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Policy DM18: High Quality Design and Places 

Our representation on Public Art stands as submitted. The modification proposed by the 
Council (PM19) does not seek to reflect to importance of art in the City and regrettably 
demonstrates that the council has not learnt from the lessons from arts commissions in the 
last 10-15 years funded from developer contributions. We can demonstrate that on the whole 
these have failed to leave a legacy because of small size (lack of pooling of funding), lack of 
maintenance and care and attention.  

We maintain that the arts component of this policy deserves a separate policy and careful 
thought in terms of how arts funding will be handled in the city to genuinely benefit our 
townscape and public realm. We do not believe that a reference to a yet to be produced ‘Arts 
Strategy’ does justice to the town planning opportunities of incorporating artistic components 
into our townscape and environment. Regrettably the CCP2 fails to take a broader view of the 
issue and concentrates wholly on what developers are expected to conform to and deliver. 
Without defining a vision and the council’s role in all this we are left with a piecemeal 
approach, which in my opinion is the opposite to sound town planning.       

 

 

 

Policy DM22: Landscape and Trees 

Our representation on Street Trees stands as submitted. None of the proposed modifications 
by the Council attempts to respond to the issue we have raised. We believe our proposed 
policy of one new street tree per new dwelling would provide a, however imperfect, 
correlation between new build and a robust climate change mitigation measure that could be 
implemented regardless of site constraints. As trees grow they will absorb increasingly more 
CO2 over time as well as adding much needed townscape improvements. With the volume of 
development proposed in the city plan, our proposed policy would provide a game changer in 
terms of street tree coverage, with increased densities of street trees, much better canopy 
cover with all the associated climate mitigation benefits. We believe this is a practical and 
robust policy that generates the type of sustainable results the planning system aspires to. 
Our proposed policy introduces a metric that ties development to climate mitigation / carbon 



         

 

reduction and is similar to the metrics in the plan for car parking and dwelling sizes with the 
one difference in that this metric ‘keeps giving’.  

 
By introducing this policy into DM22 that policy would better reflect the importance of trees 
and planting in providing climate change mitigation and environmentally sustainable and 
climate resilient townscape. 

We believe our proposed policy meets the requirements and sentiments of the latest NPPF 
(July 21) in that it seeks to deal with climate change by mitigation and adaptation and radical 
reductions in green-house emissions (paras 20, 152 and intro).  

Our proposed policy is widely supported by local organisations and other civic societies 
including Regency Society, West Hove Forum, CPRE Sussex, Brighton Active Travel as well as 
our MP and a number of City Councillors.  

Our proposed policy has been discussed at length in terms of its practicalities. We believe the 
various arguments put forward against the policy can be overcome, provided there is a will.   

The two key arguments against the policy are lack of space and funding. In summary our 
response to this is: 

Space: For many years now the city has lost trees, not least through Elm disease and more 
recently Ash die back but also because much of the tree stock is over aged as already 
highlighted in a council scrutiny report of 2007. In addition many areas have not got the 
benefit of trees where intensive planting could take place provided appropriate planting 
standards were maintained. Moreover returning to denser planting distances would require a 
large number of additional trees. 

Funding: Linking street tree planting to development creates an immediate assumption that 
such trees should be funded entirely from CIL or other developer contributions. That may not 
be completely possible initially and not in all areas. There are other mechanisms that could 
leverage in funds such as community contributions (for example HCS have funded 100 street 
trees in the past years alone), which would help implement the policy in its early days. 
However on the whole, with a reasonable Council charging policy for the planting of street 
trees, CIL should be able to cover the costs of street tree planting comfortably as the figures 
below indicate. 

 

1. The minimum sizes for dwellings are proscribed in the City Plan Part 2, policy DM1, 
page 14. Extract below: 



         

 

 

 

2. Typical CIL charge per dwelling:  

a. for 1 bed. 2p accommodation: £2,500 - £8,750 depending on zone 

b. for a 2 bed 4p accommodation: £3,500 - £12,250 depending on zone 

3. Average costs for planting a new tree: approx. £600 as submitted to Green 
Recovery Bid Nov 2020. This is an average figure to take account of higher costs 
arising from removals of stumps in some street tree locations. Figure agreed for the 
bid submission with the Council’s Head of Parks. 

