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Brighton and Hove City Plan Part 2 Public Examination 

Statement by Richard Bickers and David Bangs 

for the Friends of Whitehawk Hill (ID 230) 
 

Matter 16 Environment and Energy DM37-46 

DM37 Green infrastructure and nature conservation 

Qu.2 Does the policy appropriately set out the requirements for internationally designated sites, 
including the Habitats Regulations requirements, nationally and locally protected sites so as to be 
justified, effective and consistent with national policy, with particular regard to biodiversity net gain 
and the mitigation hierarchy? 

FoWH objects to aspects of MM53 and MM67 (BHCC02 Revised Schedule of Proposed Modifications 
to the Proposed Submission City Plan Part 2, August 2021). FoWH objected to inclusion of the phrase 
‘Unless allocated for development in the City Plan’ in part C of the policy on Local Sites in our regulation 
19 representations. We continue to object to its inclusion and relocation, as proposed in MM53, 
although we accept that this does provide greater clarity that all developments in or affecting local 
sites would be required to mitigate impacts and deliver biodiversity net gain. Singling out some local 
sites in this way by the inclusion of this phrase is, we believe, contrary to NPPF paragraph 174 and 
would also act contrary to paragraph 175a. It is also contrary to, or in contradiction with, for example, 
CPP2 Policy H2 Housing Sites – Urban Fringe. It would tend to create a two tier system of local sites. 
We also believe that it is unnecessary, as its removal would not prevent development in allocations 
that are within local sites, if, in line with both national and local policy, exceptional circumstances 
could be demonstrated, any adverse effects could be mitigated and biodiversity net gain could be 
delivered. 

We do not agree with BHCCs argument, as set out in MM67, that ‘exceptional circumstances’ justifying 
developments within local sites were demonstrated by the examination and adoption of CPP1. CPP1 
did not allocate specific urban fringe sites, which was the role of CPP2. 

 

DM38 Local green spaces 

In our regulation 19 representation we argued that the selection of potential Local Green Spaces in 
the 2014 UFA was insufficiently evidenced and that Whitehawk Hill LNR and/or the Racecourse 
Landscape would meet the criteria for designation and should be included as such. These were 
reviewed in the 2021 UFA (ED24) and the conclusions carried over in TP04 Local Green Space Topic 
Paper. 

Regarding the basis of the choice of LGSs in the 2014 UFA, LUC state (3.7) only that ‘an objective 
professional judgement was made as to which urban fringe sites were considered to be appropriate 
for designation’, with reference to the NPPF criteria, but present no further information to evidence 
this, for example how the various sites in the urban fringe would or would not met the NPPF criteria. 
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Regarding designation of Whitehawk Hill LNR and/or the Racecourse Landscape as a LGS LUC 
acknowledge that it would meet many of the functions (or criteria) set out in the NPPF and of the four 
areas that were identified as potential LGSs. However, they argue (3.11) that it is too large for LGS 
designation and that ‘there are few clear and robust boundaries marking out possible smaller areas 
suitable for LGS’, views which are reiterated by BHCC (TP04). Whilst we acknowledge that the upper 
boundary in terms of area for LGSs is open to interpretation we disagree that there are no clear or 
robust boundaries that would enable the identification of a smaller area. Features that could provide 
such boundaries include roads, such as Warren Road, Wilson Avenue and Manor Hill, the racecourse, 
or the extent of the ‘Race Ground’ as set out and mapped in the Indenture dating from the purchase 
of the land by Brighton Corporation in 1888 (see 4.2.4 of our regulation 19 representation). It would 
also be possible, for example, to exclude allotments lying within the LNR boundary from any possible 
LGS. There is no evidence in the 2021 UFA that a potential LGS using any of such or other boundaries 
was considered. 

BHCC also argue (TP04) that Whitehawk Hill is already subject to a number of designations which 
afford it a high level of protection. We would note that these have not been considered sufficient by 
BHCC to prevent part of it being brought forward as an allocation in CPP2, on the grounds that they 
need to plan positively for housing in the context of a citywide housing shortfall. This is a situation 
which is unlikely to change significantly, with continuing pressure for development on designated 
sites, including Whitehawk Hill.  

 


