use but 
would also be an informal recreational space in its own 
right.

Type 2
(50 dph Housing Typology)

Type 3
(84 dph Apartment Typology)

Type 2
(Section)

Type 2
(Aerial sketch)

Type 3
(Apartment Typology aerial sketch)

Form - Housing10.1

FORM - HOUSING
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Form, Education10.2

The Vision for the School is likely to be developed in detail 
once the delivery body is in place. It is intended to create 
an exemplary building that recognises the need, the unique 
character of the site and its setting and the opportunity that 
it represents.

The design of the School would be based on One Planet Living 
principles and will aim to provide an inspirational learning 
environment.

The School would be a fully integrated element in the 
community providing a high quality, adaptable setting for 
children’s education into the second half of the 21st Century. 
It will also form part of the sustainable infrastructure of 
the community providing flexible, affordable sustainable 
facilities which can offer a range of functions including life-
long learning, sport and leisure and have the potential for 
adaptation to future needs.

The allocated site for a Secondary School would be accessible 
from both the new THV development and the wider residential 
catchment area with improved links to the south and west, to 
the A27, the SNCI and the National Park.

The design would aim to achieve the highest possible 
BREEAM rating and targeting carbon reduction between the 
current requirement for 60% emissions reduction on 2002, 
and carbon zero. The school design would contribute to 
biodiversity within the site and be directly linked to the SNCI. 
The design options would include green roofs and walls and 
the creation of Downland habitats. 

The design of the buildings would be predominantly 1 & 2 
storey, using the topography and orientation to minimise 
summer heat gain and utilize winter sun for passive heating 
and cooling. A balance would be struck between airtightness 
and providing appropriate natural ventilation and day lighting.

The scale of the buildings will be appropriate for their use and 
location. The external spaces will be functional and integrated 
to meet the needs of the curriculum and the community while 
serving the wider sustainable agenda. The design of both 
internal and external space will recognise the potential for 
change over time and ensuring long life and financial viability. 

Materials will be chosen for their functional performance 
over time and low maintenance as well as environmental and 
sustainable criteria appropriate to the buildings location and 
setting.  

The school will be designed to take advantage of the benefits 
associated with economies of scale created by the wider 
development including potential for community based energy 
solutions and will aim to minimise waste.

The design of the school will facilitate the ‘doorway’ to 
establishing the school’s sustainability practices and 
promoting healthy living.

Existing West 
Blatchington Infants 
and Primary School
(Site 3.9 ha)

New Secondary School 
incl. 6th Form 
(Site 5 ha)
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Redeveloped West 
Blatchington site for 
Secondary School or 
6th Form
(Site 3.9 ha)

New 2/3 Form Entry 
Primary School
(Site 3.5 ha)

Indicative layout to show 
spatial requirements for 
Secondary School
(Site 5 ha)

Courtyard, Ousedale School, Buckinghamshire Hazelwood School, Glasgow

Option 1

Option 2
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Secondary School

Merchant’s Academy, Bristol Clapham Manor School extension, London

FORM - EDUCATION
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The design and layout of the commercial elements takes a holistic, contextual and 
bespoke approach to key elements of: site layout, solar orientation, site topography, 
visual impact and access.  This is achieved through utilising typologies and forms of 
building that are appropriate and directly responsive to these requirements.  

Underlying drivers, and their responses, include:

• Close attention to the steeply sloping site addresses the nature of the site’s unique 
location and context.  Positioning commercial uses at the northern and highest 
point on the site capitalises on the opportunities for creating a sense of arrival, 
excellent aspect, orientation, and possibility for innovative spaces based on the 
outstanding potential inherent in the site.

• Mixture of built forms and unit sizes to cater for a variety of business types, from 
small start-up businesses, medium-sized enterprises, larger spaces for technology 
companies.

• Reduction of mechanical cooling and heating through selection of appropriate 
uses and orientations for each building element.  This is achieved through the 
use of several stepped ‘wings’ connected by internal streets and atria, along with 
the placement of servicing and circulation areas at the east and west.  Communal 
accommodation and meeting spaces are also located east and west to take 
advantage of orientation, circulation and aspect. 

• Minimising unwanted solar gain in the form of glare and low level solar penetration 
within the business units whilst maximising the opportunity for desirable winter 
solar gain. Appropriate use of glass-to-solid areas according to the building’s 
orientation and use.

• Provision of user-centred facilities that are comfortable, energy-efficient 
environments to motivate and stimulate, allowing potential for zoned user 
environmental controls.

• High quality, flexible interior spaces with best-practice environmental design 
allowing for a ‘seasonal-zoning’ approach. This respects seasonal weather variation 
whilst maximising natural ventilation and light, and therefore productivity.

• Addressing the need for ‘future-proofing’ through a module-based gridded 
construction that allows for a flexible use of interior space, future reconfiguration, 
and potential for extension/expansion.

• Arrangement of building entrances, vehicle parking and drop-off to maximise on 
steeply sloping topography.  External circulation minimises on-site cross traffic 
and provides single or multiple access points to each facility.  Site layout capitalises 
on the ability to tuck any car parking underneath the wings of accommodation at a 
lower level thus minimising visual impact and utilising the natural landforms. 

• Minimum Resource Use and Low Embodied Energy through the use of best-practice 
sustainable procurement methods and A-rated sustainable & renewable materials, 
including OSM (Off-Site Manufacturing) and MMC (Modern Methods of Manufacture).

• Allowing maximum opportunity for key sustainability measures such as on-site 
renewable energy generation and water recycling.

• Site layout, building use and market targeting to permit sustainable transport 
initiatives such as minimum on-site car-parking, public transport use, car-sharing 
and access to car clubs.
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Form - Commercial10.3

Indicative layout to show 
possible arrangement 
within a 2.5 ha area.

Commercial layout

Sainsburys Laboratory, Stanton Williams Architects

Synergy between landform and building, LCE Architects

Unit A - 10,625m²
Unit B -  7,665m²
Unit C -  3,855m²
Unit D -  3,045m²
Unit E -   2,190m²

Total 27,380m²

Gross floor area
Grass bank contributes to elevation, Moller Architects

Low building form and natural materials, Rundell Ass.

Communal and multi-use spaces, Moller Architects Aerial sketch of buildings merging with landform

FORM - COMMERCIAL
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Towards Carbon Neutral11.0
The Brighton & Hove Climate Change Strategy 2011 states that the 
economic benefits of early mobilisation in tackling climate change.  
Reducing emissions and adapting to the risks and opportunities of a 
changing climate – are well documented. By tackling CO2 emissions, 
the city will achieve future benefits across the city: reduce fuel poverty, 
tackle traffic congestion, help residents and businesses deal with rising 
fuel costs through energy and transport efficiency; and build innovative 
solutions for the city through sustainable energy generation.  

We have two aims for THV – to minimise CO2 production and providing 
energy needs via renewable resources.

With regard to minimising CO2 production, the proposed actions could 
include:

• Heating and running the buildings – adopt as close as possible 
principals to the Passivhaus standard to absolutely minimise energy 
use for space heating of buildings.

• Provide leisure amenities as close to the site as possible which 
themselves produce as little CO2 as possible in their operation.

• Within buildings, provide good daylighting along with as energy 
efficient white goods, electric lighting etc as possible.

• Transport – reducing journeys needed that cannot be undertaken 
on foot or by bike and provide optimum public transport.

• Seek to reduce, as far as possible, embodied energy in the 
construction of buildings, roads etc – use locally sourced materials, 
renewable materials such as timber and green roofs where possible, 
even using carbon negative materials such as hemp blocks etc if 
possible.

• As far as possible enable people to source locally grown food.

Sending waste to landfill results in greenhouse gas emissions.  Energy 
is also used in manufacturing and transporting the things that get 
thrown away so reducing, reusing and recycling waste can help to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  Initiatives at THV to reduce the 
amount of waste from the construction of the new development as well 
as the furnishing of the houses and business space as well as once it 
is completed will be embedded within the scheme.  This will include 
community recycling initiatives from furniture to food waste to scarce 
resources such as water use.  

The objective is to deliver a sustainable development at Toads Hole 
Valley, one which reduces the need to travel, particularly by private car, 
and which fully integrates with the neighbouring communities and the 
rest of the city. The measures could include:

• Priority for pedestrians and cyclists with links to the existing cycle 
routes and pedestrian links through the site and penetrating into 
the local area.

• The provision of high quality local bus links through, and to the 
site, with improvements to existing services.

• The distribution of welcome packs for all new residents and 
employees on the site would be key in highlighting the main 
sustainable transport initiatives and means of travel to the site by 
non car modes.

• Web-based measures, such as a dedicated Toads Hole Valley 
Community Travel Website for the site,

• Real time public transport information display units provided within 
each household and at each place of employment.

• Investigate the use of hybrid buses into and around the site and 
surrounding areas.

• A dedicated Toads Hole Valley car club scheme (would be either 
electric cars or hybrid cars) set up at the site for all residents and 
employees.

• Charging points across the development. 

• A cycle hire scheme for employees and residents.

• Facilities for home working and home delivery drop off points 
within the development.

One possibility is to use Modern Methods Of Construction (MMOC) 
including off site prefabricated Structural Insulated Panels (SIPs) 
which have the advantage over more traditional masonry construction 
techniques of dealing much better with some technical issues (thermal 
bridging and air leakage) which become critical in super insulated 
buildings.  

WHAT IS CARBON NEUTRAL?

Providing energy needs via renewable resources will include a number 
of these proposals:

• Passive solar design
• District heating
• Biomass boilers
• CHP
• Photovoltaic cells
• Solar thermal water heaters
• Wind turbines
• Ground sources heat pumps
• Air source heat pumps

As well as additional measures that reduce energy needed to build/
extend and run utilities infrastructure i.e. water, drainage, waste 
disposal etc including:

• Water saving fixtures and fittings
• Rainwater harvesting
• Green roofs (to slow rainwater run-off)
• Composting

RENEWABLE ENERGY

WASTE AND RECYCLING

SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORT

CONSTRUCTION
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This Concept Plan concludes the Vision Document. The plan 
illustrates a potential mix of uses within the site, the allocation 
of land to each of those main uses, together with our currently 
preferred access arrangement of realigning King George IV 
Avenue.

It is not a fixed plan but rather it is an illustration of a compendium 
of some of the ideas generated by the Vision Document and is 
designed to enable and encourage discussions with the various 
the various agencies, stakeholders and members of the public 
interested and involved in the future of the site. We intend to 
consult widely on this and the Vision Document as a whole and 
use the feedback to work towards a firm Masterplan for the site 
over the coming months. 

The Concept Plan consists of:

• A Business Area (with 25,000m² floorspace) sited close to 
the junction with the A27 where these commercial uses can 
be most accessible and where the scale and design of such 
buildings can be used to form a new ‘gateway’ to the City.  

• The steeper gradients at the centre of the site are best suited 
to the smaller built grain of residential uses, as devised in 
Chapter 10, and we have provided land sufficient for a new 
Residential Neighbourhood of 700 homes (at an average 
density of 45 dwellings per hectare). 

• At the base of the valley and most accessible from adjoining 
communities we have located the 5 hectare School. 

• Next to this, at the heart of the site, we have positioned a 
Community Hub for potential social, health and retail facilities 
and possibly ‘overlapping’ for joint use with some of the 
school’s recreation facilities. 

• The steep western bank would become the Ecology Park 
extended beyond the SNCI and developed to provide foot and 
cycle links between the new neighbourhood and Hangleton, 
to enhance bio-diversity and to provide a contemporary and 
dramatic new public space.  

• The wholesale realignment of King George VI Avenue allows for 
the creation of a linear Greenway between the new residential 
area and Goldstone Valley. This would provide foot and cycle 
links but also space for children’s play.

The Vision Document and Concept Plan are intended to inform the 
draft City Plan and the draft policy for THV.  The land owners and 
consultant team will continue working with the City Council and 
the community to develop the overall scheme for THV.

Further detailed work and consultation will be undertaken between 
now and the end of the year in order to develop the mix of uses for 
the site that can deliver as many of the City’s needs as possible.

The whole Vision Document is available as an electronic PDF 
download at www.toadsholevalley.co.uk Your observations and 
comments are welcome and you can make these at the above 
address or send to info@enplan.net
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Brighton and Hove City Plan 
Future Development at the University of Sussex campus, Falmer 
 
 
The University occupies a gross space (residential and non-residential) of 208,764 sq m 
at its campus in Falmer.  In 2004, the University adopted a masterplan which thoroughly 
examined the opportunities and constraints offered by the site and a clear blueprint for 
the development of the Estate over a 20 year period.  In the period between 2008 and 
2015, the total new space to be developed if all currently conceived projects are brought 
forward equates to circa 52,300 sq m.  Against this, 17,000 sq m of existing floorspace 
would be demolished to facilitate the developments proposed.  There would therefore be 
an overall gain of approximately 35,300 sq m gross internal area across the strategy 
period taking the total gross internal area to approximately 244,000 sq m. 
 

Infrastructure 
Type 

Requirement Provision 
area/Scale 

Phasing  

 
Demolition of Arts D&E 
Building and construction of 
New academic building 
 

 
3,700 sq m net 
increase in 
floorspace 
 

 
 
2010 - 2012 

 
New science estate 
development over 3 phases to 
replace part of John Maynard 
Smith Building to provide 
academic space for teaching 
and research 
 

 
22,000 sq m total 
new build replacing 
approximately 6,000 
sq m of existing 
accommodation 

 
 
 
2016 - 2020 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Teaching, 
Research and 
Academic 
Buildings 

 
Extension to Sussex 
Innovation Centre (Third 

Phase)∗ 
 

 
 
3,500 sq m 

 
 
2016 - 2020 

 
Northfield halls of residence 

 
Phase 2 – 180 
bedrooms (5,219 sq 
m) 
 

 
 
2011 - 2012 

 
Northfield halls of residence 
 

 
Phase 3 – 150 
bedrooms (4,734 sq 
m) 
 

 
 
2012 - 2013 

 

 

 

 

Residential 
Accommodation  

Redevelopment of East Slope 
Residences, East Slope Car 
Park, extension of 
Swanborough Residences 
and development of adjoining 
land including the Mantell 
Building  
 

 
Significant increase 
in density replacing 
592 bedrooms as 
existing.  
Development to 
include new access 
road to enhance the 
appearance and 
pedestrian 
environment of  the 

 
 
 
 
 
 
2014 - 2017 

                                            
 



campus and improve 
road access to the 
north end of the 
campus    
 

 
Further redevelopment and 
extension of the residential 
estate including updating and 
extending older residences 
including Park Village and 
Park Houses 
 

 
 

 

 

 
Sportscentre Building 
Improvement and Possible 
Extension/ Rebuild  
 
Redevelopment of Falmer 
Sports Complex* 
 

 
 
2,000 sq m  

 
 
2015 - 2016 
 
 
2015 - 2016 
 

 

 

Sports and 
Social Buildings 

 
New social building 

 
1,900 sq m 

 
2013 - 2016 

 
New purpose built childcare 
building to replace existing 
campus facilities* 
 

 
700 sq m 

 
2012 - 2013 

 
 
 
 
Other Supporting 
Infrastructure  

Car parks to replace car 
parking lost to redevelopment 
elsewhere on campus.  This 
may include a multi-storey car 
park to ensure efficient use of 
land** 

 
 
Providing circa 500 
spaces 

 
 
2015 - 2016 

 
 
 
 
 
 
* Campus development but within Lewes District administrative area 
** This development is likely to include some sites in Lewes District administrative area as 
well as sites within the City Council’s administrative area. 
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The University welcomes the inclusion of its campus within the DA3 Boundary and supports the main thrust
of the strategy for Policy DA3 to promote and enhance the role of the area for higher education in Brighton
and Hove as an academic corridor.  The approach set out in Policy DA3 and the accompanying text is
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The University supports Policy CP21 together with the accompanying text at paragraphs 4.225 to 4.228
and particularly the strategic allocation of its East Slope site and land adjoining for purpose built student
housing within Part B) 5.  The University has been working closely with the  City Council for a number of
years to ensure it is aware of its future development needs and it welcomes the confirmation and certainty
provided by Policy CP21 regarding this important development site.