4. Percentage of CIL for tree planting CO2 mitigation measure: 

a. For 1 bed 2p accommodation: 24% – 7% depending on charging zone 

b. For 2 bed 4p accommodation: 17% - 5% depending on charging zone 

 

Our full discussion paper on this issue is available on request. 

 

 

 

Policy DM26: Conservation Areas 

Our representation re lack of management plans stands as submitted. Regrettably the time 
when the City Council was able to produce investment strategies for Conservation Areas has 
long passed and those proposals for enhancements that exist are outdated with the exception 
of two recent reports on Old Town and Queens Park. We fear that with a lack of a clear vision 
in terms of how our conservation areas should be improved, we are without plans once an 
investment opportunity arrives. We believe that such a lack of vision and guidance for 
individual conservation areas effectively neuters policy DM26.  
 
Without a modicum of vision and planning the statement in DM26 to ‘take the opportunity to 
enhance the special interest of the area wherever possible, having regard to any adopted 
management plan’ becomes more or less ineffective.  

 



         

 

The table below indicates that whereas there are quite a few proposals for improvements 
(mainly contained in the character statements) there are only one or two management plans 
in operation. 

 

Conservation Area Character 
Statement 

Management Plan / 
proposals for 
improvements 

Investment 
Strategy 

Avenues Yes No No 

Benfield Barn Yes No No 

Brunswick Town Yes No No 

Carlton Hill Yes, extensive Opportunities for 
Enhancement set out 

No 

Cliftonville Yes No No 

College No No No 

Denmark Villas Yes No No 

The Drive Yes No No 

East Cliff Yes, extensive Proposals for 
Preservation and 
Enhancement 

Potential Grant 
Aid referred to 

Engineerium Yes No No 

Hangleton Yes No No 

Hove Station Yes, extensive No No 

Kemp Town Yes, extensive Proposals for 
Improvements and 
Enhancements 

No 

Montpelier and Clifton 
Hill 

Yes, extensive No No 

North Laine Yes, extensive Enhancement 
Proposals 

No 

Old Hove Yes No No 

Old Town Yes, extensive Yes, separate 
management plan 

Call for resources 

Ovingdean Yes, extensive Enhancement 
proposals 

No 

Patcham Yes, extensive Enhancement 
proposals 

No 

Pembroke and Princes Yes No No 

Portslade Old Village Yes, extensive Some Enhancement 
proposals 

No 



         

 

Preston Park Yes, extensive No No 

Preston Village Yes No No 

Queens Park Yes, extensive Issues for future 
management set out – 
no plan 

No 

Regency Square Yes, extensive No No 

Rottingdean Yes, extensive Proposals for 
enhancements 

No 

Roundhill Yes No No 

Sackville Gardens Yes No No 

Stanmer Yes, extensive Recommendations for 
improvements and 
separate Restoration 
Management Plan 

No 

Tongdean Yes Opportunities for 
enhancement set out 

No 

Valley Gardens Yes, extensive Extensive proposals for 
future action and 
enhancement 

 

Woodland Drive Yes No No 

West Hill Yes, extensive No No 

Willet Yes No No 

 

Ps various Art 4 directions not included 

Source: https://www.brighton-hove.gov.uk/content/planning/heritage/conservation-areas 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



         

 

 

 

Note re NPPF 

NPPF2021: 

For plan-making this means that: a) all plans should promote a sustainable pattern of 
development that seeks to: meet the development needs of their area; align growth and 
infrastructure; improve the environment; mitigate climate change (including by making 
effective use of land in urban areas) and adapt to its effects; 

 

16. Plans should: a) be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achievement of 
sustainable development11; 

 

20. Strategic policies should set out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and design 
quality of places, and make sufficient provision13 for: a) housing (including affordable 
housing), employment, retail, leisure and other commercial development; b) infrastructure for 
transport, telecommunications, security, waste management, water supply, wastewater, flood 
risk and coastal change management, and the provision of minerals and energy (including 
heat); c) community facilities (such as health, education and cultural infrastructure); and d) 
conservation and enhancement of the natural, built and historic environment, including 
landscapes and green infrastructure, and planning measures to address climate change 
mitigation and adaptation. 

 

152. The planning system should support the transition to a low carbon future in a changing 
climate, taking full account of flood risk and coastal change. It should help to: shape places in 
ways that contribute to radical reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, minimise vulnerability 
and improve resilience; encourage the reuse of existing resources, including the conversion of 
existing buildings; and support renewable and low carbon energy and associated 
infrastructure. 


