
 
 

SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING DOCUMENT (SPD) 
ADVERTISEMENTS 

 
STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIONS 

 
This Statement has been prepared by Brighton & Hove City Council under regulation 18(4) 
of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004. 

Consultation period and methods 

The formal consultation period for the draft Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) on 
Advertisements ran from 16th November 2006 to 21st December 2006. A public notice was 
placed in the Brighton and Hove Leader on 17th November 2006. The draft SPD, the draft 
Sustainability Appraisal, the Statement of SPD Matters and the Consultation Statement were 
made available for inspection throughout this period in the council’s city direct offices in 
Bartholomew Square, Brighton, Hove Town Hall and Portslade Town Hall; at Brighton 
Jubilee Library and Hove Library; and on the council’s website. 
 
Copies of the SPD documents were sent to the following specific and general bodies or 
groups: 

Rottingdean Parish Council 
English Heritage 
Brighton & Hove Federation of Disabled People 
Brighton Society 
Regency Society 
Kingscliffe Society 
North Laine Community Association 
Stanmer Preservation Society 
Hove Civic Society 
West Hill Community Association 
Rottingdean Preservation Society 
Regency Square Area Society 
Brunswick & Adelaide Residents Association 
Friends of Palmeira and Adelaide 
The Round Hill Society 
Ovingdean Residents Preservation Society 
Preston & Old Patcham Society 
The Kemp Town Conservation Society 
Montpelier & Clifton Hill Society 
Clifton, Montpelier & Powis Community Alliance 
RIBA Sussex Branch 
Brighton City Centre Business Forum 



Churchill Square Shopping Centre 
Preston Street Traders Association 
St James’s Business Association 
St Peter’s Church Traders Association 
North Laine Traders Association 
Kemp Town Village Business Association 
The Lanes Business Network 
Hove Business Association 
Rottingdean Trade, Business & Professional Association 
Brighton & Hove Chamber of Commerce 
Brighton & Hove Seafront Traders Association 
Brighton & Hove Federation of Small Businesses 
London Road Traders Association 
St James’s Action Group 
Gay  Business Association 
Brighton & Hove Hotels Association 
Brighton & Hove Estate Agents Association 
The Licensees Association 
Clear Channel (formerly Adshel) 
British Sign and Graphics Association 
BT Payphones  

Representations received 

Representations were received from the following bodies, groups or individuals: 

Rottingdean Parish Council 
Brighton Society 
Rottingdean Preservation Society 
North Laine Community Association 
The Theatres Trust 
Hotel Nineteen 
North Laine Traders Association 
Chris Thomas Ltd. on behalf of the Outdoor Advertising Association 
Chris Thomas Ltd. on behalf of the British Sign and Graphics Association 
The Thomas Partnership 
 
Summary of the main issues raised in these representations 
 
The main issues raised were as follows: 

1. Internally illuminated box signs should not be permitted anywhere. 

2. Floodlighting should be considered under the section on illumination. 

3. The most important restriction should be imposed on the depth of shop fascias. 

4. The street number should be included on all shop fascias. 

5. Petrol filling stations should be considered under the heading of Fascias. 

6. Section 9 should include roadside advertisements. 



7. A section on theatres should be incorporated into the SPD to recognise the unique 
role of these buildings as visual landmarks and cultural assets. 

8. The SPD is too prescriptive and will lead to a loss of retail individuality. 

9. In many instances the text and policy do not reflect Government policies. 

10. Applications must be decided on the basis of amenity and public safety only and 
references to the “need” or “function” of a sign and the “use” or “function” of a 
building are not consistent with PPG19. 

11. The requirement for a sign to “contribute positively” to the locality exceeds the 
Regulations. 

12. The absolute ban on illumination outside the city’s built-up area is unacceptable.  

13. Sustainability of materials is not a relevant consideration in advertisement control. 

14. The blanket restriction on “flashing, scrolling, intermittent or moving digital” 
advertisements does not accord with PPG19. 

15. The proposed ban on all advertising on the side or end walls of commercial premises 
which do not form part of a shop front is unacceptable. 

16. The policy on commercial banners is overly restrictive. 

17. Much of the policy on hoardings and scaffold shrouds is at variance with Government 
policy in PPG19. 

18. The requirement for a design statement to accompany applications for hoardings is 
beyond the council’s powers. 

19. The restriction on advertising on phone kiosks in conservation areas is overly 
restrictive. 

20. The suggestion that shiny, reflective or highly glossy materials will be inappropriate is 
overly restrictive. 

21. The advice that fully illuminated box signs are not acceptable in conservation areas or 
on listed buildings or within their setting does not accord with PPG19. 

22. The advice that illumination will be generally inappropriate on commercial premises 
in predominantly residential areas is unduly restrictive. 

23. The statement that remote directional signs “create clutter and harm visual amenity” 
is totally without any evidence or foundation. 

24. The requirement to reinstate the original fascia on a listed building is beyond the 
council’s powers. 

25. The advice on potential pigeon hazard is a fine example of the nanny state and using 
advertisement control powers is ridiculous. 

26. The blanket restriction on swan necked lamps is unduly restrictive. 

27. The policy on projecting signs does not allow for businesses with more than one 
frontage.  

28. The suggested size limits for projecting signs are unduly restrictive. 

29. There is no justification for the last sentence of the first paragraph on blinds and 
awnings. 



30. The blanket restrictions on blinds above ground floor level, on listed buildings and 
where illuminated cannot be justified. 

31. The paragraph on internal advertisements should either be better explained with 
regard to the Regulations or deleted. 

32. There is a no reason why a commercial flag should not be acceptable if appropriately 
sited with regard to the building and area. 

