Brighton and Hove City Plan Review November 2024 - CPRE Sussex comments
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the consultation.
Overall, we find a number of things to welcome in the Key Issues document, including:

e Afocus on prioritising homes for social rent (the measure most likely to address
affordability and homelessness), alongside measures to control second homes and
short term holiday lets.

e A majority focus on existing brownfield sites, and the pursuit of gentle densification.

e The potential use of the Urban Greening Factor tool to build in more green
infrastructure. Itis critical that trees and other green infrastructure is seen as
‘mission critical’, not ‘nice to have’.

However, we also remain deeply concerned in a number of areas, including:

e Areallack of clarity about the annual housing figure that the city will adopt, given
the ludicrously unachievable figure created by the government’s Standard Method
formula (now 2498 — even higher than the figure quoted in the consultation), and
whether the urban fringe, National Park setting or green spaces will be sacrificed to
achieve it.

e Alimited approach to climate issues, including a deeply unambitious approach to
operational carbon emissions from new-builds, which relies heavily on the
forthcoming Future Homes Standard, which is evidently being watered down before
its publication. Other Planning Authorities in Sussex have adopted, or are looking to
adopt, much bolder approaches, such as requiring fully zero carbon standards (e.g.
Mid Sussex) or setting a maximum space heating demand (Lewes).

e Acontinuing threat to valuable green, urban fringe sites including in Toads Hole
Valley.

e Anapproach to transport that threatens to increase car mileage within and to/from
the city (and hence associated congestion, air and noise pollution and carbon
emissions), including through the use of Park and Ride.

We hope that these areas of weakness can be improved at the next stage. Our response to
a number of the specific consultation questions follows.

Paul Steedman

Director, CPRE Sussex



Question 1: Do you agree or disagree that we should continue to focus new
development in the eight existing Development Areas? (strongly agree, somewhat
agree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree, strongly disagree.)

We largely agree with the focus of the Development Areas. We have had a long-standing
belief that Toads Hole Valley would ideally be protected as part of the urban fringe, as a
place for nature and recreation, creating a buffer between the city and the National Park.

CPRE Sussex continues to believe that, if it continues to be included in the City Plan, the
proposed development of Toads Hole Valley, as promoted by Policy DA7, will only be
acceptable if it the resulting development would create an exemplary suburb that would:

e complement the unique landscape of the site and its surroundings
e safeguard strategic views of the South Downs and the sea.

¢ create a well-balanced mixed-use sustainable garden suburb following TCPA Garden City
Principles

e conserve and enhance the biodiversity of the valley

¢ bring benefits for the neighbouring communities in Goldstone Valley, Hangleton and
Nevill

¢ mitigate the impact of traffic and traffic noise on the neighbouring areas

¢ ensure the costs of maintaining the public areas of the valley and serving it with public
transport are met by the development

In the case of DA2, and the gas works site, we strongly support the redevelopment of this
brownfield site, but the scale and massing must reflect the proximity of the South Downs
National Park boundary, preserving views into and out of the Park. The recently refused
application was simply too tall and trying to fit too much on this site.

Question 2: Are there any other parts of the city that could be suitable for significant new
housing or commercial development? Please make suggestions below.



Question 3: Are you aware of any specific sites that could be available for
development?

If the Royal Mail site in the North Laine is now to move to Patcham Court Farm (a proposal
that we opposed), a site-specific brief for this location would be welcome. It creates a real
opportunity for a well-located mixed-use development, with employment and housing,
especially for social rent.

Question 4: Do you have any comments on our proposed Special Areas?

Special Area 3, the Urban Fringe/setting of South Downs National Park, is in greater need of
defence than the current plan provides for. The housing allocation in Benfield Valley
should be removed, with the focus placed on enhancing this site for nature, heritage and
recreational connections to the South Downs. We have commented on Toads Hole Valley
above.

Question 5: Are there any other means of increasing housing supply that we should
consider?

Increasing ‘gentle densification’, especially close to existing transport hubs, could offer
rewards. Densifying some of the city’s suburbs —through 3-5 storey buildings — could help

make public transport more viable, reducing car dependency while limiting the impact on
views from the National Park.

Itis not simply housing supply, but specifically housing affordability for people on lower
incomes that is particularly challenging. The Council might usefully explore non-planning
remedies, such as purchasing existing and new stock for social rent.