✔

✔
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The Plan has been submitted for Examination) )
)

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination )

Adoption of the City Plan) )

What happens next?
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1. Visit the council’s consultation portal online: http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/portal; or 

2. If you use Acrobat Pro, please fill out and save this form and e-mail it to: 

.8JK#0%?=+'(L='F3I?'FI"M))

3. Please fill out this form, print it and return by post to: 

Brighton & Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
HOVE 
BN3 3ZZ 

#,)1N)640%.)NO1P 

9/+/)-0'+3<+%'()B'+%<3: Personal information given on this form will be used by Brighton & 
Hove City Council (and its agents) in connection with its statutory functions. It will not be 
used for any other purpose. 

Mr.

C.

Wojtulewski

Parker Dann

S10, The Waterside Centre
North Street
Lewes
East Sussex

Estates and Facilities
Management,
University of Sussex
Falmer

University of Sussex

BN1 9RJ BN7 2PE

01273 478654

chris@parkerdann.co.uk
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-/0+)N)7)23403&3(+/+%'())
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.

1I) Q=%<=)-/0+)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representations you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 

Section One: Introduction ) )

Section Two: The Strategy ) )

Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies )

Section Four: Citywide Policies )

Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms )

Appendix 2 Key Diagram )

Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring )

Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan )

Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy )

  Policies Map )

Sustainability Appraisal )

NI) SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()A=033@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)L)
E=%<=)-'.%<,)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please
tick one box only))

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area )

DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area )

DA3 Lewes Road Area )

DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area )

DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area )

DA6 Hove Station Area )

DA7 Toad's Hole Valley )

DA8 Shoreham Harbour )

SA1 The Seafront )

SA2 Central Brighton )

SA3 Valley Gardens )

SA4 Urban Fringe )

SA5 The South Downs )

SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods )

PI)SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()5'"0@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)
E=%<=)4'.%<,)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please tick one box only))

CP1 Housing Delivery) ) )

CP2 Sustainable Economic Development )

CP3 Employment Land )

CP4 Retail Provision )

CP5 Culture and Tourism )

CP6 Visitor Accommodation )

CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions )

CP8 Sustainable Buildings )

CP9 Sustainable Transport )

CP10 Biodiversity )

CP11 Flood Risk )

CP12 Urban Design )

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces )

CP14 Housing Density )

CP15 Heritage )

X✔
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CP16 Open Space )

CP17 Sports Provision )

CP18 Healthy City )

CP19 Housing Mix )

CP20 Affordable Housing )

CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation

)

CP22 Traveller Accommodation )

WI)A')E=%<=)-/?3)B"$#30:&>)8'3&),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)
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)
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6a Legally Compliant?) Yes? ) No? ) )

6b Sound?) Yes? ) No? ) )
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)
)
)
)
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`I)SJ),'")+%<M38)TB'@)+')Y#>)8'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)-./()%&)"(&'"(8)#3</"&3)%+)%&)('+\)

! Positively Prepared )

! Justified )

! Effective )

! Consistent with National Policy )

X

Tables 1 and 2 and Map 5 of the Schedule of Changes to the Policies Map

Tables 1 and 2 and Map 5 of the Schedule of Changes to the Policies Map

The University supports the changes to the Policies Map that relate to its campus at Falmer as
documented in Tables 1 and 2 and Map 5 of the Schedule of Changes to the Policies Map.  It considers
these changes are consistent with the policy approach set out in Policies DA3 and CP21 as well as the
wider approach of the City Plan in general.  Please see the University's separate comments concerning
Policies DA3 and CP21.

✔

✔

✔
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No, I wish to communicate through written representations )

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions )
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The Plan has been submitted for Examination) )
)

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination )

Adoption of the City Plan) )

What happens next?
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1. Visit the council’s consultation portal online: http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/portal; or 

2. If you use Acrobat Pro, please fill out and save this form and e-mail it to: 

.8JK#0%?=+'(L='F3I?'FI"M))

3. Please fill out this form, print it and return by post to: 

Brighton & Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
HOVE 
BN3 3ZZ 

#,)1N)640%.)NO1P 

9/+/)-0'+3<+%'()B'+%<3: Personal information given on this form will be used by Brighton & 
Hove City Council (and its agents) in connection with its statutory functions. It will not be 
used for any other purpose. 

Mr.

C.

Wojtulewski

Parker Dann

S10, The Waterside Centre
North Street
Lewes
East Sussex

Estates and Facilities
Management,
University of Sussex
Falmer

University of Sussex

BN1 9RJ BN7 2PE

01273 478654

chris@parkerdann.co.uk
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-/0+)N)7)23403&3(+/+%'())
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.

1I) Q=%<=)-/0+)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representations you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 

Section One: Introduction ) )

Section Two: The Strategy ) )

Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies )

Section Four: Citywide Policies )

Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms )

Appendix 2 Key Diagram )

Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring )

Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan )

Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy )

  Policies Map )

Sustainability Appraisal )

NI) SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()A=033@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)L)
E=%<=)-'.%<,)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please
tick one box only))

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area )

DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area )

DA3 Lewes Road Area )

DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area )

DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area )

DA6 Hove Station Area )

DA7 Toad's Hole Valley )

DA8 Shoreham Harbour )

SA1 The Seafront )

SA2 Central Brighton )

SA3 Valley Gardens )

SA4 Urban Fringe )

SA5 The South Downs )

SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods )
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E=%<=)4'.%<,)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please tick one box only))

CP1 Housing Delivery) ) )

CP2 Sustainable Economic Development )

CP3 Employment Land )

CP4 Retail Provision )

CP5 Culture and Tourism )

CP6 Visitor Accommodation )

CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions )

CP8 Sustainable Buildings )

CP9 Sustainable Transport )

CP10 Biodiversity )

CP11 Flood Risk )

CP12 Urban Design )

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces )

CP14 Housing Density )

CP15 Heritage )

✔

✔
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CP16 Open Space )

CP17 Sports Provision )

CP18 Healthy City )

CP19 Housing Mix )

CP20 Affordable Housing )

CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation

)

CP22 Traveller Accommodation )

WI)A')E=%<=)-/?3)B"$#30:&>)8'3&),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)
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6a Legally Compliant?) Yes? ) No? ) )

6b Sound?) Yes? ) No? ) )
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)
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`I)SJ),'")+%<M38)TB'@)+')Y#>)8'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)-./()%&)"(&'"(8)#3</"&3)%+)%&)('+\)

! Positively Prepared )

! Justified )

! Effective )

! Consistent with National Policy )

176 - 178

4.128 - 4.136

Policy CP10 provides policy on biodiversity and designates the University campus as a Nature
Improvement Area.  The University was initially concerned that this introduces restrictions on development
that conflict with Policy DA3 and specifically the strategic allocation for East Slope and adjoining land at
Policy CP21 B) 5.

However, the University has been assured by Officers from the Council that any requirements arising from
Policy CP10 will not restrict the scale of development envisaged for its campus during the Plan period and
the strategic allocation for East Slope and is therefore prepared to accept the wording of the Policy as
identified in the Submission Plan.

✔

✔
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The Plan has been submitted for Examination) )
)

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination )

Adoption of the City Plan) )

What happens next?
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✔
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2. If you use Acrobat Pro, please fill out and save this form and e-mail it to: 

.8JK#0%?=+'(L='F3I?'FI"M))

3. Please fill out this form, print it and return by post to: 

Brighton & Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
HOVE 
BN3 3ZZ 

#,)1N)640%.)NO1P 

9/+/)-0'+3<+%'()B'+%<3: Personal information given on this form will be used by Brighton & 
Hove City Council (and its agents) in connection with its statutory functions. It will not be 
used for any other purpose. 

University of Sussex

Estates and Facilities
Management,
University of Sussex,
Falmer

BN1 9RJ

Mr.

C.

Wojtulewski

Parker Dann

S10, The Waterside Centre
North Street
Lewes
East Sussex

BN7 2PE

01273 478654

chris@parkerdann.co.uk
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-/0+)N)7)23403&3(+/+%'())
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.

1I) Q=%<=)-/0+)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representations you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 

Section One: Introduction ) )

Section Two: The Strategy ) )

Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies )

Section Four: Citywide Policies )

Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms )

Appendix 2 Key Diagram )

Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring )

Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan )

Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy )

  Policies Map )

Sustainability Appraisal )

NI) SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()A=033@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)L)
E=%<=)-'.%<,)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please
tick one box only))

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area )

DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area )

DA3 Lewes Road Area )

DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area )

DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area )

DA6 Hove Station Area )

DA7 Toad's Hole Valley )

DA8 Shoreham Harbour )

SA1 The Seafront )

SA2 Central Brighton )

SA3 Valley Gardens )

SA4 Urban Fringe )

SA5 The South Downs )

SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods )

PI)SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()5'"0@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)
E=%<=)4'.%<,)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please tick one box only))

CP1 Housing Delivery) ) )

CP2 Sustainable Economic Development )

CP3 Employment Land )

CP4 Retail Provision )

CP5 Culture and Tourism )

CP6 Visitor Accommodation )

CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions )

CP8 Sustainable Buildings )

CP9 Sustainable Transport )

CP10 Biodiversity )

CP11 Flood Risk )

CP12 Urban Design )

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces )

CP14 Housing Density )

CP15 Heritage )

✔
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CP16 Open Space )

CP17 Sports Provision )

CP18 Healthy City )

CP19 Housing Mix )

CP20 Affordable Housing )

CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation

)

CP22 Traveller Accommodation )

WI)A')E=%<=)-/?3)B"$#30:&>)8'3&),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

XI)A')E=%<=)4/0/?0/4=)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

)

YI)9'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&\)

6a Legally Compliant?) Yes? ) No? ) )

6b Sound?) Yes? ) No? ) )

]I)SJ),'")/?033)+=/+)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)/(8^'0)
&'"(8)/(8)E%&=)+')&"44'0+)+=%&U)4.3/&3)"&3)+=%&)#'_)+')&3+)'"+),'"0)<'$$3(+&)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

`I)SJ),'")+%<M38)TB'@)+')Y#>)8'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)-./()%&)"(&'"(8)#3</"&3)%+)%&)('+\)

! Positively Prepared )

! Justified )

! Effective )

! Consistent with National Policy )

194 - 199

4.172 - 4.184

Policy CP16 designates undeveloped areas of the University campus at Falmer as Open Space.  The
University was initially concerned that this introduced restrictions on development that conflict with Policy
DA3 and specifically the strategic allocation for East Slope and adjoining land at Policy CP21 B) 5 (see
above).

The University has been assured by Officers from the Council that the East Slope strategic allocation at
Policy CP21 B) 5 takes priority over the requirements of Policy CP16 and this is now reflected in Part 1 (a)
of the of the Policy.  The University considers it essential that this part of Policy CP16 is therefore retained
to ensure consistency between policies in the Plan.

✔

✔

✔
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aI)-.3/&3)?%F3)83+/%.&)03?/08%(?)E=,),'")<'(&%830)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()
-/0+)1)%&)('+).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)%&)"(&'"(8I):-.3/&3)#3)/&)403<%&3)/&)4'&&%#.3>I)
)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1OI)-.3/&3)&3+)'"+)+=3)<=/(?3:&>),'")<'(&%830)(3<3&&/0,)+')$/M3)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)
H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)&'"(8U)=/F%(?)03?/08)+')+=3)03/&'(),'")
%83(+%J%38)/#'F3)E=303)+=%&)03./+3&)+')&'"(8(3&&I))
)
:;'")E%..)(338)+')&/,)E=,)+=%&)<=/(?3)E%..)$/M3)+=3)-./().3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)
&'"(8I)S+)E%..)#3)=3.4J".)%J),'")/03)/#.3)+')4"+)J'0E/08),'"0)&"??3&+38)03F%&38)
E'08%(?)'J)/(,)4'.%<,)'0)+3_+I)-.3/&3)#3)/&)403<%&3)/&)4'&&%#.3I>)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

11I)SJ),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()<'(<30(&)&'"(8(3&&)'0).3?/.)<'$4.%/(<3)/(8)%&)&33M%(?)
/)<=/(?3U)8'),'")<'(&%830)%+)(3<3&&/0,)+')/++3(8)/(8)?%F3)3F%83(<3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)
4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(R):+%<M)#'_)#3.'E)/&)/440'40%/+3>)A=3)S(&43<+'0)E%..)
83+30$%(3)+=3)$'&+)/440'40%/+3)40'<38"03)+')/8'4+)+')=3/0)+='&3)E=')=/F3)
%(8%</+38)+=/+)+=3,)E%&=)+')4/0+%<%4/+3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(I)

No, I wish to communicate through written representations )

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions )
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11/I)SJ),'")E%&=)+')4/0+%<%4/+3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(U)4.3/&3)'"+.%(3)
E=,),'")<'(&%830)+=%&)+')#3)(3<3&&/0,I

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1NI)9'),'")=/F3)/(,)<'$$3(+&)'()+=3)(3E)4'.%<,)!!1)-03&"$4+%'()%()5/F'"0)'J)
!"&+/%(/#.3)93F3.'4$3(+R)

Yes No

1N/)SJ)b;3&b)8'),'")&"44'0+)^)'#c3<+)'0)4/0+%/..,)&"44'0+)^)4/0+%/..,)'#c3<+)+')+=%&)
4'.%<,R)

Support )  Partially Support )

Object )  Partially Object )

1N#)-.3/&3)&+/+3),'"0)03/&'(&)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1PI)-.3/&3)('+%J,)$3)E=3(III

The Plan has been submitted for Examination) )
)

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination )

Adoption of the City Plan) )

What happens next?
)*+,*-*'.&./#'-!0&1*!.#!.2*!3#$'%/4!5/44!6*!-$00&,/-*1!&'1!+&--*1!.#!.2*!7'-+*%.#,!8#,!
%#'-/1*,&./#'9!
:'%*!.2/-!2&-!2&++*'*1;!.2*!7'-+*%.#,!5/44!%#00*'%*!.2*!*<&0/'&./#'!&'1!=/>*!'#./%*!#8!
.2*!-.&,.!#8!.2*!2*&,/'=!-*--/#'-9!
7'.*,*-.*1!+&,./*-!5/44!6*!/'8#,0*1!#8!.2*!-.&,.!1&.*!#8!.2*!*<&0/'&./#'!-*--/#'-!&'1!.2*!
0&..*,-!.#!6*!%#'-/1*,*19!
!
Thank you for making your representations 

✔

✔

✔

✔



!1 of 8

!"#$%&&%'()*%+,)-./()-/0+)1))
23&4'(&3)5'0$)

-/0+)6)7)23&4'(83(+)93+/%.&):;'")'(.,)(338)+')<'$4.3+3)+=%&)'(<3>)

-30&'(/.)93+/%.&) 6?3(+@&)93+/%.&)

A%+.3) A%+.3)

5%0&+)B/$3) 5%0&+)B/$3)

C/&+)B/$3) C/&+)B/$3)

D0?/(%&/+%'()
:E=303)03.3F/(+>)

D0?/(%&/+%'()
:E=303)
03.3F/(+>)

68803&&))
)
)
)

68803&&))
)
)
)

-'&+)*'83) -'&+)*'83)

A3.34='(3)) A3.34='(3)

G$/%.)) G$/%.))