33. The second sentence on national flags is incorrect – the flagpole benefits from 
permitted development. 

 
How these main issues have been addressed in the SPD 
 
The above-mentioned main issues have been addressed as follows: 

1. No change. It is considered that this would be overly restrictive. 

2. Change. The SPD now explains that in some cases floodlighting may in itself be held 
to be a form of advertisement, where its function is wholly or partly to announce the 
location or use of the building. The SPD therefore now refers to existing Local Plan 
policy QD26 on floodlighting. 

3. No change. The issue of fascia depth is already covered by the draft SPD and is 
discussed in further detail in the SPD on Shop front Design. 

4. The SPD has been amended to cover this point but as advice only. 

5. No change. Early consultation events showed that petrol station signage is not 
considered to be a significant issue in Brighton & Hove. 

6. No change. The SPD is intended to give advice only on the most common types of 
signage application. It cannot cover all forms of signage without being over-lengthy. 

7. Minor change. The SPD is intended to give advice only on the most common types of 
signage application. It cannot cover all forms of signage without being over-lengthy. 
However, the existing reference to cinemas and theatres under the heading General 
Policy Advice has been expanded. 

8. No change. Early consultation meetings demonstrated broad support for guidance 
which is as clear and unambiguous as possible about what is acceptable. The SPD 
specifically supports the retention of retail individuality. 

9. The draft SPD did explain that decisions must be made on the basis of amenity and 
public safety but this has been made clearer. In line with Government advice, the SPD 
aims to translate national policy into a local context, not simply reproduce it. The 
SPD will represent a material consideration in decisions and the definition of amenity 
has been interpreted as widely as possible. Beyond that the SPD also contains advice 
that is not part of the actual policy and the distinction between the two has been 
clarified. 

10. Changes. Such references have been reworded to clarify that the size and design of 
any sign should relate well the use or function of the building or structure on which it 
is displayed. This is considered to be an amenity issue and such wording has been 
used by Inspectors in appeal decision letters. 

11. Change. This has been reworded to make clear that a sign must not cause any 
significant harm. 



12. No change. This restriction forms part of current Local Plan policy and is supported 
by the local community. 

13. Minor change. The SPD contains advice that is not part of the actual policy and the 
distinction between the two has been clarified. The wording on sustainability issues is 
advisory. It reflects the recommendations of the Sustainability Appraisal, which is a 
requirement of the legislation. 

14. Minor change. In the local context of an historic city of small scale streets like 
Brighton & Hove such a restriction is considered to be justified. The wording has 
been amended to clarify that such signs placed internally but visible through glazing 
will normally be acceptable. 

15. No change. In the local context of an historic city of small scale streets like Brighton 
& Hove such a restriction is considered to be justified. 

16. Minor changes. The complete restriction on any banner within a conservation area 
has been relaxed and temporary banners associated with a major redevelopment site 
may now be permitted. 

17. No change. In line with Government advice, the SPD aims to translate national policy 
into a local context, not simply reproduce it. In the local context of an historic city of 
small scale streets like Brighton & Hove such restrictions are considered to be 
justified. 

18. Minor change. The wording reflects current Local Plan policy. However, as the 
Government has subsequently introduced a requirement for Design and Access 
Statements that applies to applications for planning g permission and listed building 
consent only, the SPD wording has been amended to require submission of a 
“supporting statement” instead. This is considered to be justified in view of the 
potential of hoardings to have impact over a large area. 

19. Change. The policy has been amended to bring it into line with the policy on bus 
shelter advertising as the two are considered to be comparable. 

20. No change. In the local context of an historic city of small scale streets like Brighton 
& Hove such a restriction is considered to be justified. 

21. No change. In line with Government advice, the SPD aims to translate national policy 
into a local context, not simply reproduce it. In the local context of an historic city of 
small scale streets like Brighton & Hove such restrictions are considered to be 
justified. 

22. Change. Agreed - the policy wording has been changed to reflect this representation 
but with some additional guidance. 

23. No change. Such signs would create clutter unless strictly controlled. Moreover, 
remote signs are less likely to be well maintained and this may further harm visual 
amenity. 

24. No change. The council can require this as part of a listed building consent 
application under Local Plan policy HE4. It is consistent with the adopted SPD on 
Shop Front Design. 

25. No change. This is considered to be practical advice on a common issue and is in the 
interests of amenity. 



26. No change. The restriction applies to conservation areas and listed buildings and a 
range of acceptable alternatives is provided for in the policy. 

27. Partial changes. The wording has been amended to allow for more than one sign on 
shop fronts with more than one street elevation. The paragraph restricting the 
content of signage has been deleted. 

28. The acceptable size limit has been amended to a maximum of 0.6m2. But the 
restriction on the width of internally illuminated signs is not considered to be 
impractical or excessive. It will help to raise design quality and preserve amenity. 

29. No change. This sentence is advisory and does not form part of the council’s policy 
advice, which is set out later in that section. 

30. Partial change. In the local context of an historic city of small scale streets like 
Brighton & Hove, the restrictions on height and illumination are considered to be 
justified. However, it is acknowledged that the draft wording on blinds and awnings 
on listed buildings is overly restrictive. 

31. Change. The draft SPD attempted to simplify the wording of the Regulations but it is 
acknowledged that as a result it may be misleading. The Regulations on internal 
signage have been more accurately explained. 

32. Change. It is agreed that the draft policy was overly restrictive and it has therefore 
been reworded, though it still aims to ensure that commercial flags do not 
proliferate. 

33. Change. It is accepted that this was an error in the draft SPD. 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

Jenny Rowlands 
Director of Environment  

Kings House, Grand Avenue 
Hove, BN3 2LS 
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