Question 6: Do you think we should prioritise larger family homes on suitable sites?
(strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree, strongly
disagree.)

Question 7: Do you agree we should prioritise affordable homes to rent (social rent
and affordable rent)? (strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree,
somewhat disagree, strongly disagree.)

Strongly agree. The big priority is affordability — as TCPA have made clear, it is only through
the construction, purchase and retention of more homes for social rent, that we will have a
significantimpact on housing costs.


https://www.createstreets.com/why-gentle-density-is-a-key-part-of-the-levelling-up-puzzle/

Question 8: Do you support the approach of asking for financial contributions to
affordable housing from smaller housing sites? (strongly agree, somewhat agree,
neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree, strongly disagree.)

Strongly agree

Question 9: Do you think there is a useful role for ‘co-living’ housing in the city? (strongly
agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree, strongly disagree.)

Question 10: Do you agree we should manage the number of new second homes in the
city? (strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat
disagree, strongly disagree.)

Strongly Agree. Brighton & Hove is deeply unaffordable — the 4™ least affordable place in
the country for private renting; housing should primarily be about meeting the needs of
permanent residents.

Question 11: Should we be seeking more wheelchair adapted or adaptable housing as part
of new housing developments? (strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor
disagree, somewhat disagree, strongly disagree.)

Question 12: Do you think we should prioritise Purpose Built Student Accommodation on
suitable sites? (strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat
disagree, strongly disagree.)

Question 13: Should we require some accommodation units suitable for families in
Purpose Built Student Accommodation developments? (strongly agree, somewhat agree,
neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree, strongly disagree.)

Question 14: How important is it to you that we require new development to reduce
the risk of overheating? (Very important; important; no opinion; slightly important; not
important)

Very important. As Parliament’s recent briefing note sets out:



e The frequency, duration and intensity of extreme heat and heatwaves in the UK has
been increasing. Five periods of extreme heat were recorded in England in 2022.
Temperatures exceeded 40°C for the first time.

e Heatimpacts the body and can lead to illness and death. The summer 2022 heat
periods were associated with 2,985 deaths in England.

e The number of heat-related deaths is projected to increase with climate change,
and as the population grows and ages.

https://researchbriefings.files.parliament.uk/documents/POST-PN-0723/POST-PN-
0723.pdf

Question 15: Are there any other ways our planning policies could help mitigate
climate change impacts?

In relation to all of Section 4 on climate mitigation and adaptation, we recommend that all
the recommendations in the most recent TCPA/RTPI guide are adopted:
https://www.tcpa.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/TCPA-RTPI-Climate-Guide-4th-

edition-1.pdf

So, for example, we would ask that the Plan contains explicit reference to the Carbon
Budgets set under the Climate Change Act, and the milestones in emissions reductions
required by these budgets, while at the same time noting Brighton and Hove’s desire to
move more quickly than this.

Flood risks need to be assessed on a lifetime basis (100+ years) and factor in the latest
modelling on likely future scenarios. In applying the sequential test, in the light of the latest
data, we would query whether there are really scenarios in which “development has to be
located in areas of flood risk”; the plan should robustly rule out this development in order
to future proof the city. We support the focus on SuDS and rain gardens.

In the context of climate adaptation and the urban heat island effect, green infrastructure —
such as street trees — must be identified in the plan as critical infrastructure, not a nice-to-
have. Development should be required to deliver new trees, either directly or via
contributions, to help provide shading and flood protection.

The focus of the consultation section on climate adaptation and impacts is on new
buildings; the discussion on retrofitting is largely focused on climate change mitigation.
Yetitis primarily existing buildings and infrastructure that will need to adapt to our
changing climate. There should be a much greater focus on retrofitting for adaptation.


https://www.tcpa.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/TCPA-RTPI-Climate-Guide-4th-edition-1.pdf
https://www.tcpa.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/TCPA-RTPI-Climate-Guide-4th-edition-1.pdf

The Plan might usefully be more explicit about the fact that climate change impacts do not
fall evenly across the city’s residents, with policy focusing on addressing the most
vulnerable. For example, adaptations — such as green infrastructure — might be prioritised
in locations with older, low-income residents with health conditions, where surface water
flooding is more prevalent, or where tree cover is low.