H'E)+')03&4'(8I)"#$!%&'())

1. Visit the council’s consultation portal online: http://consult.brighton-hove.gov.uk/portal; or 

2. If you use Acrobat Pro, please fill out and save this form and e-mail it to: 

.8JK#0%?=+'(L='F3I?'FI"M))

3. Please fill out this form, print it and return by post to: 

Brighton & Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
HOVE 
BN3 3ZZ 

#,)1N)640%.)NO1P 

9/+/)-0'+3<+%'()B'+%<3: Personal information given on this form will be used by Brighton & 
Hove City Council (and its agents) in connection with its statutory functions. It will not be 
used for any other purpose. 

Mr.

C.

Wojtulewski

Parker Dann

S10, The Waterside Centre
North Street
Lewes
East Sussex

Estates and Facilities
Management,
University of Sussex
Falmer

University of Sussex

BN1 9RJ BN7 2PE

01273 478654

chris@parkerdann.co.uk
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-/0+)N)7)23403&3(+/+%'())
You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.

1I) Q=%<=)-/0+)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representations you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 

Section One: Introduction ) )

Section Two: The Strategy ) )

Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies )

Section Four: Citywide Policies )

Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms )

Appendix 2 Key Diagram )

Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring )

Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan )

Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy )

  Policies Map )

Sustainability Appraisal )

NI) SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()A=033@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)L)
E=%<=)-'.%<,)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please
tick one box only))

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area )

DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area )

DA3 Lewes Road Area )

DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area )

DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area )

DA6 Hove Station Area )

DA7 Toad's Hole Valley )

DA8 Shoreham Harbour )

SA1 The Seafront )

SA2 Central Brighton )

SA3 Valley Gardens )

SA4 Urban Fringe )

SA5 The South Downs )

SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods )

PI)SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()5'"0@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)
E=%<=)4'.%<,)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please tick one box only))

CP1 Housing Delivery) ) )

CP2 Sustainable Economic Development )

CP3 Employment Land )

CP4 Retail Provision )

CP5 Culture and Tourism )

CP6 Visitor Accommodation )

CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions )

CP8 Sustainable Buildings )

CP9 Sustainable Transport )

CP10 Biodiversity )

CP11 Flood Risk )

CP12 Urban Design )

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces )

CP14 Housing Density )

CP15 Heritage )

X✔
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CP16 Open Space )

CP17 Sports Provision )

CP18 Healthy City )

CP19 Housing Mix )

CP20 Affordable Housing )

CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation

)

CP22 Traveller Accommodation )

WI)A')E=%<=)-/?3)B"$#30:&>)8'3&),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

XI)A')E=%<=)4/0/?0/4=)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

)

YI)9'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&\)

6a Legally Compliant?) Yes? ) No? ) )

6b Sound?) Yes? ) No? ) )

]I)SJ),'")/?033)+=/+)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)/(8^'0)
&'"(8)/(8)E%&=)+')&"44'0+)+=%&U)4.3/&3)"&3)+=%&)#'_)+')&3+)'"+),'"0)<'$$3(+&)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

`I)SJ),'")+%<M38)TB'@)+')Y#>)8'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)-./()%&)"(&'"(8)#3</"&3)%+)%&)('+\)

! Positively Prepared )

! Justified )

! Effective )

! Consistent with National Policy )

Pages 53 - 55 of the Annexes to the Submission City Plan Part 1

Not applicable

The information relating to the University of Sussex within the Infrastructure Delivery Plan should be
replaced by more up to date information on the University's development strategy for its campus at Falmer.
This is provided within a separate table included with the University's overall response to the Plan.

✔

✔
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aI)-.3/&3)?%F3)83+/%.&)03?/08%(?)E=,),'")<'(&%830)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()
-/0+)1)%&)('+).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)%&)"(&'"(8I):-.3/&3)#3)/&)403<%&3)/&)4'&&%#.3>I)
)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1OI)-.3/&3)&3+)'"+)+=3)<=/(?3:&>),'")<'(&%830)(3<3&&/0,)+')$/M3)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)
H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)&'"(8U)=/F%(?)03?/08)+')+=3)03/&'(),'")
%83(+%J%38)/#'F3)E=303)+=%&)03./+3&)+')&'"(8(3&&I))
)
:;'")E%..)(338)+')&/,)E=,)+=%&)<=/(?3)E%..)$/M3)+=3)-./().3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)
&'"(8I)S+)E%..)#3)=3.4J".)%J),'")/03)/#.3)+')4"+)J'0E/08),'"0)&"??3&+38)03F%&38)
E'08%(?)'J)/(,)4'.%<,)'0)+3_+I)-.3/&3)#3)/&)403<%&3)/&)4'&&%#.3I>)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

11I)SJ),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()<'(<30(&)&'"(8(3&&)'0).3?/.)<'$4.%/(<3)/(8)%&)&33M%(?)
/)<=/(?3U)8'),'")<'(&%830)%+)(3<3&&/0,)+')/++3(8)/(8)?%F3)3F%83(<3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)
4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(R):+%<M)#'_)#3.'E)/&)/440'40%/+3>)A=3)S(&43<+'0)E%..)
83+30$%(3)+=3)$'&+)/440'40%/+3)40'<38"03)+')/8'4+)+')=3/0)+='&3)E=')=/F3)
%(8%</+38)+=/+)+=3,)E%&=)+')4/0+%<%4/+3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(I)

No, I wish to communicate through written representations )

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions )
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11/I)SJ),'")E%&=)+')4/0+%<%4/+3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(U)4.3/&3)'"+.%(3)
E=,),'")<'(&%830)+=%&)+')#3)(3<3&&/0,I

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1NI)9'),'")=/F3)/(,)<'$$3(+&)'()+=3)(3E)4'.%<,)!!1)-03&"$4+%'()%()5/F'"0)'J)
!"&+/%(/#.3)93F3.'4$3(+R)

Yes No

1N/)SJ)b;3&b)8'),'")&"44'0+)^)'#c3<+)'0)4/0+%/..,)&"44'0+)^)4/0+%/..,)'#c3<+)+')+=%&)
4'.%<,R)

Support )  Partially Support )

Object )  Partially Object )

1N#)-.3/&3)&+/+3),'"0)03/&'(&)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1PI)-.3/&3)('+%J,)$3)E=3(III

The Plan has been submitted for Examination) )
)

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination )

Adoption of the City Plan) )

What happens next?
)*+,*-*'.&./#'-!0&1*!.#!.2*!3#$'%/4!5/44!6*!-$00&,/-*1!&'1!+&--*1!.#!.2*!7'-+*%.#,!8#,!
%#'-/1*,&./#'9!
:'%*!.2/-!2&-!2&++*'*1;!.2*!7'-+*%.#,!5/44!%#00*'%*!.2*!*<&0/'&./#'!&'1!=/>*!'#./%*!#8!
.2*!-.&,.!#8!.2*!2*&,/'=!-*--/#'-9!
7'.*,*-.*1!+&,./*-!5/44!6*!/'8#,0*1!#8!.2*!-.&,.!1&.*!#8!.2*!*<&0/'&./#'!-*--/#'-!&'1!.2*!
0&..*,-!.#!6*!%#'-/1*,*19!
!
Thank you for making your representations 

X

X

X

X

✔

✔

✔

✔



Our ref: HA/4/1/ 
Your ref:  

Planning Strategy 
Brighton and Hove City Council 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
HOVE   BN3 3BQ 

Keith Jacobs 

Wing 1B 
Federated House 
London Road 
Dorking RH4 1SZ 

Direct Line: 01306 878219 

Fax: 01306 878147

08 April 2013 

Dear Liz 

BRIGHTON & HOVE SUBMISSION CITY PLAN PART ONE  

Thank you consulting the Highways Agency (HA) on the Brighton & Hove Submission 
City Plan Part One, February 2013. 

As I am sure you are aware, the HA, on behalf of the Secretary of State for Transport, is 
responsible for managing and operating a safe and efficient Strategic Road Network 
(SRN), i.e. the Trunk Road and Motorway Network in England. In the case of Brighton 
and Hove this relates to A27, A23 and associated junctions. 

We previously commented on the Brighton & Hove Draft City Plan in correspondence 
dated July 2012. Since commenting on the City Plan, we have also been working in 
conjunction with your transport consultants to develop and agree the transport evidence 
base methodology to help ensure that it is fit for purpose and sufficiently assesses the 
impact of City Plan allocations on the SRN.   

Our comments on the Draft City Plan and combined Transport Assessment (TA) are 
outlined below. I recognise that the TA / evidence base queries may need to be directed 
to your transport consultant and we are happy to continue to work with them moving 
forward.  

Submission City Plan 

Spatial Distribution of Development – Table 3: Summary of Development Proposals 

The City Plan summarises the proposed quantum of housing, new employment 
floorspace and new retail floorspace.  We note that there is some variation between the 
quanta of housing proposed for each site in the submission City Plan compared to that 
proposed within Draft City Plan May 2012.   

We are satisfied however, that the changes are unlikely to have an impact on the overall 
level traffic utilising the SRN given that the changes only affect the city centre 
development allocations and not the out of town ones. 

Respondent 72



DA 7 – Toads Hole Valley 

As noted within previous correspondence, the development site at Toads Hole Valley is 
likely to generate a significant number of trips on the A27 given its proximal location to 
the A27 / Devils Dyke junction. Our concern in particular is that the A27 off slips could 
experience increased levels of queuing as a consequence of the development site 
which could pose a significant safety risk if the queues were to reach back to the 
mainline.    

Since the May 2012 consultation, Policy DA 7 has been strengthened with the addition 
of point ‘Q’ which outlines a requirement for developers to work with the HA to improve 
the operational performance of the A27 in this location. Whilst this policy addition is 
welcomed it remains unclear as to whether an improvement can be delivered to mitigate 
the impact. This is discussed further below. 

Policy DA7 (para 3.90) also mentions the possibility of an informal Park and Ride. As 
you may be aware, we have previously raised concerns about a Park and Ride in this 
location given their propensity to attract trips to the SRN. Any plans would therefore 
require a detailed investigation to be undertaken outlining the impact before we would 
be in a position to comment on the feasibility of a Park & Ride at Toads Hole Valley. 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) states that to facilitate development at Toads 
Hole Valley an improvement to the A27 / Devils Dyke junction will be required. A 
preliminary design of the improvement has not however been provided and therefore it 
is unclear whether or not an improvement at the junction is feasible particularly given 
the increased level of queuing that would need to be accommodated (discussed below).  

There is also an uncertainty around deliverability as we currently have no funding 
available meaning that the improvement would need to be developer funded and it is 
unclear whether the cost of the improvement would be prohibitive and risk the 
deliverability of the Toads Hole Valley site.   

Transport Assessment 

Strategic Modelling 

A technical review of the TA has been undertaken to determine whether the Strategic 
SATURN modelling has been undertaken in accordance with the agreed methodology.  

We are broadly content with the strategic modelling although the following points of 
clarification / information are requested: 

 The mitigation scenario includes improvements to 5 SRN junctions. Clarification
is requested as to what type of improvements are modelled at the junctions



 
 
 
 
 

   

 2030 Volume/Capacity plots for the Consented scenario are requested as they 
were missing from the TA 
 

 Detailed plots are requested for each SRN junction to show v/c in addition to 
those in Appendix F (with/without City Plan development) showing flow numbers. 
This will help us to understand more fully the impact of City Plan sites 
 

ARCADY modelling 
 
The strategic modelling concludes that many of the SRN junctions will be over capacity 
in the future year before City Plan development is added with slip road queues 
potentially reaching to the mainline. 
 
ARCADY models have been constructed to assess the impacts in more detail. Please 
find our comments on the ARCADY models below:  
 

 The geometric parameters used within a number of the models are not consistent 
with measurements taken during the review. It is unclear if this is a consequence 
of the calibration process but further detail is requested including a CAD plan of 
each of the junctions detailing where the measurements were taken from. 

 
 The validation is generally good although certain models validate better than 

others with queues on occasion being underestimated. Should the models be 
used to inform junction improvement designs, efforts will need to be made to 
improve the validation. 
 

 Validation queue data is missing for some arms of the A27 / A293 junction 
 

 The flows used within the modelling are consistent with the turning movements 
provided with the exception of the A27 / Devils Dyke junction which shows small 
variations. We understand that this is the consequence of vehicle to PCU 
conversion during the modelling process. 
 

 
Modelling results 
 
The modelling results indicate that a number of the junctions including the A27 at 
Falmer, A27 / Carden Avenue and A27 / A23 are expected to queue back to the 
mainline A27 as a consequence of future year growth and committed development. 
 
The A27 / Devils Dyke (north roundabout) results are particularly concerning given that 
City Plan traffic is modelled to significantly exacerbate the queuing. The results for the 
A27 East Bound Off-Slip are summarised below: 
 
AM 
Scenario RFC Queue (PCUs) Delay (s) 
Base 1.27 54.95 375.65 



 
 
 
 
 

   

Consented 1.56 73.4 614.97 
Consented + City Plan 2.04 119.19 1439.83 
PM 
Base 0.76 3.03 25.09 
Consented 1.02 16.71 128.06 
Consented + City Plan 1.16 44.02 262.78 
 
Having measured the storage capacity on the EB off-slip, the results indicate that the 
inclusion of City Plan traffic will result in queues reaching the mainline A27 that would 
not otherwise be present. 
 
This would represent a significant safety risk which is unacceptable and reinforces the 
need for the junction to be improved prior to the development site coming forward. 
 
Mitigation 
 
In order to mitigate the impact of City Plan traffic, a number of the junctions including 
the A27 / Devils Dyke north roundabout have been modelled in LinSig to understand 
how they would operate with signals.  
 
The results indicate that all the junctions would operate significantly better under signal 
control but a review of the modelling highlights a number of concerns with the 
signalisation of the junctions in their current alignment.  
 
We have provided detailed comments on the signalised junction modelling below. 
 
A27 / Falmer Interchange North Roundabout 
 
The supplied ARCADY models indicate that, by 2030, there will be capacity problems 
on the north and west arms.  In particular, the A27 eastbound off-slip would suffer from 
very long queues, which would probably back onto the main carriageway. 

Signal Methodology 

 
The LinSig model proposes signalling all three entry arms.  It is not clear, however, 
whether or not the existing roundabout is to be signalled, or a signalled cross roads 
implemented. 
 
The following main issues with the model have been identified. 

Main Issues 

 
If the roundabout were to be retained, the lack of opposing circulatory signals would 
allow vehicles to circle the roundabout and conflict with traffic still entering, on green, 
from the original entry.  It is, therefore, unlikely that retention of the roundabout is 
intended. 
 



 
 
 
 
 

   

If a signalled crossroad is proposed, it is not clear if the stage sequence, running each 
arm separately, would be the most efficient method of control.  The relatively high right 
turn from the south, however, would indicate that this would be the case. 
 
In the model, traffic from lanes 1 and 2, on the Knight’s Gate Road and A27 eastbound 
off-slip is being allowed to discharge into the single lane exit to The Drove over-bridge.  
Even if such a short merge were practicable, long merge queues, although transient in 
nature, would cause significant congestion at the upstream junction.  Running the model 
with single lane discharges from each arm into the over-bridge, however, results in the 
junction having insufficient capacity in both peak periods. 
 
The flared lane on The Drove entry is only about 15 metres long and not 30 metres, as 
specified in the model.  Reducing the flare length to 15 metres causes additional 
capacity problems on this arm. 
 
A27 / Falmer Interchange South Roundabout 
 
The ARCADY models predict severe capacity problems, particularly on The Drove 
(north) arm.  These queues would be long enough to reach across the over-bridge and 
cause severe congestion at the north junction. 

Signal Methodology 

 
It would appear from the LinSig model that the existing roundabout has been removed 
and a signalled T-junction implemented.  The left turn from The Drove over-bridge, 
which bypasses the roundabout via a free-flow lane, would be included in the signalled 
stopline. 