Question 16: Are there any more ways our planning policies can support low and zero
carbon energy generation and energy infrastructure?

As above, we would commend the advice set out in the TCPA/RTPI guide as well as the
report done for the CCC by CSE and TCPA.

Question 17: How important is it to you that we encourage new development to
incorporate Circular Economy principles? (Very important; important; no opinion;
slightly important; not important)

Very important

Question 18: How important is it to you that we encourage buildings to be designed
and built with lower embodied carbon? (Very important; important; no opinion;
slightly important; not important)

Very important

Question 19: Would you support us setting specific targets to limit whole life cycle
emissions for larger developments? (strongly support; somewhat support; neither
support nor object; somewhat object; strongly object)

Strongly support

Question 20: How important is it to you that we set carbon emission reduction
standards that go further than the national Future Homes and Building Standard for
new development? (Very important; important; no opinion; slightly important; not
important)

Very important

Question 21: Should we set a water efficiency target higher than the current optional
national standard? (strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree,
somewhat disagree, strongly disagree.)


https://www.tcpa.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/TCPA-RTPI-Climate-Guide-4th-edition-1.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2023/07/Spatial-planning-for-climate-resilience-and-net-zero-CSE-TCPA.pdf

Strongly agree

Question 22: Should we include water efficiency targets for non-residential
development? (strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree,
somewhat disagree, strongly disagree.)

Strongly agree

Question 23: What else could we consider when thinking about the need for office space?

Question 24: What else could we consider when thinking about the need for industrial
floorspace?

Question 25: Are there any sites we could consider to provide more industrial floorspace in
the city?

Question 26: Are you aware of any specific types of employment space or premises that
are needed in the city?

Question 27: How can the supply of affordable workspace be increased in the city?

Question 28: How important to you are the following elements of high-quality design?
(Very important; important; no opinion; slightly important; not important) e attractive
streets and public spaces ® innovative and attractive design in new development. ¢
respecting the diverse character of the city’s neighbourhoods ¢ safe, accessible
buildings and public spaces that are easy to move through ¢ conserving and
enhancing the city’s listed buildings and conservation areas ¢ sustainable buildings
that are resilient to climate change by using resources more efficiently ® supporting
healthier lifestyles by reducing the impact of traffic

All very important

Question 29: Do you support or object to the following suggested ways of increasing
the density of new developments? (strongly support; somewhat support; neither
support nor object, somewhat object; strongly object)

¢ identifying areas that may be suitable for tall buildings of over 6 storeys or more (please
suggest areas below) Somewhat support - this significantly depends on the location. Taller
buildings would not necessarily be appropriate on the urban fringe, if they impact on the
setting of the National Park, or in locations which dominate or overshadow green spaces
within the city.



¢ identifying areas that may be suitable for very tall buildings of 12 storeys or more (please
suggest areas below) Somewhat object — as previously, this depends very significantly on
the impact on green spaces and the surrounding Downs. As many sites have now been
built out, very tall buildings are increasingly hard to accommodate without negative
impacting on green infrastructure.

¢ identifying areas of the city that may be suited for gentle densification through more mid-
rise development of 3 to 5 storeys (please suggest areas below)

Strongly support: site-specific context is everything, but in broad terms we see this as the
right approach to increasing density.

¢ adding more storeys above shops in town and local centres
Somewhat support
¢ building on undeveloped land around existing homes such as disused garage sites

Neither support nor object; it depends on what the undeveloped land consists of — if
disused garages, we would strongly support, but if it represents part of a wildlife corridor or
patchwork, we would object.

e converting existing buildings into flats or smaller homes

Somewhat support. This depends on the quality of the conversion —we do not support the
creation of new ‘slum housing’ through e.g. office-to-residential conversions which lack
adequate ventilation, or access to outdoor space.

Question 30: Can you think of other ways of increasing densities that are not listed above?
Question 31: How can we ensure the city remains an important visitor destination?

Question 32: Apart from Central Brighton, are there other parts of the city you think are also
important to the visitor economy or the cultural identity of Brighton & Hove?

Question 33: How can we ensure that the city remains attractive to artists and creative
entrepreneurs?

Question 34: What issues should a new night-time economy policy within the City Plan
address?