Main Issues 

 
It has been assumed that the northbound, lane 2 right turn into the A27 westbound on-
slip, will have a 4 PCU storage area in front of the stopline.  This may be somewhat 
optimistic and 2 PCUs may be more realistic. 
 
The change from Phase A (The Drove (north) to E (The Drove (south) indicative right 
arrow should have a 3 second intergreen. 
 
A cycle time of 117 seconds is required in the PM peak, to allow the junction to operate 
within capacity.  This tends to lead to long maximum queues, which in the case of The 
Drove (north) arm, could reach back to the north junction. 
 
A27 / Carden Avenue North Roundabout 

The ARCADY models predict 2030 capacity problems on all three arms.  The A27 
eastbound off-slip would appear to be the worst in all scenarios. 

 



 
 
 
 
 

   

 

Signal Methodology 

 
From the submitted model, the intention appears to be to convert the north roundabout 
to a signalled T-junction. 

Main Issues 

A number of issues have been identified which will have an impact on the performance 
of the junction:  

- The indicative right turn arrow phase (D) has not been allocated to the A27 off-
slip lane 2. 

- The phase change C (Coldean Lane) to D should have a 3 second intergreen. 

- Queues on the Carden Avenue over-bridge could be long enough to reach back 
to the south junction. 

 
A27 / A23 PATCHAM INTERCHANGE North Roundabout 
 
The 2030 ARCADY models predict capacity problems on the A27 eastbound off-slip 
entry only. 

Signal Methodology 

 
It appears from the model layout, that the intention is to retain the existing roundabout 
and signalise the A27 off-slip entry.  Braypool Lane will continue to operate as a give-
way entry. 
 
In principle, this solution could improve capacity at the A27 off-slip entry.  The following 
main issues, however, have been identified with the model. 

Main Issues 

 
Two lanes are permitted to turn right from the off-slip stopline, to the single lane over-
bridge.  There may be difficulties in accommodating the merge given the proximity of 
the bridge structure.  If this movement were a single lane only, however, the A27 off-slip 
would have insufficient capacity. 
 
The over-bridge northbound approach flare of 22 metres would appear to be 
impracticable, given the proximity of the bridge structure and would likely need to be 
reduced. 
 
If the over-bridge stopline were retained at the current give-way line position, there 
would be no internal signal to prevent conflict with U-turning traffic from Braypool Lane. 
 



 
 
 
 
 

   

The A27 eastbound on-slip appears to be a single lane exit and yet two lanes discharge 
to it from the over-bridge.  It is unclear if it is proposed to widen a section of the on-slip 
and clarification is requested. 
 
The model results predict that even with the flared entry and two lane discharge to the 
A27 on-slip, the over-bridge would have excessive queues which would cause 
congestion at the south roundabout. 
 
A27 / A23 PATCHAM INTERCHANGE South Roundabout 
 
The 2030 ARCADY models predict capacity problems and very long queues, on the 
A27 westbound off-slip entry. 

Signal Methodology 

 
The model layout indicates the intention to retain and signalise the roundabout, using a 
separate stage stream for each of the three entry nodes. 
 
The dedicated free-flow left turn from the Link Road to the A27 westbound on-slip will 
be removed and signalled with the roundabout entry stopline.  A flared lane is also 
proposed on the A27 westbound off-slip entry. 

Main Issues 

 
The U-turn from the Link Road (south) has been disallowed in the model.  When it is 
‘allowed’ using the LinSig ‘Route List View’, the Link Road (south) entry has limited 
capacity and suffers from DoS values of up to about 98%. 
 
The circulatory lane at the A27 off-slip node has excessive queues which would block 
back to the upstream over-bridge node.  This is exacerbated when the Link Road U-turn 
mentioned above is allowed. 
 
A27 / King George VI / Devils Dyke Road 
 
The ARCADY model results indicate that there will be capacity problems, particularly on 
the A27 eastbound off-slip.  It would seem that the main cause of this is the heavy right 
turn movement from the Devil’s Dyke Road over-bridge arm. 

Signal Methodology 

 
The LinSig model proposes retaining the roundabout and signalling all three entry arms.  
The model results appear to show that entry DoS values and queues would be reduced 
to acceptable levels during the AM peak period, as a result of signalling the existing 
layout. 

Main Issues 

 



 
 
 
 
 

   

Given the restricted stacking room at the internal stoplines, excessive queues prove to 
be a problem in the model.  Thus, in the AM peak period, queues of about 22 PCUs are 
predicted in circulatory lane 1 at the A27 off-slip node, equivalent to about 126 metres.  
This queue would back up through the Devil’s Dyke Road (south) entry and, when 
added to those stopline queues (11.5 PCUs), would create queues nearly 200 metres 
long across the over-bridge.  This would be more than enough to block back into, and 
cause congestion within, the south roundabout. 
 
Similarly, in the PM peak, long queues are predicted at the Devil’s Dyke Road (north) 
circulatory stopline, equivalent to about 100 metres in length.  These queues would not 
only prevent traffic leaving by the Devil’s Dyke exit, but would also cause congestion at 
the upstream A13 off-slip node. 
 
In practice, therefore, the proposed roundabout could not accommodate the modelled 
flows and it is likely that congestion would be caused at the south roundabout, whilst 
queues would probably still reach back to the A27 eastbound main carriageway. 
 
Some lane widths used to derive saturation flows seem unfeasibly narrow (e.g. 2.2 
metres). The Devil’ Dyke Road south U-turn movement has also been disallowed in the 
Route List View. 
 
The 90 second cycle time is long, particularly for a small roundabout.  Although it would 
appear to give more capacity, it would also make it more difficult to restrict the 
circulatory queues to reasonable lengths. 
 
The flows appear to have been assigned using the delay based assignment option.  On 
roundabouts, entry lane balancing is usually more appropriate 
 
Mitigation Conclusion 
 
The main problems identified with the LinSig models are associated with proposals to 
signalise some roundabouts with small ICDs (e.g. 40 metres).  Because of the limited 
stacking room, this inevitably creates difficulties with avoiding excessive circulatory 
queues.  Since LinSig cannot model upstream congestion caused by these queues, the 
model results for some of the roundabout entries are, as a result, very optimistic.  
Unfortunately, there appears to have been no attempt to limit any of these excessive 
queues in the models.  In order to do so, this would effectively reduce green time at 
some upstream entries and thus worsen their capacity performance. 
 
Whilst it is appreciated that not all of the junctions are proposed for mitigation within the 
City Plan it is clear, from the earlier assessment, that the A27 / Devils Dyke junctions 
will need improvement to facilitate the development at Toads Hole Valley and make it 
deliverable in transport terms.  
 
The mitigation modelling at this junction does not, at present, provide any certainty that 
mitigation can be provided to manage down the excessive queues particularly given the 
geographical constraints between the A27 and the National Park. It is recognised that 
the design of any improvement will largely be the responsibility of the developer but in 



 
 
 
 
 

   

order for us to take a view on the site’s deliverability we will need to be satisfied that an 
engineering solution can be found.   
 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
Whilst we are satisfied with the City Plan policies and welcome the requirement for an 
improvement of the A27 / Devils Dyke junctions to be provided prior to the development 
coming forward, a number of concerns remain with respect to the site’s deliverability. 
The ARCADY modelling indicates that the existing layout cannot accommodate City 
Plan traffic and the mitigation modelling of the junction has a number of problems and 
does not provide certainty that an improvement can be implemented. 
 
In order for us to be satisfied that the site is deliverable in transport terms and therefore 
that the City Plan is sound, it will need to be demonstrated that a junction improvement 
that suitably mitigates the impact of City Plan traffic at the A27 / Devils Dyke junctions 
(north and south) is feasible.  
 
Until such time that an indicative layout and associated modelling has been reviewed 
we will remain unsure of the deliverability of Toads Hole Valley in transport terms and 
as such the soundness of the Plan will remain in doubt. 
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Keith Jacobs 
NDD Asset Development Team - Sussex 
Email: keith.jacobs@highways.gsi.gov.uk  
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17 May 2013 
 

Dear Liz,  
 
BRIGHTON & HOVE SUBMISSION CITY PLAN PART ONE  
 
The purpose of this letter is to provide an update on the HA’s position with respect to 
the Brighton & Hove City Plan. As you are aware, we submitted a letter dated 08 April 
2013 which raised concerns regarding the junction modelling and the viability of 
mitigation at the A27 / Devils Dyke Road roundabout.  
 
Following the submission of the response, further information has been provided and it 
is therefore necessary to provide an update on our latest position in advance of the 
Examination in Public. 
 
Mitigation and Modelling 
 
The HA has been working closely with Brighton & Hove City Council and consultant’s 
JMP during the development of the transport evidence base for the City Plan. The 
approach has been very successful with each step of the modelling being agreed in turn 
before being used to assess City Plan development scenarios. 
 
The Transport Assessment and associated ARCADY and LINSIG models, which 
assessed the impact of development on the A27 junctions to the north of Brighton, were 
reviewed as part of the 08 April response. The review was undertaken without the 
benefit of seeing the proposed junction improvement designs as these were not 
supplied in time to meet the consultation deadline. As a consequence, the review 
highlighted several problems with respect to the mitigation at the A27 / Devils Dyke 
north roundabout in particular. The Toads Hole Valley development site adjacent to the 
A27 is dependent on mitigation being provided at the Devils Dyke junction and, as such, 
the conclusion was made that the deliverability of Toads Hole Valley was uncertain due 
to the evidence base not providing a viable improvement. 
 
Following the submission of the 08 April response, junction improvement plans together 
with updated modelling files were submitted to the HA for review. The plans have been 
reviewed in conjunction with the modelling files and we are now satisfied that the 



preliminary junction improvement proposed at the A27 Devils Dyke junction is suitable 
for the purposes of the City Plan and mitigates the impact of development traffic.  

Further detail will be required at detailed design stage and a review will also be required 
to check compliance with the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges and assess the 
need for any departures from standard. In accordance with the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan, the expectation is that the improvement at the A27 Devils Dyke junction will be 
implemented prior to occupation of Toads Hole Valley. It will be important therefore, for 
Brighton & Hove, the developers and the HA to work together to develop the design 
moving forward.  

City Plan Soundness 

Following the review of the additional information provided, we are now satisfied with 
the sustainability of the Spatial Strategy outlined in the City Plan and therefore that the 
Plan is sound. 

Sufficient work on the mitigation measures has been undertaken at this stage of the 
planning process, specifically that the impact of Toads Hole Valley can be mitigated to 
avoid detriment to the A27 and the models used by Brighton & Hove to assess impacts 
and help define mitigation measures are fit for purpose. 

As such we are satisfied that the Plan can be delivered, subject to working with the HA 
to develop improvement designs moving forward, and that the spatial strategy that 
underpins the City Plan is the most sustainable approach to accommodating growth 
within Brighton & Hove. The approach adopted by Brighton & Hove in developing the 
City Plan is sound and consistent with the Agency’s view of best practice in ensuring 
that development is lanned in a way that encourages more sustainable travel patterns 
and behaviours 

I hope that the above has been helpful but should you have any queries please do not 
hesitate to contact me.   

Yours sincerely 

Keith Jacobs 
NDD Asset Development Team - Sussex 
Email: Keith.Jacobs@highways.gsi.gov.uk 



Environment Agency 

Guildbourne House Chatsworth Road, Worthing, West Sussex, BN11 1LD. 
Customer services line: 03708 506 506 
www.environment-agency.gov.uk 

Cont/d..

Brighton & Hove City Council 
Planning Strategy & Projects 
Town Hall Norton Road 
Hove 
East Sussex 
BN3 3BQ 

Our ref: HA/2012/113120/CS-
02/SB1-L01 
Your ref: 

Date: 11 April 2013 

Dear Sir/Madam 

City Plan (Part 1)  
Submission version 

Thank you for your consultation this submission version of the City Plan (Part 1) 

We have not identifed any legal compliance or soundness issues with your plan. 

Supporting Comments 

Groundwater Quality Protection 

We welcome the recognition and prominance that groundwater is given throughout the 
document. This creates a positive will for addressing sustainability and protection of the 
environment. 

We are pleased to see the inclusion of the Water Framework Directive and 
groundwater within the Challenges section, this highlights the importance of the water 
environment for the city and the need to protect it. 

We support the Strategic Objectives as described and the Development Areas. We 
consider that the supporting text provides a clear rationale for the approach to 
development which will protect and enhance the environment. We aslo support the 
need to promote high standard development, particularly in sensitive groundwater 
locations. 

We support the inclusion of Policy CP8 Sustainable Buildings. We would however 
recommend one amendment: 
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End 2

This would help to highlight where development sites that may be potentially 
contaminated, will need to be investigated and remediated. This will protect 
groundwater quality and reduce human health impacts and strengthen the aims of the 
NPPF. 

Managing Flood Risk – Policy CP11 

We support the inclusion of this policy. It will help to manage the flood risks associated 
with new development and help meet the aims of the NPPF and associated Technical 
Guidance. 

It may also be useful to amend your monitoring target to include your own Council’s 
decisions on planning applications as this will reflect future changes to roles and 
responsibilites for flooding issues. 

Biodiversity – Policy CP10 

We support the inclusion of this policy as part of the City plan and the development of 
programmes and strategies that will aim to conserve, restore and enhance biodiversity 
and access to it. 

We strongly support linking up with the South Downs Way Ahead NIA and approaching 
biodiversity at a landscape scale linking urban areas to the surrounding countryside. 
This is particularly prudent with the Biosphere bid in mind and further reference to this 
outside the supporting text may be worthwhile. 

Please contact me if you have any questions and we look forward to advising on Part 2 
of the City Plan.     

Yours sincerely 

Mark Luker 
Environment Agency Planning Advisor 

Recommendation: Policy CP8, Part k 

We would recommend the inclusion of land, in that new development; 

“Reduces air, land and water pollution”. 

We would recommend however that your own Council is referenced in the policy as 
a source of information and technical assistance. Your Council has a developing 
new role as Lead Local Flood Authority with a responsibility for surface and 
groundwater flooding, SuDS approval and other responsibilities derived from the 
Flood and Water Management Act 2010. 



www.cbre.co.uk 
Registered in England No 3536032 Registered Office St Martin’s Court 10 Paternoster Row London EC4M 7HP 

CBRE Limited is regulated by the RICS and is an appointed representative of CBRE Indirect Investment Services Limited 
which is authorised and regulated by the Financial Services Authority. 

By Email 

Dear Sir/Madam 

CITY PLAN (PART 1) – PROPOSED SUBMISSION DOCUMENT 

We write on behalf of our client, CBRE Global Investors, in response to Brighton and Hove City 
Council’s recently published City Plan (Part 1) – Proposed Submission Document. 

We have reviewed the above document and respond accordingly with regards to a number of sites 
owned by our client in the Brighton and Hove District. We set out CBRE Global Investor’s 
comments on the City Plan below. These representations are predominantly made with respect to 
the soundness of Policy CP20: Housing Mix. 

Policy CP20: Affordable Housing 

We would encourage the Council to consider a more flexible approach to the provision of 
affordable housing.  

Policy CP20 states that the Council will now require the provision of affordable housing on all sites 
of 5 or more dwellings (net) and will negotiate to achieve the following affordable housing targets: 

a) 40% onsite affordable housing provision on sites of 15 or more (net) dwellings;
b) 30% onsite affordable housing provision on sites of between 10 and 14 (net) dwellings or

as an equivalent financial contribution;
c) 20% affordable housing as an equivalent financial contribution on sites of between 5 and

9 (net dwellings).

The above, increases the threshold from the existing Brighton & Hove Local Plan (2005) whereby 
Policy HO2 only looks to secure affordable housing capable of producing 10 or more dwellings.  

Whilst the Council are proposing to make the level of contribution subject to viability appraisals, 
we consider that this will not provide the Council with any level of certainty regarding contributions 

CBRE Limited 
Henrietta House         
Henrietta Place 

London W1G 0NB 

 Switchboard +44 (0)20 7182 2000 
 Fax +44 (0)20 7182 2001 

Local Development Team 
Brighton and Hove City Council 
FREEPOST SEA6776 
Room 410 
Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
Hove 
BN3 3ZZ 

 Direct Line +44 (0)20 7182 2752 

Jonathan.stoddart@cbre.com 

12th April 2013
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to be levied. In our view it would be more appropriate to set realistic, achievable requirements at 
the outset.  
 
We therefore believe that Policy CP20 is unsound as we do not consider it to be the most 
appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable or previous alternatives.  The current 
policy as it stands is viewed as inconsistent with the National Planning Policy Framework 
(paragraph 173) which looks to ensure viability and deliverability.   
 
NPPF Paragraph 173 states that: 
 
”To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development, such as 
requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other requirements 
should, when taking account of the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive 
returns to a willing land owner and will developer to enable the development to be deliverable”. 
 
We consider that the level of contribution sought in the current Local Plan (2005) is more 
achievable and reasonable in relation to small residential developments. We would welcome 
revisions to the draft policy to raise the threshold back to 10 dwellings as this would make the 
policy more effective and supportive of smaller developments between 1-9 dwellings and change 
of use to residential proposals. 
 
Summary 
 
We trust the comments made above in respect of the City Plan (Part 1): Proposed Submission 
Document are useful and will be taken into account in the ongoing preparation of this document. 
We would be grateful if you could confirm that these representations have been received and duly 
made and that we are kept informed on the progress of the progress of the Plan.  
 
Thank you in advance for your consideration. Please do not hesitate to get in touch should you 
wish to discuss any of the above comments in greater detail. 
 
Yours faithfully,  
 
 
 
 
 
JONATHAN STODDART 
DIRECTOR 
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Report to Planning Committee 

Date 11 April 2013 

By Director of Planning 

Title of Report Response to the Brighton and Hove Proposed Submission City 

Plan Part One 

Purpose of Report For Members to consider and comments to be submitted on 

behalf of the National Park Authority to Brighton and Hove 

City Council on the “Soundness” of the Proposed Submission 

City Plan Part One 

Recommendation: The Committee is recommended to: 

1) Agree that the comments contained within this report be submitted to

Brighton and Hove City Council as a response to the Soundness of the

Proposed Submission City Plan Part One.

2) Authorise the Director of Planning, in consultation with the Chair of the

Planning Committee, to approve any minor changes to the SDNPA response

to the Brighton and Hove City Council Proposed Submission City Plan Part

One.

1. Introduction and Summary

1.1 The Brighton & Hove Proposed Submission City Plan Part One1 provides the

strategic planning policy framework for development in the City of Brighton

and Hove up to 2030. The document provides planning policies for the area

of Brighton and Hove Unitary Authority outside the South Downs National Park

(SDNP).  Planning policies for the area of Brighton and Hove Unitary Authority

within the SDNP will continue to be provided from the saved policies in the

Brighton and Hove Local Plan 2005 and, subsequently, in the South Downs

National Park Local Plan, once adopted.

1.2 Work began on the City Plan last Autumn following the formal withdrawal of

the Core Strategy from the examination process (September 2011). The Core

Strategy had to be withdrawn because the Planning Inspector was not

satisfied that the housing delivery strategy was robust. The Localism Act and

the (then forthcoming) National Planning Policy Framework also signalled the

need to amend and update the plan.

1.3 Consultation on four policy areas where significant change was required

(housing, employment, transport and student housing) took place between

October and November 2011.

1 The Brighton & Hove Draft City Plan Part One can be viewed on the Brighton and Hove City Council 
website (http://www.brighton-hove.gov.uk/index.cfm?request=c1148443 ) 
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1.4 The Brighton and Hove City Council Draft City Plan part 1will provide the vision 

for Brighton and Hove in 2030. It will provide the strategic direction for 

development in the city. It will identify the broad locations, scale and type of 

development and supporting infrastructure that is required. It will also identify 

strategic housing and employment site allocations. Non-strategic site 

allocations and development management policies will follow in the City Plan 

Part 11. 

1.5 Although the two authorities are not producing a single joint Core Strategy for 

Brighton and Hove, the South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA) has 

been working closely with officers at BHCC during the development of the 

City Plan, regarding specific sites, making a formal representation during the 

consultation on the four policy areas mentioned above and at the draft plan 

stage, following discussion with Members (Appendix 1). 

1.6 This period of consultation provides an opportunity for the SDNPA to make a 

formal representation on the soundness and legal compliance of the City 

Plan. This involves assessing if the policies within the Proposed Submission 

document are “sound” against a criteria of being: 

1.6.1 “Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on a strategy 
which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure 

requirements, including unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities 

where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable 

development 

1.6.2 Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when 

considered against the reasonable alternative, based on proportionate 

evidence 

1.6.3 Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on 

effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and 

1.6.4 Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the delivery of 

sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the [National 

Planning Policy] Framework.”2 

1.7 Any formal representations made on the proposed submission are collated by 

BHCC, who will then include them as part of their submission of the City Plan 

Part One to the Secretary of State, for consideration by the appointed 

Planning Inspector. 

2. Response to overall content 

2.1 The South Downs National Park Authority supports the overall aims of the 

Proposed Submission City Plan. We support the aims and objectives of the 

Brighton Biosphere Reserve which align with the Purposes and Duty of the 

South Downs National Park and the objectives of the Nature Improvement 

Area – ‘South Downs Way Ahead’. 

2.2 However, comments made by the South Downs National Park Authority on 

the draft City Plan Policy SA5: The South Downs, have not been fully taken on 

board and the document still contains a policy covering land within the South 

Downs National Park. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) clearly 

states that “each local planning authority should produce a Local Plan for its 

area”3, Brighton and Hove City Council is not the Local Planning Authority for 

the National Park, and the City Plan is not a joint Plan with the National Park 

                                            
2 Extract from paragraph 182, National Planning Policy Framework, CLG, March 2012 
3 Paragraph 153, National planning Policy Framework, CLG, March 2012 
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Authority, and the planning policy framework should not include policies 

outside of their jurisdiction. Therefore, it is considered that the policy is not 

sound as it is not consistent with national policy. 

3. Response to Site Specific Policies 

3.1 The comments that follow relate to specific policies contained within the 

Proposed Submission City Plan Part One. As these proposals could have a 

significant impact on the surrounding landscape of the South Downs National 

Park careful consideration must be given to the impact of any proposals on 

the setting of the South Downs National Park and its two Purposes, in 

accordance with Section 62 of the Environment Act 1995.  

3.2 The SDNPA supports the overall aim of the spatial distribution of development 

to minimise transport impacts and the continued protection of the South 

Downs National Park.  

3.3 Lewes Road Area - Policy DA3 (Appendix 2). The SDNPA support the aim of 

improving provision and access to education and commend the City Council 

on proposing high goals for zero carbon developments and achievement of 

an Outstanding BREEAM rating level.  Given the proximity of the University of 

Sussex and University of Brighton campuses at the north of Lewes Road to the 

SDNP, it is important that due regard is given to the impact of any 

development on the setting of the SDNP, and its purposes, in accordance 

with Section 62 of the Environment Act 1995. The SDNPA therefore welcome 

the addition of  the wording “avoiding adverse impact upon the setting of 

the South Downs National Park” to policy DA3. The SDNPA would request to 

be involved in any future proposals.  

3.4 Toad’s Hole Valley - Policy DA7 (Appendix 3). The SDNPA welcomes the 

addition of DA7 C1d) (“Due regard will be given to the impact of 

development on the purposes and setting of the South Downs National Park”) 

as well as the reference to Section 62 of the Environment Act 1995 in footnote 

79. 

3.5 Careful consideration must be given to views into and out of the SDNP, both 

the long views through the valley to the north and from the high ground 

along Devil’s Dyke Road to the east and Round Hill to the west and this 

overall rolling hill and valley landscape setting. The SDNPA is therefore 

concerned to see that reference to affect of development of views to and 

from the South Downs National Park (DA7-C1d) of the draft City Plan Part 

One) has been removed from the policy. The SDNPA would wish to see this 

reinstated. 

3.6 The SDNPA supports the aim to improve the quality of the Site of Nature 

Conservation Importance on the south-west boundary of the site and 

improving the quality of walking and cycling links with the SDNP. The SDNPA 

also welcomes the aim of protecting the sensitive groundwater from pollution, 

the reduction of flood risk and surface water run-off (para DA7 A.8. pg 67). 

The National Park Authority would wish to commend the City Council for 

requiring zero carbon development attaining Code for Sustainable Homes 

Level 6 and BREEAM Outstanding. It also supports the suggested mix of size 

and tenure of housing on the site, with an emphasis on a significant amount 

of affordable housing.  

3.7 At paragraph 3.85 of the Draft City Plan it states that a future planning brief 

will be developed for the area. The National Park Authority would wish to 

support this and would therefore wish to propose close partnership working 
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between the City Council and the NPA on production of a planning brief for 

Toad’s Hole Valley.  

3.8 Urban Fringe - Policy SA4 (Appendix 4). The SDNPA strongly supports the five 

objectives of policy SA4 and would want to work with BHCC to promote these 

aims and enable BHCC to achieve these goals. The SDNPA also note that 

their previous comments regarding the removal of wording “one or more” has 

been considered and implemented by the Council. 

3.9 The South Downs - Policy SA5 (Appendix 5). The SDNPA does not consider this 

policy to be in conformity with the NPPF’s requirement for each Local 

Planning Authority to prepare a Local Plan for its area. In response to the draft 

City Plan the SDNPA requested that the policy be removed. This has not been 

done, and additional policy wording has now been added setting “priorities 

for the South Downs and National Park land that falls within the city’s 

administrative area”. The policy acknowledges that the council is not the 

planning authority for the National Park, and although the council is a major 

landowner this does not require or entitle the council to produce planning 

policies outside of their administrative area and beyond their legal jurisdiction 

as a Local Planning Authority.  

3.10 Traveller Accommodation - Policy CP22 (Appendix 6). The traveller policy sets 

out a positive criteria for assessing the suitability of any future sites. It highlights 

that there is an existing need for permanent residential pitches within Brighton 

and Hove and that they have identified a site. And that any additional 

requirements will be facilitated through Part Two of the City Plan. In light of the 

listed criteria, the SDNPA would not expect any further applications for the 

provision in the National Park. It is noted that the reference to the 

identification of a site within the South Downs National Park has been 

removed (Paragraph 4.221, Draft Brighton & Hove City Plan Part One). 

 

4. Conclusion 

4.1 Given the proximity of the large urban area of Brighton and Hove to the 

sensitive landscape of the South Downs National Park it is imperative that the 

NPA engages with the policy formation process of the City Council. It is 

therefore recommended that the South Downs National Park Authority 

Planning Committee agree that the comments contained within this report 

be submitted to Brighton and Hove City Council as the South Downs National 

Park Authority’s formal response to the Brighton & Hove Proposed Submission 

City Plan Part One. 

5. Resources 

5.1 The resource implications of this report are limited. Officers are likely to be 

required to produce written submissions to the Examination inspector and 

may be required to attend hearing sessions during the Examination in Public 

of the Brighton and Hove City Plan part One. 

6. Risk management 

6.1 Risk: By not responding to this phase of policy development the NPA would 

lose an important opportunity to input into the future development of one of 

our closet neighbouring urban centres. 

6.2 Mitigation: Responding and maintaining our close working relationship 

ensures we are able to input into the development of Brighton and Hove. 



5 

7. Crime and Disorder Implication 

7.1 It is considered that the proposal does not raise any crime and disorder 

implications. 

8. Human Rights Implications 

8.1 It is considered that there are no human rights implications from this report. 

9. Equalities Act 2010 

13.1 Due regard, where relevant, has been taken to the South Downs National 

Park Authority’s equality duty as contained within the Equalities Act 2010. 

10. External Consultees 

10.1 None. 

TIM SLANEY  

Director of Planning  

 

Contact Officer: Lara Southam, Local Plan Lead 

Tel: 01730 811745 

email: Lara.southam@southdowns.gov.uk 

Appendices  Appendix 1: Report PC 46/12 (Planning Committee Meeting 

12 July 2012) 

Appendix 2: Policy DA3 Lewes Road Area, Brighton & Hove 

Proposed Submission City Plan Part One 

Appendix 3: Policy DA7 Toad’s Hole Valley, Brighton & Hove 

Proposed Submission City Plan Part One  

Appendix 4: Policy SA4 Urban Fringe, Brighton & Hove 

Proposed Submission City Plan Part One  

Appendix 5: Policy SA5 The South Downs, Brighton & Hove 

Proposed Submission City Plan Part One  

Appendix 6: Policy CP22 Traveller Accommodation, Brighton & 

Hove Proposed Submission City Plan Part One 

 

Background 

Documents 

1. Brighton & Hove Proposed Submission City Plan Part One 

http://www.brighton-

hove.gov.uk/index.cfm?request=c1148443  

SDNPA Consultees Chief Executive Officer, Director of Corporate Services, 

Director of Strategy and Partnerships, Head of Operations, 

Chief Finance Officer, Deputy Chief Finance Officer, 

Monitoring Officer & Senior Solicitor. 
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Introduction 

1.1 CBRE Ltd act as property and planning advisers to American Express and have been asked 

to submit representations to the Submission Version of the Brighton & Hove City Plan, Part 

One, February 2013 (referred hereafter as the “City Plan”) regarding the former AMEX 

House site (within the Edward Street Quarter) in which they have an interest. 

1.2 We previously submitted representations, on behalf of American Express, to the Draft City 

Plan in May 2012.  American Express welcomes the opportunity to provide further comment 

on the City Plan before its submission to Secretary of State. 

Representations to Policy DA5- Eastern Road and Edward Street Area; 

Strategic Allocation 2- Edward Street Quarter 

1.3 The former AMEX House site lies within the development areas DA5- Eastern Road and 

Edward Street Area. This development area is underpinned by four strategic development 

sites, one of which is the Edward Street Quarter (including the former AMEX House site). 

1.4 As stated in our previous representations, we welcome the principle of Policy DA5 and 

support and endorse the identification of the Edward Street Quarter as a strategic allocation 

for mixed use development.  

1.5 Part C (2.) of Policy DA5 identifies the Edward Street Quarter for:  

“....15,000 - 20,000 sq m of high quality B1a office floorspace, 65 residential units and 

ancillary shops (A1) and cafes and restaurants.” 

1.6 We appreciate that our comments from previous representations have been considered, 

and welcome the addition of shops (Class A1) and restaurants and cafes (Class A3) to the 

policy. We would, however, also seek to include the option for a hotel use (Class C1) as 

part of the appropriate mix of uses within the Edward Street Quarter, supporting the 

commercial function of the area.  

1.7 We also support the overall reduction in the quantum of development (as the Draft City Plan 

previously stated “30,000sq m of high quality office floorspace and 165 residential units”). 

An overall reduction reflects findings from a Design Brief undertaken by Brighton & Hove 

City Council (which American Express have been consulted upon) indicating site 

capacity/deliverability issues that represent over-development of the site.   However, we 

consider that it would be more appropriate that the proportionate reduction in the overall 

quantum of floorspace should be greater for office floorspace, rather than for residential 

units.  

1.8 The policy currently refers to the quantum of floorspace and number of residential units as 

specific figures. However, we would reiterate comments made in our earlier representations 

i.e., that it would beneficial to provide these figures as an estimate or approximation and 

that this provision should be subject to viability testing. It would also be beneficial in 

assisting future development viability if the policy could include a degree of flexibility 

between the various floorspace figures and uses proposed to respond to changing market 

circumstances and demand.  