Question 35: Please let us know if you think changes are needed to the hierarchy of centres



Question 36: Do you think we should continue to protect hotels and guest houses within a
Hotel Core Zone? (strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat
disagree, strongly disagree.) If so, are any changes needed to the boundary?

Question 37: Are there any sites you think we should allocate for new hotel development?

Question 38: Should we manage the change of residential use to short term holiday
lets in the city? (strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree,
somewhat disagree, strongly disagree.)

Strongly agree. The primary focus of housing should be meeting local need.

Question 39: Do you think there are certain areas of the city where short term lets are more
appropriate?

Question 40: How important to you are the following issues in helping residents lead
healthy lifestyles? (Very important; important; no opinion; slightly important; not
important) ® ensuring the design of new developments and public and green spaces
encourage children and adults to be more active ® ensuring the design of new
development and public and green spaces meets the needs of all ages and abilities ¢
access to healthy food ® access to open space for recreation ¢ access to sports
facilities ® contact with the natural environment, such as trees and wildlife

Strongly agree to all.

Question 41: Under what limited circumstances should we allow the loss of open space or
sports facility? (Strongly support, somewhat support, neither support nor object somewhat
object, strongly object). ® to enable improvements, for example through better access ® to
provide better facilities, for example a pavilion ® to provide wider community benefits, such
as a community building ¢ if the open space or sports facility would be replaced elsewhere
e ifthe open space or sports facility is surplus to requirements

Question 42: Would you support any of the following on areas of open space?
(Strongly support, somewhat support, neither support nor object, somewhat object,
strongly object.) * community food growing ® community composting area ¢ flood
prevention measures, such as rain gardens ® measures to improve biodiversity, such
as butterfly banks

Assuming sensitive design, Strongly support

Question 43: On larger developments, what types of open space do you think are
important to be provided on site? (Very important; important; no opinion; slightly



important; not important.) e Children’s equipped play-space ¢ Food growing space ¢
Green space for informal recreation ® Natural green space, for example, for wildlife

All are desirable. Green space which combines informal recreation and
wildlife/biodiversity features is the most important — but this needs to be much more than
a strip of closely-mown turf surrounded by ‘no ball game’ signs. It must genuinely provide
opportunities for a variety of types of play and recreation and look to form part of relevant
local wildlife corridors.

Question 44: What types of food growing opportunities would you use if they were
available? » Edible planting spaces within landscaping, such as shrubs with berries or fruit
trees  Individual food growing space ® Communal food growing space ¢ Allotments
Anything else — please tell us

Question 45: On larger developments, would you support a requirement to provide food
growing space? (Strongly support, slightly support, neither support nor object, somewhat
object, strongly object.)

Question 46: Should we be more ambitious with developments that provide
mandatory Biodiversity New Gain by requiring more than the 10% minimum
requirement? What target would you support? ¢ 10% ¢ 15% ¢ 20%

We would support a 20% target. But it is critical that there is adequate monitoring of actual
delivery/implementation. In a recent report from University of Sheffield researchers:

e Asurvey of nearly 6,000 houses across 42 developments found that only half of the
promises to mitigate harm to nature had been kept. Many ecological enhancements
had simply not materialised, with 83% of Hedgehog highways, 100% of bug boxes,
and 75% of both bat and bird boxes found to be missing from new developments.

e The delivery of plant life across sites also painted a depressing picture: 39% of the
trees detailed on planting plans were missing or dead, and nearly half of the native
hedges that were supposed to be laid did not exist.

https://wildjustice.org.uk/general/lost-nature-report/

Setting higher targets for biodiversity achieves nothing if the ‘net gain’ is only theoretical,
rather than on the ground.

Question 47: Please indicate whether you support providing off-site Biodiversity Net
Gain on a Registered Site that is: ® as close as possible to the development site itself ¢


https://wildjustice.org.uk/general/lost-nature-report/

away from the site but still within the Brighton & Hove area ® away from the site in a
location where wider ecological benefits can be achieved ® across a wider area, for
example within the Living Coast Biosphere area within Sussex

We defer to wildlife experts, such as Sussex Wildlife Trust, on this question, and would
support their recommendations.

Question 48: Do you think we should use a target to increase the amount of green
infrastructure provided by larger developments? (Strongly agree, somewhat agree,
neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree, strongly disagree.)