1.9 On the basis of the above, although we are in support of the overall principle of the policy, 

and welcome most of our comments being incorporated into the Submission Version of the 

City Plan, we find that the policy could be found to be unsound, as it is not sufficiently 
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flexible and could restrict the delivery of future development. In this respect the policy DA5 

is inconsistent with national policy. 

1.10 The guidance set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that 

“Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to viability and costs in plan-

making and decision-taking. Plans should be deliverable. Therefore, the sites and the scale 

of development identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations 

and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is threatened. To ensure viability, 

the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development, such as requirements for 

affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, 

when taking account of the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive 

returns to a willing land owner and willing developer to enable the development to be 

deliverable” (Paragraph 173).  
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Ms Mr
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Wrighton Derwent

CPRE Sussex CPRE Sussex - Brighton &
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TN22 5HG TN22 5HG
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You can find an explanation of the terms used in the ‘Guidance to Making a 
Representation’ document. Please fill this part of the form out for each representation you 
make.

1I) Q=%<=)-/0+)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)
(please tick one only – if you have multiple representations you will need to fill this part 
out again separately) 

Section One: Introduction ) )

Section Two: The Strategy ) )

Section Three: Development & Special Area Policies )

Section Four: Citywide Policies )

Appendix 1 Glossary of Terms )

Appendix 2 Key Diagram )

Annex 1: Implementation & Monitoring )

Annex 2: Infrastructure Delivery Plan )

Annex 3: Housing Implementation Strategy )

 Policies Map )

Sustainability Appraisal )

NI) SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()A=033@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)L)
E=%<=)-'.%<,)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please
tick one box only))

DA1 Brighton Centre & Churchill Square Area )

DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Works & Black Rock Area )

DA3 Lewes Road Area )

DA4 New England Quarter & London Road Area )

DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area )

DA6 Hove Station Area )

DA7 Toad's Hole Valley )

DA8 Shoreham Harbour )

SA1 The Seafront )

SA2 Central Brighton )

SA3 Valley Gardens )

SA4 Urban Fringe )

SA5 The South Downs )

SA6 Sustainable Neighbourhoods )

PI)SJ),'")+%<M38)T!3<+%'()5'"0@U)T-'.%<%3&)V/4@)'0)T!"&+/%(/#%.%+,)6440/%&/.@)/#'F3)
E=%<=)4'.%<,)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3)+'R)(please tick one box only))

CP1 Housing Delivery) ) )

CP2 Sustainable Economic Development )

CP3 Employment Land )

CP4 Retail Provision )

CP5 Culture and Tourism )

CP6 Visitor Accommodation )

CP7 Infrastructure and Developer Contributions )

CP8 Sustainable Buildings )

CP9 Sustainable Transport )

CP10 Biodiversity )

CP11 Flood Risk )

CP12 Urban Design )

CP13 Public Streets and Spaces )

CP14 Housing Density )

CP15 Heritage )

✔



!3 of 8

CP16 Open Space )

CP17 Sports Provision )

CP18 Healthy City )

CP19 Housing Mix )

CP20 Affordable Housing )

CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple 
Occupation

)

CP22 Traveller Accommodation )

WI)A')E=%<=)-/?3)B"$#30:&>)8'3&),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

XI)A')E=%<=)4/0/?0/4=)'J)+=3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)8'3&)+=%&)03403&3(+/+%'()03./+3R)

)

YI)9'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&\)

6a Legally Compliant?) Yes? ) No? ) )

6b Sound?) Yes? ) No? ) )

]I)SJ),'")/?033)+=/+)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1)%&).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)/(8^'0)
&'"(8)/(8)E%&=)+')&"44'0+)+=%&U)4.3/&3)"&3)+=%&)#'_)+')&3+)'"+),'"0)<'$$3(+&)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

`I)SJ),'")+%<M38)TB'@)+')Y#>)8'),'")<'(&%830)+=3)-./()%&)"(&'"(8)#3</"&3)%+)%&)('+\)

! Positively Prepared )

! Justified )

! Effective )

! Consistent with National Policy )

The whole Submission City Plan

The whole Submission City Plan

✔

✔

The documentation is voluminous and Planning these days is a complex issue. We would
consider that the Submission version is broadly legally compliant. We are concerned
about whether it represents "the most appropriate solution for the area" and do not see
that the duty to cooperate with neighbouring areas has been actively incorporated into the
Submission City Plan.

✔

✔

✔
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-/0+)1)%&)('+).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)%&)"(&'"(8I):-.3/&3)#3)/&)403<%&3)/&)4'&&%#.3>I)
)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1OI)-.3/&3)&3+)'"+)+=3)<=/(?3:&>),'")<'(&%830)(3<3&&/0,)+')$/M3)+=3)Z0%?=+'()[)
H'F3)*%+,)-./()-/0+)1).3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)&'"(8U)=/F%(?)03?/08)+')+=3)03/&'(),'")
%83(+%J%38)/#'F3)E=303)+=%&)03./+3&)+')&'"(8(3&&I))
)
:;'")E%..)(338)+')&/,)E=,)+=%&)<=/(?3)E%..)$/M3)+=3)-./().3?/..,)<'$4.%/(+)'0)
&'"(8I)S+)E%..)#3)=3.4J".)%J),'")/03)/#.3)+')4"+)J'0E/08),'"0)&"??3&+38)03F%&38)
E'08%(?)'J)/(,)4'.%<,)'0)+3_+I)-.3/&3)#3)/&)403<%&3)/&)4'&&%#.3I>)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

11I)SJ),'"0)03403&3(+/+%'()<'(<30(&)&'"(8(3&&)'0).3?/.)<'$4.%/(<3)/(8)%&)&33M%(?)
/)<=/(?3U)8'),'")<'(&%830)%+)(3<3&&/0,)+')/++3(8)/(8)?%F3)3F%83(<3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)
4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(R):+%<M)#'_)#3.'E)/&)/440'40%/+3>)A=3)S(&43<+'0)E%..)
83+30$%(3)+=3)$'&+)/440'40%/+3)40'<38"03)+')/8'4+)+')=3/0)+='&3)E=')=/F3)
%(8%</+38)+=/+)+=3,)E%&=)+')4/0+%<%4/+3)/+)+=3)=3/0%(?)4/0+)'J)+=3)3_/$%(/+%'(I)

No, I wish to communicate through written representations )

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing sessions )

We have commented previously on the four Policy Option Papers of October 2011 and the draft City Plan Part
One dated May 2012.

Rather than repeat those comments we submit them for the purposes of this consultation. The only change
we made from the comments on the Policy Option Papers on those we later made on the draft City Plan Part
One was to change from "Partially Support" to "Object" in relation to the development of Toad's Hole Valley.
This was due to the dramatic increase in the density of development in the draft City Plan plus its impact on
the views to and from to the SDNP. We note that the density of the proposed development has not changed
in the Submission City Plan.

Our concern in this respect has been heightened in recent weeks with the proposals for the development of
Anston House and the adjacent land. Whilst we applaud the use of brown field land we deplore the
overbearing nature of that proposed development. We want to see brown field land and certainly before the
likes of Toad's Hole Valley, we do not want to see our town ruined in the process.

We continue to seek the better use of brown field land with the City Council taking the lead in encouraging the
building over of open car parks as just one example. We see that as a positive suggestion which has not
been adopted. We are not suggesting that the City Council funds such work, but ensures that such concepts
are incorporated to counter the acknowledged situation - repeated throughout the Submission City Plan - that
the City is constrained by the SDNP and the sea. Precisely why some imagination and innovation is required.

We feel that adoption of such better use of brown field land and working with neighbouring
areas will generate "the most appropriate solution for the area."

✔
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)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1NI)9'),'")=/F3)/(,)<'$$3(+&)'()+=3)(3E)4'.%<,)!!1)-03&"$4+%'()%()5/F'"0)'J)
!"&+/%(/#.3)93F3.'4$3(+R)

Yes No

1N/)SJ)b;3&b)8'),'")&"44'0+)^)'#c3<+)'0)4/0+%/..,)&"44'0+)^)4/0+%/..,)'#c3<+)+')+=%&)
4'.%<,R)

Support ) Partially Support )

Object ) Partially Object )

1N#)-.3/&3)&+/+3),'"0)03/&'(&)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

1PI)-.3/&3)('+%J,)$3)E=3(III

The Plan has been submitted for Examination) )
)

Publication of the recommendations from the Examination )

Adoption of the City Plan) )

What happens next?
)*+,*-*'.&./#'-!0&1*!.#!.2*!3#$'%/4!5/44!6*!-$00&,/-*1!&'1!+&--*1!.#!.2*!7'-+*%.#,!8#,!
%#'-/1*,&./#'9!
:'%*!.2/-!2&-!2&++*'*1;!.2*!7'-+*%.#,!5/44!%#00*'%*!.2*!*<&0/'&./#'!&'1!=/>*!'#./%*!#8!
.2*!-.&,.!#8!.2*!2*&,/'=!-*--/#'-9!
7'.*,*-.*1!+&,./*-!5/44!6*!/'8#,0*1!#8!.2*!-.&,.!1&.*!#8!.2*!*<&0/'&./#'!-*--/#'-!&'1!.2*!
0&..*,-!.#!6*!%#'-/1*,*19!
!
Thank you for making your representations 

We feel that the broad issues we are raising are better explained verbally and discussed
with the Inspector to ensure that we have adequately explained the concepts.

✔

✔

As with virtually all statements relating to Sustainable Development we would expect to
see details for the requirements to be spelt out in detail. We presume these will follow in
later documents and that needs to be stated. It is important that the requirements are
meaningful.

✔

✔

✔
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Event Name

Mr David Botibol (750853) 

Submission City Plan - Part 1 

Mr David BotibolComment by

11Comment ID

11/04/13 17:41Response Date

Submission City Plan - Part 1 Document (
View )

Consultation Point

SubmittedStatus

WebSubmission Type

0.2Version

Section Three: Development & Special Area
Policies

1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this
representation relate?

DA7 Toad's Hole Valley2. If you ticked 'Section Three', 'Policies Map' or
'Sustainability Appraisal' which Policy of the City Plan
Part 1 does this representation relate to?

79-864.To which Page Number(s) does your representation
relate to?

No6a Legally Compliant?

No6b Sound?

7. If you agree that the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is legally compliant and/or sound and wish
to support this, please use this box to set out your comments.

I have no comment on legal compliance or otherwise, but the form insisted on Yes or No.

8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1
is unsound because it is not:

Positively Prepared
Justified
Effective
Consistent with National Policy

Powered by Objective Online 4.0 - page 1
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9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is not legally
compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

The policy DA7 is not sound because (A) it conflicts with the core policies of the City Plan, (B) it would
create a neighbourhood that was inherently unsustainable, contrary to the planning principles of the
NPPF, and (C) there is a lack of evidence that the standards of sustainability and the benefits listed
in policy could or would be delivered. I support the Representations by the Campaign to Save Toad?s
Hole Valley, submitted by Hazel McKay, which provide full details as to why Policy DA7 is unsound.
These can be found at
https://docs.google.com/file/d/0B8wP040a_PnVQnBFc0VXblFzckU/edit?usp=sharing or
http://tinyurl.com/d4vxrpb . I ask Brighton & Hove City Council to study and accept them, and to alter
the City Plan accordingly.

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you identified above where this relates to
soundness. (You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.)

Policy DA7 should be deleted and Toad?s Hole Valley protected in perpetuity from development, by
inserting a new policy designating the valley as a Local Green Space.

Written Representations

No, I wish to communicate through written
representations

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal
compliance and is seeking a change, do you consider it
necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing part
of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate) The
Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure
to adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish
to participate at the hearing part of the examination.

No12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development?

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations
from the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

Powered by Objective Online 4.0 - page 2
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Bristol
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Submission City Plan - Part 1Event Name

Ms Julie CannockComment by

9Comment ID

11/04/13 14:15Response Date

Submission City Plan - Part 1 Document (
View )

Consultation Point

SubmittedStatus

WebSubmission Type

0.1Version

Section Four: Citywide Policies1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this
representation relate?
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Yes6b Sound?

7. If you agree that the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is legally compliant and/or sound and wish
to support this, please use this box to set out your comments.

Policy CP6 Visitor Accommodation is sound as it is justified, effective, and consistent with national
policy. The hotel core zone was extended to include Hove and broader parts of Brighton in 2005. At
that time there was strong economic growth and major investment in the hotel market.That investment
continued with further hotel openings and permissions in Brighton. Since that time the provincial hotel
investment market has all but collapsed, average hotel occupancies and achieved room rates have
fallen to record lows, and many hotels, including some in Brighton and Hove, have fallen into
administration, receivership or simply closed. Many hotels in the outer part of the adopted Hotel Core
Zone now have to compete with better located hotels in central Brighton that didn?t exist before the
subsequent decline in the hotel market (Jury?s, MyHotel, Ibis, Royal York). This dramatic change in
the hotel market is recognised by the supporting text (paragraphs 4.58, 4.59, and 4.61) and by the
proposed alteration to the Hotel Core Zone on the Draft City Plan Proposal Map which sensibly restricts
the core zone to the main conference, seafront, city centre and railway station areas of Brighton. The
policy will therefore be more effective in protecting the city?s essential hotel infrastructure as the Hotel
Core Area is tightened back to the seafront and central Brighton area. The proposed policy accord
with national planning policy. By being linked to a tighter Hotel Core Zone in the face of a major structural
changes in hotel market conditions the City Plan accords with paragraph 21 of the NPPF which states
that local planning authorities should take account of whether business sectors are expanding or
contracting and be flexible enough to allow rapid respond to changes in economic circumstances. It
also complies with paragraph 22 which states that planning policies should avoid the long term protection
of employment sites where there is no reasonable prospect of the site being used for that purpose.
This is the case for many hotels in Hove which find themselves located far from the centres of corporate,
conference, leisure and traveller demand in central Brighton. Indeed, many hotels in Hove would fail
the sequential test for major town centre uses and not be allowed in their current locations under
current national planning policy. Such hotels should be excluded from the Core Hotel Policy area in
the current economic circumstances so that they may return to more beneficial use, and, by taking
poorer stock out of the market, help to restore the occupancy and room rate fortunes of better located
hotels in the city centre. We therefore support policy CP6 in the context of the proposed reduction in
the Core Hotel Zone.

8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Written Representations

No, I wish to communicate through written
representations

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal
compliance and is seeking a change, do you consider
it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate)
The Inspector will determine the most appropriate
procedure to adopt to hear those who have indicated
that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the
examination.

Yes12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development?

Support12a If 'Yes' do you support / object or partially support
/ partially object to this policy?

12b Please state your reasons

I support the positive attitude expressed in the policy which accords with the NPPF
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13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan
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8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Consistent with National Policy

9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is not legally
compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

Policy CP18 Healthy City seeks to 'support programmes and strategies which aim to reduce health
inequalities and promote healthier lifestyles'. Our client supports this objective. Part 6 of Policy CP18
seeks to work with health providers to help deliver 'a citywide integrated network of health facilities'.
Supporting paragraph 4.198 defines health facilities as including (so not an exclusive definition) walk-in
polyclinics, health centres, multipractice GPs surgeries, substance misuse clinics, ambulance facilities
and similar health facilities as well as critical care facilities including extension of the Royal Sussex
County Hospital'. Our client supports this objective in principle, however they consider that, for the
avoidance of any doubt, the definition of healthcare facilities should explicitly emphasise, most suitably
under paragraph 4.198, that health facilities also includes "any other venue used wholly or mainly for
the provision of any medical or health services".This reflects a form of words that the Mayor of London
has employed to define health facilities in the Mayoral Community Infrastructure Levy (2012).The final
part of Policy CP18 states that the City Plan Part 2 will identify and safeguard 'appropriate sites for
health use'.The policy as drafted does not therefore expressly provide in principle support to healthcare
providers who are seeking to support the Council's objective of a citywide network of health facilities
through delivering such facilities at sites that have not been expressly designated for this purpose by
the local planning authority. We therefore consider that a further part should be added to the policy
(Part 8) to specifically advise that: 'In principle support will be given to proposals for health facilities at
all sites". We consider that for the reasons detailed above that the City Plan Part 1 fails to meet the
tests of soundness due to inconsistency with the presumption in favour of sustainable development
expressed in the National Planning Policy Framework and its specified objective of ?promoting healthy
communities?.