Strongly agree. CPRE Sussex has worked closely with BHCC to secure many new trees on
streets, in parks and on housing estates. The jointly-commissioned reports from
Treeconomics - https://www.cpresussex.org.uk/news/calls-for-major-urban-tree-planting-

programme-in-brighton-hove/ - make clear how tree-deprived the city is, and how stark
the differences between different areas of the city are when it comes to tree cover. Canopy
cover is current 10%, when the suggested target is 15%. Given the current loss of historic
trees, especially due to elm disease and ash dieback, it is essential that major
developments contribute more to the creation of green infrastructure.

Following the policy in the adopted Hove Station Neighbourhood Plan, we believe that an
objective to plant 1 street tree per residential dwelling or 1 per 100m2 of non-residential
floor space is appropriate starting point across the city.

Question 49: Do you support reviewing parking standards for new developments:
(Strongly support, slightly support, neither support nor object, somewhat object,
strongly object.) ® to provide more electric vehicle chargepoints ¢ to provide parking
related to levels of public transport ¢ to provide suitable cycle parking ¢ so that new
developments do not significantly impact on levels of on-street parking for existing
residents ¢ to support the council’s Carbon Neutral ambition and pathways ¢ to
provide facilities for safe deliveries and servicing ® to provide facilities for disabled
drivers ¢ to facilitate businesses to operate effectively

If, and only if, the leading aim of a review is to reduce the overall numbers of cars in the city
centre (to tackle air pollution, carbon emissions and congestion, while recognising that
there are people who have a real need to drive), and to support the development of further
measures to support walking, wheeling, cycling and public transport, then we strongly
support the review of parking standards.


https://www.cpresussex.org.uk/news/calls-for-major-urban-tree-planting-programme-in-brighton-hove/
https://www.cpresussex.org.uk/news/calls-for-major-urban-tree-planting-programme-in-brighton-hove/

This should be combined with a transport approach that looks, over time, to reduce the
overall number of parking spaces within the city centre, freeing up space for street trees,
pocket parks, rain gardens and other green infrastructure.

Question 50: Do you support: (Strongly support, slightly support, neither support nor
object, somewhat object, strongly object.) ® providing more choices for those
accessing the city centre by establishing park and ride site(s)? ¢ providing more
options for deliveries in the city, for example moving goods to smaller, more suitable
and sustainable vehicles as they reach the city centre? ¢ providing more choices by
creating local neighbourhood hubs that provide access to public transport, car and
cycle hire, and other transport facilities?

We strongly support the principles of reducing the number of cars in the city centre (and
the number of people travelling to the city by car) and of utilising more sustainable delivery
vehicles.

However, we remain unconvinced that Park and Ride will deliver on critical transport aims.
A recent evidence review on Park and Ride found that it increases car kilometres travelled
and has a negative impact on modal split-i.e. Park and Ride means people use their cars
more, rather than less. https://www.climatexchange.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2024/02/CXC-Reducing-car-use-through-parking-policies-August-

2023.pdf

Furthermore, we would strongly object to the creation of Park and Ride sites that have a
negative impact on the National Park or its setting, or on the urban fringe or green spaces.

We would support local neighbourhood hubs if they are combined with other transport
policies that encourage modal shift towards active travel and public transport, and reduce
overall car use.

Question 51: Are there any specific requirements for new infrastructure that we
should be aware of?

Green infrastructure, including street trees, is sorely lacking in the city. Given the dramatic
increase in canopy cover that the city should be aiming for, while at the same time
addressing tree inequity, this should be a critical priority. Street trees should not be
thought of as ‘nice to have’ - they provide essential services on air quality, biodiversity,
carbon, heat, mental health, flood management, etc, especially when considered as part
of wider green infrastructure, such as wildlife corridors and rain gardens.

Active travel infrastructure is also still poor in the city; facilities for walking, wheeling and
cycling should be prioritized.


https://www.climatexchange.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/CXC-Reducing-car-use-through-parking-policies-August-2023.pdf
https://www.climatexchange.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/CXC-Reducing-car-use-through-parking-policies-August-2023.pdf
https://www.climatexchange.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/CXC-Reducing-car-use-through-parking-policies-August-2023.pdf