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you identified above where this relates to
soundness. (You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.)

We consider that the changes identified in our response to Question 9 should be made so as to ensure
that the City Plan Part 1 meets the tests of soundness by being consistent with the presumption in
favour of sustainable development expressed in the National Planning Policy Framework and its specific
objective of 'promoting healthy communities'. We consider that paragraph 4.195 should be amended
so that the definition of health facilities also includes ?any other venue used wholly or mainly for the
provision of any medical or health services? as per the wording that was used by the Mayor of London
for the Mayoral Community Infrastructure Levy (2012). We also consider that a further part should be
added to the policy (Part 8) to specifically advise that ?in principle support will be given to proposals
for health facilities at all sites?.

Written Representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing
sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or
legal compliance and is seeking a change, do you
consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at
the hearing part of the examination? (tick box below
as appropriate) The Inspector will determine the most
appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the
hearing part of the examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.
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To elaborate upon the points raised

No12. Do you have any comments on the new policy
SS1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable
Development?

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

Please state the type of impairment which applies to
you. If you have more than one impairment please
indicate all that apply. If none of the categories apply,
please mark 'other' and state.

If yes, do you care for a....?
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No6b Sound?

8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Justified
Consistent with National Policy

9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is not legally
compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

As per our representations on 20 July 2012, draft Policy CP3 Employment Land seeks to ensure
?sufficient employment site and premises? are ?safeguarded in order to meet the needs of the city to
2030 to support job creation, the needs of modern business and the attractiveness of the city as a
business location.? Part 2 of the Policy identifies 'Central Brighton as the city?s prime office location
where B1a offices will be protected (see SA2 Central Brighton) while Part 5 of the Policy states that
'unallocated sites or premises in employment use (Use Classes B1-B8) will not be released to other
uses unless the site or premises can be demonstrated to be both redundant and incapable of meeting
the needs of modern employment uses (B1-B8). Where release is permitted the preference for re-use
will be for alternative employment generating uses or affordable housing (in accordance with CP20
Affordable Housing).' However, while paragraphs 4.37 to 4.40 of the supporting text outlines reasons
why the Council might want to retain existing employment sites, it is noteworthy that no evidence is
referred to to suggest that not specifically protecting existing B1a office uses (in the Central Brighton
area) and unallocated sites or premises in all B Class uses would prevent the Council achieving its
overall strategic objective of job creation, meeting modern business needs and supporting the
attractiveness of the city as a business location. Moreover, Paragraph 4.39 sets out tests against which
proposals for a change of use from a B Class use might be subjected. These are unusually detailed
for a strategic planning policy and, without justification, set disproportionate expectations in terms of
information that existing and prospective landlords and tenants would be expected to provide to the
Council. Draft Policy CP3 therefore does not currently meet the tests of soundness as it is not justified.
It is also not consistent with national policy as the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states
under paragraph 22 that 'where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated
employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on their merits
having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable
local communities'. The NPPF does not therefore support blanket protection for employment uses, as
Draft Policy CP3 does.

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you identified above where this relates to
soundness. (You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.)

For the reasons set out under question 9, we recommend that Part 2 of this policy is revisited to clarify
that ?B1a offices will be protected except where owners/developers are able to demonstrate that there
is no reasonable prospect for a site continuing to be used for employment use as per the policy test
set out in the National Planning Policy Framework. We similarly recommend that Part 5 is revisited to
state that ?Unallocated sites or premises in employment use (Use Classes B1-B8) will not be released
to other uses except where there is no reasonable prospect for a site continuing to be used for
employment use as per the policy test set out in the National Planning Policy Framework'. Supporting
paragraphs 4.37 to 4.40 should then be revisited so that they support these specific stated objectives.

Written Representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing
sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or
legal compliance and is seeking a change, do you
consider it necessary to attend and give evidence at
the hearing part of the examination? (tick box below
as appropriate) The Inspector will determine the most
appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
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have indicated that they wish to participate at the
hearing part of the examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

To elaborate upon the points raised

No12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development?

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

Please state the type of impairment which applies to
you. If you have more than one impairment please
indicate all that apply. If none of the categories apply,
please mark 'other' and state.

If yes, do you care for a....?
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8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Effective
Consistent with National Policy

9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is not legally
compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

insofar as purpose built accommodation criteria No7 is not flexible. Sites that are allocated as housing
sites or those that have secured consent for residential development in the past may not necessarily
be implemented or come forward for residential development over the plan period. In this instance
student housings consents would serve to provide accommodation that is needed in the city. The
evidence based demonstrates that the Council will not be able to provide or allocate sufficient units
for students or for residential development in the city over the plan period.The SHLAA is a broad brush
document that is used to inform the allocation of housing. This should not be used to restrict
development of sites for student accommodation. if a site is listed in the SHLAA and does not come
forward as an allocation will it remain to be restricted from student accomodation? this approach is
not flexible and fails to meet the test of soundness.

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you identified above where this relates to
soundness. (You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.)

The criteria 7 should be removed from the policy.

Written Representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the
hearing sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal
compliance and is seeking a change, do you consider
it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate)
The Inspector will determine the most appropriate
procedure to adopt to hear those who have indicated
that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the
examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

The Council should be examined on this matter with an ability to discuss specific cases.

No12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development?

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan
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Part 1 does this representation relate to?

47-544.To which Page Number(s) does your representation
relate to?

Yes6a Legally Compliant?

No6b Sound?
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8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Justified
Effective

9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is not legally
compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

DA3 Part A/9 states that the Council will work with ESCC, the highways Agency, neighbouring authorities
and developers to identify measures to improve the performance of the Falmer Interchange trunk road
junction. It is not clear how this will be achieved. It is assumed that issues with this junction need to
be resolved in order to accomodate development proposed by DA3.These should have been assessed
and potential solutions identified as part of the evidence base used to prepare the Plan, with the policies
referring to implementation of improvements required.

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you identified above where this relates to
soundness. (You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.)

Delete Part A/9, as it serves no useful purpose. Part C refers to the need for transport infrastructure
to support development at all the Strategic Allocations.

Written Representations

No, I wish to communicate through written
representations

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal
compliance and is seeking a change, do you consider
it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate)
The Inspector will determine the most appropriate
procedure to adopt to hear those who have indicated
that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the
examination.

No12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development?

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

Please state the type of impairment which applies to
you. If you have more than one impairment please
indicate all that apply. If none of the categories apply,
please mark 'other' and state.

If yes, do you care for a....?
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8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Justified
Effective

9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is not legally
compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

Although guidance is provided within Policy DA5 for the four Strategic Allocations, there is limited
guidance on the types of uses that will be allowed for other sites within the Development Area. DA5
Part A/6 provides a imited range of potential uses. Some of the Strategic Allocations include University
education floorspace and student accomodation, and it should be recognised that such uses (and
other uses) may be appropriate elsewhere in the Development Area. Part B of the policy refers to the
minimum amounts of development to be secured by 2030.There is no suggestion (or reason) that this
will be accomodated on the Strtaegic Allocations only.

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you identified above where this relates to
soundness. (You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.)

Part A of the policy should be expanded to make reference to uses that will be encouraged on sites
within the Development Area that are not identified as a Strategic Allocation. These should include
University education floorspace and student accomodation, and the other uses set out in Part B of the
policy.

Written Representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing
sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal
compliance and is seeking a change, do you consider
it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate)
The Inspector will determine the most appropriate
procedure to adopt to hear those who have indicated
that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the
examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

The University has existing facilities in the Eastern Road and Edward Street area, and proposals for
their expansion and enhancement. University education floorspace and student accomodation are key
uses, and the University is well placed to explain the opportunities and constraints offered by this
Development Area.

No12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development?

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

Please state the type of impairment which applies to
you. If you have more than one impairment please
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indicate all that apply. If none of the categories apply,
please mark 'other' and state.

If yes, do you care for a....?
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No6b Sound?
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8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Justified

9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is not legally
compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

DA3 Part A/8 encourages low and zero carbon decentralised energy within developments. Part C/1
c) states that development at Preston Barracks and other Brighton University sites should ainm to be
carbon zero. The evidence base does not include justification for these parts of the policy. Whilst it
may be a laudable aim, the implications in terms of feasibility and viability need to be considered and
properly justified. Furthermore, these parts of the policy are not necessary as there is a separate policy
relating to sustainable buildings (CP8).

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you identified above where this relates to
soundness. (You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.)

Delete Part A/8 and Part C/1 c) (we suggest amendments to Policy CP8 separately).

Written Representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing
sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal
compliance and is seeking a change, do you consider
it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate)
The Inspector will determine the most appropriate
procedure to adopt to hear those who have indicated
that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the
examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

The University has direct experience of improving its Estate including new developments,
extensions,refurbishments and conversions. It is therefore aware of factors that affect the feasibility
and viability of development as well as the issues arising from the day to day running of its Estate.

No12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development?

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

Please state the type of impairment which applies to
you. If you have more than one impairment please
indicate all that apply. If none of the categories apply,
please mark 'other' and state.

If yes, do you care for a....?
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Section Three: Development & Special Area
Policies

1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this
representation relate?

DA3 Lewes Road Area2. If you ticked 'Section Three', 'Policies Map' or
'Sustainability Appraisal' which Policy of the City Plan
Part 1 does this representation relate to?

544.To which Page Number(s) does your representation
relate to?

3.365.To which paragraph of the City Plan Part 1 does this
representation relate to?
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Yes6a Legally Compliant?

No6b Sound?

8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1
is unsound because it is not:

Effective

9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is not legally
compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

Reference is made to the Lewes Road (Preston Barracks and University of Brighton) being adopted
in September 2011, but there is no explanation about the relationship between Policy DA3 Part C/1
and the Planning Brief.

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you identified above where this relates to
soundness. (You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.)

Confirm that The 2011 Planning Brief is consistent with Policy DA3 Part C/1, and provides more detailed
guidance.

Written Representations

No, I wish to communicate through written
representations

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal
compliance and is seeking a change, do you consider it
necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing part
of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate) The
Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure
to adopt to hear those who have indicated that they wish
to participate at the hearing part of the examination.

No12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development?

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations
from the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

Please state the type of impairment which applies to you.
If you have more than one impairment please indicate all
that apply. If none of the categories apply, please mark
'other' and state.

If yes, do you care for a....?
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Mr Philip Robin (660902)Agent
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Jones Lang LaSalleCompany / Organisation

22 Hanover SquareAddress
London
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(660904)Consultee
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Estates and Facilities ManagementAddress
Exion 27
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Submission City Plan - Part 1Event Name

University of Brighton ( )Comment by

20Comment ID

12/04/13 14:48Response Date

Submission City Plan - Part 1 Document ( View
)

Consultation Point

SubmittedStatus

WebSubmission Type

0.1Version

Section Four: Citywide Policies1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this
representation relate?

CP3 Employment Land3. If you ticked 'Section Four', 'Policies Map' or
'Sustainability Appraisal' which policy of the City Plan
Part 1 does this representation relate to?

138-1434.To which Page Number(s) does your representation
relate to?

Yes6a Legally Compliant?

No6b Sound?
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8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Justified

9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is not legally
compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

CP3 Part 5 allows the use of unallocated premises and sites in employment use (specified as Use
Classes B1-B8) for other uses if they are redundant and incapable of meetng the needs of modern
B1-B8 employment uses. Where release is permitted the preference is for employment generating
uses or affordable housing. Such sites are likely to be the main source of land to meet the University's
academic floorspace and student accomodation needs (in addition to the allocations in DA3 and DA5).
The University may be regarded as an employment generating use and therefore this policy could
provide a land resource. However, the redundancy test set out in the policy and further explained in
paragraph 4.39 is onerous and is likely to significantly constrain the opportunities for the University to
further contribute to the City's economy.This is not consistent with Strategic Objective 2 (and specifically
the value of the Universities to the City as set out in paragraph 2.2).

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you identified above where this relates to
soundness. (You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.)

Amend CP3 Part 5 to state "Unallocated sites or premises in, or whose last use was, employment use
(Use Class B1-B8) will not be released to other non employment uses unless the site or premises are
redundant and incapable of meeting the needs of employment uses. Where release is permitted the
preference for re-use for uses that support employment generating uses or affordable housng." The
explanatory text should explain that employment generating uses include Use Classes B1-B8 and
other employment generating uses not within these Use Classes, such as higher education. Exclusions
such as retail and leisure uses could also be included.

Written Representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing
sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal
compliance and is seeking a change, do you consider
it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination? (tick box below as
appropriate) The Inspector will determine the most
appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the hearing
part of the examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

Providing adequate expansion opportunities for the University is important to help meet the objectives
of the City Plan. The University will be anble to explain from its experience why a policy that takes an
unduly restrictive approach to the release of B1-B8 premises and land can adversly affect the scope
of the University to meet its full potental.

No12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development?

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
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Adoption of the City Plan

Please state the type of impairment which applies to
you. If you have more than one impairment please
indicate all that apply. If none of the categories apply,
please mark 'other' and state.

If yes, do you care for a....?
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Submission City Plan - Part 1 Document ( View
)
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SubmittedStatus

WebSubmission Type

0.1Version

Section Four: Citywide Policies1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this
representation relate?

CP8 Sustainable Buildings3. If you ticked 'Section Four', 'Policies Map' or
'Sustainability Appraisal' which policy of the City Plan
Part 1 does this representation relate to?

160-1654.To which Page Number(s) does your representation
relate to?

Yes6a Legally Compliant?

No6b Sound?
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8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Justified

9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is not legally
compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

The policy includes onerous requirements that will undermine the feasibility and viability of development.
The Plan's evidence base does not include justification for the policy as currently drafted. Paragraph
4.87 states that "A growing number flagship schemes in the UK and in Brighton & Hove have
demonstrated the viability of such developments". This is not a sound evidence base to justify a policy
that will affect all development proposals in the City. It is stated that when on-site sustainability standards
cannot be met mitigation measures may be sought or a local offset mechanism. It is not clear what
this might involve or how such measures might meet the Councils sustainability aspirations.

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you identified above where this relates to
soundness. (You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.)

Proper research and evidence is required to form the justification for Policy CP8.The detailed wording
of the policy (including the Code for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM ratings) needs to be
re-considered in light of this. It is also important to ensure that the policy does not duplicate standards
elsewhere i.e building regulations. In the absence of an evidence base, the policy should be re-written
to offer encouragemen, rather than a requirement to meet specified sustainability standards.

Written Representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing
sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal
compliance and is seeking a change, do you consider
it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate)
The Inspector will determine the most appropriate
procedure to adopt to hear those who have indicated
that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the
examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

The University has direct experience of improving its Estate including new developments,
extensions,refurbishments and conversions. It is therefore aware of factors that affect the feasibility
and viability of development as well as the issues arising from the day to day running of its Estate.

No12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development?

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

Please state the type of impairment which applies to
you. If you have more than one impairment please
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indicate all that apply. If none of the categories apply,
please mark 'other' and state.

If yes, do you care for a....?
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University of Brighton ( )Comment by

19Comment ID

12/04/13 14:43Response Date

Submission City Plan - Part 1 Document ( View
)

Consultation Point

SubmittedStatus

WebSubmission Type

0.1Version

Section Four: Citywide Policies1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this
representation relate?

CP2 Sustainable Economic Development3. If you ticked 'Section Four', 'Policies Map' or
'Sustainability Appraisal' which policy of the City Plan
Part 1 does this representation relate to?

1334.To which Page Number(s) does your representation
relate to?

Yes6a Legally Compliant?

No6b Sound?
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8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Justified

9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is not legally
compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

Part 5 of the policy supports the "appropriate" expansion plans of hospitals and higher and further
education establishments. It is not clear what is meant by "appropriate". Further clarity is required.
The explanatory text at 4.26 provides no assistance.

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you identified above where this relates to
soundness. (You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.)

Delete the word "appropriate" from Part 5 and paragraph 4.26.

Written Representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the
hearing sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal
compliance and is seeking a change, do you consider
it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate)
The Inspector will determine the most appropriate
procedure to adopt to hear those who have indicated
that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the
examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

The University makes an important contribution to the City's economy. Participation would enable the
University to further explain why the plan needs to ensure that sufficient priority is given to meeting
the future development aspirations of the University.

No12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development?

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

Please state the type of impairment which applies to
you. If you have more than one impairment please
indicate all that apply. If none of the categories apply,
please mark 'other' and state.

If yes, do you care for a....?
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Section Three: Development & Special Area
Policies

1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this
representation relate?

DA5 Eastern Road & Edward Street Area2. If you ticked 'Section Three', 'Policies Map' or
'Sustainability Appraisal' which Policy of the City Plan
Part 1 does this representation relate to?

654.To which Page Number(s) does your representation
relate to?

Yes6a Legally Compliant?

No6b Sound?
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8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Justified

9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is not legally
compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

DA5 Part A/10 provides an expectation that development will incorporate infrastructure to support low
and zero carbon decentralised energy within Developments. The evidence base does not include
justification for this part of the policy. Whilst it may be a laudable aim, the implications in terms of
feasibility and viability need to be considered and properly justified. Furthermore, these parts of the
policy are not necessary as there is a separate policy relating to sustainable buildings (CP8).

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you identified above where this relates to
soundness. (You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.)

Delete Part A/10 (we suggest amendments to Policy CP8 separately).

Written Representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing
sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal
compliance and is seeking a change, do you consider
it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate)
The Inspector will determine the most appropriate
procedure to adopt to hear those who have indicated
that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the
examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

The University has direct experience of improving its Estate including new developments,
extensions,refurbishments and conversions. It is therefore aware of factors that affect the feasibility
and viability of development as well as the issues arising from the day to day running of its Estate.

No12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development?

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

Please state the type of impairment which applies to
you. If you have more than one impairment please
indicate all that apply. If none of the categories apply,
please mark 'other' and state.

If yes, do you care for a....?
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Submission City Plan - Part 1 Document ( View
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SubmittedStatus

WebSubmission Type

0.1Version

Section Four: Citywide Policies1. Which Part of the City Plan Part 1 does this
representation relate?

CP21 Student Housing and Houses in Multiple
Occupation

3. If you ticked 'Section Four', 'Policies Map' or
'Sustainability Appraisal' which policy of the City Plan
Part 1 does this representation relate to?

217-2214.To which Page Number(s) does your representation
relate to?

Yes6a Legally Compliant?

No6b Sound?
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8. Do you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 is unsound because it is not:

Justified

9. Please give details regarding why you consider the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part 1 is not legally
compliant or is unsound. (Please be as precise as possible).

The support provided by Policy CP21 for student accomodation is welcomed. However, Part 7 is unduly
onerous. Apart from specific allocations for student accomodation e.g. DA3 and DA5, the provision of
this type of development will in most cases necessitate the re-use of a site in alternative use. Having
regard to the restrictive policy to the alternative use of employment sites, it is important that a positive
approach is taken to other land.Whilst there may be justificatuon for not allowing student accomodation
on sites proposed for residential development (allocations and planning permissions), providing that
such a use remains viable and feasible, to restict the use of any site identified in the SHLAA will severly
limit the scope for sites, and is unjustified.

10. Please set out the change(s) you consider necessary to make the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part
1 legally compliant or sound, having regard to the reason you identified above where this relates to
soundness. (You will need to say why this change will make the Plan legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.)

Amend Part 7 of Policy CP21 to read "Permanent purpose built student accomodation will not be
supported on sites with either extant planning permission for residential develoment or sites allocated
for residential development in the development plan, unless it can be demonstrated that there is no
prospect of that planning permission or allocation coming forward".

Written Representations

Yes, I wish speak to the inspector at the hearing
sessions

11. If your representation concerns soundness or legal
compliance and is seeking a change, do you consider
it necessary to attend and give evidence at the hearing
part of the examination? (tick box below as appropriate)
The Inspector will determine the most appropriate
procedure to adopt to hear those who have indicated
that they wish to participate at the hearing part of the
examination.

11a. If you wish to participate at the hearing part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary.

The University has direct experience of providing new student accomodation and is familiar with the
challenge of finding suitable sites.

No12. Do you have any comments on the new policy SS1
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development?

13. Please notify me when... The Plan has been submitted for
Examination
Publication of the recommendations from
the Examination
Adoption of the City Plan

Please state the type of impairment which applies to
you. If you have more than one impairment please
indicate all that apply. If none of the categories apply,
please mark 'other' and state.
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If yes, do you care for a....?
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Robert Powell 
12 April 2013 17:35
LDF
Submission City Plan (Part 1)

Section DA2 Brighton Marina, Gas Work and Black Rock 

This section of the document is impractical.

1,940 dwellings is impossible to achieve without breaching the cliff height.

This is not the most appropriate solution for the area.

I wish to make representations in person to the Inspector

Robert Powell

for Marine Gate Action Group

Respondent 84



From: Robert Powell  
Sent: 12 April 2013 17:49

To: LDF

Subject: City Plan

Page 1 of 1

17/04/2013

Τηε Πλαν ισ υνσουνδ 

Ιτ ηασ νοτεδ τηε οβϕεχτιονσ το ∆Α2 βυτ ανσωερεδ νονε οφ τηε οβϕεχτιονσ. 
Ιν σηορτ ιτ ισ ιµπραχτιχαλ ανδ ιναππροπριατε 

Ωε ωιση το µακε ρεπρεσεντατιονσ το τηε Ινσπεχτορ. 

Οβϕεχτιονσ ωερε 

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

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

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

�  District Centre status should be removed. Retail more suited to city centre �  Concern that infrastructure is insufficient, 

e.g. ramp and sewer capacity. �  Cumulative impact with RSCH redevelopment lead to traffic congestion and local parking 
problems e.g. Kemp Town. 

Robert Powell 
for 
Marine Gate Action Group 
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From: Robert Powell [robertpowell42@yahoo.co.uk] 
Sent: 14 April 2013 07:32 

To: Helen Gregory 
Subject: City Plan Consultation 

Marine Gate Action Group 

12th April 2013 

To Helen Gregory 

Principal Policy Advisor 

Planning Strategy & Projects 

Development Planning and Public Protection �

Brighton & Hove City Council �� ��  

Room 407-410, Hove Town Hall 

Norton Road, Hove BN3 3BQ 

 helen.gregory@brighton-hove.gov.uk 

Consultation on  Brighton & Hove’s City Plan 

Marine Gate Action Group will vigorously resist the estimated output of 1,940 dwellings on Brighton Marina, Gas 

Works and Black Rock Area. 

After almost a decade of protest by local residents following two Planning Applications (No’s BH 2006/01124 and BH 

2007/03454) and a Planning Inquiry (APP/Q1445/A/09/2102048/NWF), Brighton and Hove City Council Planning 

Department are still not listening to the views of local residents. Put simply, we do not want and will oppose a dense 

high-rise development on the Marina. 

SPG 20 (January 2003) and SPG 15 (January 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 Roedean Residents Association, The Black Rock Residents Association and 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 Councilors at the Master Mariner in 2008. I came 

away from that meeting with the clear impression, conveyed 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 argue it is not physically possible to put 1940 dwellings on the Marina 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). 

 In summary Marine Gate Action Group are concerned about the soundness of the Strategic Housing Land Availability 

Assessment with regard to the Marina, Black Rock and the Gasworks and in Public Examination of the City Plan wish to 

present evidence that notwithstanding SPG20, SPG 15 and PAN 04 the Marina, Gas Works and Black Rock area is an 

inappropriate location for tall buildings and thus 1940 dwellings cannot be achieved. 

Robert Powell  

for 

Marine Gate Action Group 
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	Signal Methodology
	The LinSig model proposes signalling all three entry arms.  It is not clear, however, whether or not the existing roundabout is to be signalled, or a signalled cross roads implemented.
	The following main issues with the model have been identified.
	Main Issues

	If the roundabout were to be retained, the lack of opposing circulatory signals would allow vehicles to circle the roundabout and conflict with traffic still entering, on green, from the original entry.  It is, therefore, unlikely that retention of the roundabout is intended.
	If a signalled crossroad is proposed, it is not clear if the stage sequence, running each arm separately, would be the most efficient method of control.  The relatively high right turn from the south, however, would indicate that this would be the case.
	In the model, traffic from lanes 1 and 2, on the Knight’s Gate Road and A27 eastbound off-slip is being allowed to discharge into the single lane exit to The Drove over-bridge.  Even if such a short merge were practicable, long merge queues, although transient in nature, would cause significant congestion at the upstream junction.  Running the model with single lane discharges from each arm into the over-bridge, however, results in the junction having insufficient capacity in both peak periods.
	The flared lane on The Drove entry is only about 15 metres long and not 30 metres, as specified in the model.  Reducing the flare length to 15 metres causes additional capacity problems on this arm.
	The ARCADY models predict severe capacity problems, particularly on The Drove (north) arm.  These queues would be long enough to reach across the over-bridge and cause severe congestion at the north junction.
	Signal Methodology

	It would appear from the LinSig model that the existing roundabout has been removed and a signalled T-junction implemented.  The left turn from The Drove over-bridge, which bypasses the roundabout via a free-flow lane, would be included in the signalled stopline.
	Main Issues

	It has been assumed that the northbound, lane 2 right turn into the A27 westbound on-slip, will have a 4 PCU storage area in front of the stopline.  This may be somewhat optimistic and 2 PCUs may be more realistic.
	The change from Phase A (The Drove (north) to E (The Drove (south) indicative right arrow should have a 3 second intergreen.
	A cycle time of 117 seconds is required in the PM peak, to allow the junction to operate within capacity.  This tends to lead to long maximum queues, which in the case of The Drove (north) arm, could reach back to the north junction.
	The ARCADY models predict 2030 capacity problems on all three arms.  The A27 eastbound off-slip would appear to be the worst in all scenarios.
	Signal Methodology

	From the submitted model, the intention appears to be to convert the north roundabout to a signalled T-junction.
	Main Issues

	A number of issues have been identified which will have an impact on the performance of the junction: 
	- The indicative right turn arrow phase (D) has not been allocated to the A27 off-slip lane 2.
	- The phase change C (Coldean Lane) to D should have a 3 second intergreen.
	- Queues on the Carden Avenue over-bridge could be long enough to reach back to the south junction.
	The 2030 ARCADY models predict capacity problems on the A27 eastbound off-slip entry only.
	Signal Methodology

	It appears from the model layout, that the intention is to retain the existing roundabout and signalise the A27 off-slip entry.  Braypool Lane will continue to operate as a give-way entry.
	In principle, this solution could improve capacity at the A27 off-slip entry.  The following main issues, however, have been identified with the model.
	Main Issues

	Two lanes are permitted to turn right from the off-slip stopline, to the single lane over-bridge.  There may be difficulties in accommodating the merge given the proximity of the bridge structure.  If this movement were a single lane only, however, the A27 off-slip would have insufficient capacity.
	The over-bridge northbound approach flare of 22 metres would appear to be impracticable, given the proximity of the bridge structure and would likely need to be reduced.
	If the over-bridge stopline were retained at the current give-way line position, there would be no internal signal to prevent conflict with U-turning traffic from Braypool Lane.
	The A27 eastbound on-slip appears to be a single lane exit and yet two lanes discharge to it from the over-bridge.  It is unclear if it is proposed to widen a section of the on-slip and clarification is requested.
	The model results predict that even with the flared entry and two lane discharge to the A27 on-slip, the over-bridge would have excessive queues which would cause congestion at the south roundabout.
	The 2030 ARCADY models predict capacity problems and very long queues, on the A27 westbound off-slip entry.
	Signal Methodology

	The model layout indicates the intention to retain and signalise the roundabout, using a separate stage stream for each of the three entry nodes.
	The dedicated free-flow left turn from the Link Road to the A27 westbound on-slip will be removed and signalled with the roundabout entry stopline.  A flared lane is also proposed on the A27 westbound off-slip entry.
	Main Issues

	The U-turn from the Link Road (south) has been disallowed in the model.  When it is ‘allowed’ using the LinSig ‘Route List View’, the Link Road (south) entry has limited capacity and suffers from DoS values of up to about 98%.
	The circulatory lane at the A27 off-slip node has excessive queues which would block back to the upstream over-bridge node.  This is exacerbated when the Link Road U-turn mentioned above is allowed.
	The ARCADY model results indicate that there will be capacity problems, particularly on the A27 eastbound off-slip.  It would seem that the main cause of this is the heavy right turn movement from the Devil’s Dyke Road over-bridge arm.
	Signal Methodology

	The LinSig model proposes retaining the roundabout and signalling all three entry arms.  The model results appear to show that entry DoS values and queues would be reduced to acceptable levels during the AM peak period, as a result of signalling the existing layout.
	Main Issues

	Given the restricted stacking room at the internal stoplines, excessive queues prove to be a problem in the model.  Thus, in the AM peak period, queues of about 22 PCUs are predicted in circulatory lane 1 at the A27 off-slip node, equivalent to about 126 metres.  This queue would back up through the Devil’s Dyke Road (south) entry and, when added to those stopline queues (11.5 PCUs), would create queues nearly 200 metres long across the over-bridge.  This would be more than enough to block back into, and cause congestion within, the south roundabout.
	Similarly, in the PM peak, long queues are predicted at the Devil’s Dyke Road (north) circulatory stopline, equivalent to about 100 metres in length.  These queues would not only prevent traffic leaving by the Devil’s Dyke exit, but would also cause congestion at the upstream A13 off-slip node.
	In practice, therefore, the proposed roundabout could not accommodate the modelled flows and it is likely that congestion would be caused at the south roundabout, whilst queues would probably still reach back to the A27 eastbound main carriageway.
	Some lane widths used to derive saturation flows seem unfeasibly narrow (e.g. 2.2 metres). The Devil’ Dyke Road south U-turn movement has also been disallowed in the Route List View.
	The 90 second cycle time is long, particularly for a small roundabout.  Although it would appear to give more capacity, it would also make it more difficult to restrict the circulatory queues to reasonable lengths.
	The flows appear to have been assigned using the delay based assignment option.  On roundabouts, entry lane balancing is usually more appropriate
	The main problems identified with the LinSig models are associated with proposals to signalise some roundabouts with small ICDs (e.g. 40 metres).  Because of the limited stacking room, this inevitably creates difficulties with avoiding excessive circulatory queues.  Since LinSig cannot model upstream congestion caused by these queues, the model results for some of the roundabout entries are, as a result, very optimistic.  Unfortunately, there appears to have been no attempt to limit any of these excessive queues in the models.  In order to do so, this would effectively reduce green time at some upstream entries and thus worsen their capacity performance.
	Whilst it is appreciated that not all of the junctions are proposed for mitigation within the City Plan it is clear, from the earlier assessment, that the A27 / Devils Dyke junctions will need improvement to facilitate the development at Toads Hole Valley and make it deliverable in transport terms. 
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