
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

Brighton Gasworks re-development: 
joining forces with AGHAST and other groups 
 
We have joined forces with AGHAST, the local group set 
up to oppose the Berkeley Group’s massively over-
developed proposals for the derelict gasworks site in East 
Brighton. No planning application has yet been made but 
one is expected sometime in the spring. 
 
After an initial meeting with them a month ago, we 
decided to set up a coalition to include a wider group of 
amenity societies and community groups, with the aim of 
persuading the Council to insist on a low-rise high-density 
proposal rather than the conglomeration of tall blocks up 
to 15 storeys high which is currently proposed. 
 
This wider group, besides ourselves and AGHAST, 
includes the Regency Society, The Kemp Town Society, 
The Regency Square Area Society, The Montpelier and 
Clifton Hill Residents Association, and the Edward Street 
Neighbourhood Action Forum. 
 
At a subsequent meeting all seven groups agreed to 
expand the community support base still further and the 
campaign has now attracted support from a number of 
other organisations too. At the time of writing a further five 
groups have joined the discussions. The list is still 
growing. 
 
A second meeting including those five groups has now 
been held at which the following priorities were discussed: 
 
1. To support this large brownfield site being used to 
accommodate new housing - including affordable housing 
- in order to make a major contribution to the city’s need 
for new homes.  
 
2. To examine low-rise high-density solutions for this site 
based around courtyard layouts incorporating generous  

 
open spaces which would provide sunny, recreational and 
landscaped spaces for residents and the general public, 
and new residential buildings which would relate politely  
and sympathetically to the scale, height and character of 
the surrounding residential areas. 
 
3. To ensure that any new development is considered 
within the contexts of climate change and post-Covid 
priorities. We anticipate that such layouts will allow up to 
four times more homes than the 85 suggested in the City 
Plan. 
 
4. To ensure that contamination issues are properly 
considered. Lessons from other gasworks sites nationally 
indicate that if these are not dealt with effectively, long 
term pollution and health problems can be experienced. 
These concerns will affect the design of the new 
development. Large, tall buildings will require major 
excavations, which are totally the wrong approach. Low-
rise lightweight buildings would minimise the amount of 
below ground disturbance required. Reputable 
contamination consultants with a successful track record 
must be employed to ensure the highest standards are 
met – the City Council will have absolutely no expertise in 
this field. 
 
5. We agreed that this site represents a major opportunity 
to demonstrate that responsible development can work for 
both the developer, the public interest and the community. 
After all, Berkeley Group founder, the late Tony Pidgley 
put it this way:  
 
“Landowners and developers should be forced to share 
‘planning uplift’ with local authorities.” 
 
We have a long way to go. We’ll keep you posted.    JM w 
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News Update  
 
The period since our last Newsletter in October has been 
very busy. Four public consultations, all of which needed 
considerable research and work, were announced in 
quick succession to each other. 
 
Planning White Paper 
The first was the Government White Paper on Planning 
(MHCLG consultation). This lengthy document of about 
85 pages set out radical new national planning policies, 
designed primarily to streamline the planning system to 
encourage more housing to be built. 
 
Predictably, although it tried hard to conceal its intentions, 
it was designed to reduce the power of local authorities 
and public engagement in the planning process and give 
more power to development interests to over-ride current 
planning restraints, in order to increase the numbers of 
new dwellings receiving planning approval. 
 
This probably seemed to the government the easiest way 
of tackling the problem. But this top-down approach is 
misguided. In our response we looked at the problem 
from the point of view of the interests of Brighton & Hove 
and argued strongly against its proposals. 
 
You can read our full response on our website, 
www.brighton-society.org.uk. 
 
City Plan Part 2 consultation 
The second public consultation was the council’s final 
proposals for Part 2 of the City Plan. We had commented 
on the draft in September 2018. 
 
We were particularly disappointed with the section on 
Design and Heritage. In fact, the first mention of the word 
‘heritage’ is 16 pages into the document – and then only 
in relation in the section dealing with advertisements; the 
next one is 25 pages on and then only in relation to 
“Locally Listed Heritage Assets”.  
 
This regrettably seems to indicate how low on the list of 
council priorities is protecting and conserving Brighton’s 
outstanding heritage of about 3,500 listed buildings and 
34 conservation areas, and there were many other 
concerns. We also commented on the sections dealing 
with Housing, Accommodation and Community policies 
and Strategic Site Allocations – Housing etc. 
 
Urban Design Frameworks (UDF) 
The third consultation was the Council’s proposals for 
Urban Design Frameworks Special Design Guide (SPD). 
 
Again, this was a very disappointing document. Our 
criticisms ran to 12 pages. Some policies were welcome, 
but the whole draft SPD (Supplementary Planning 
Document) is bedevilled by the constant conflation of 
"high density" with tall, high rise buildings. This creates 
inevitable contradictions between advocating tall buildings 
on the one hand, yet in the same breath promoting 
policies to respect heritage assets and community 
involvement on the other. It doesn’t make any sense. 
 
Currently we are preparing the Society’s response to the 
Hove Station Masterplan. This topic is covered briefly in 
an accompanying article in this newsletter.                JM w 

Beach Huts 
 

  
More needed please! 
 
Enjoyed by all, beach huts give young ones a base where 
drinks, food and grown ups are based and where beach 
toys are stored. Adults and children enjoy being able to 
play with ‘beach hut friends’ and the older generation just 
enjoy ’people watching’ whilst sunbathing in the fresh air 
with a glass or two ready to share. 
 
According to The Argus newspaper, it has been 
suggested that more people should have the chance to 
enjoy the use of these iconic huts. I feel the answer 
should be a resounding ‘yes’ with one reservation: they 
must be of the timber variety – the concrete/brick ones 
are unattractive, distinctly NOT quirky, usually not looked 
after and should not be allowed to proliferate!          LLW w 
 
              
Threat to Preston Circus Fire Station 
 
The design integrity of this important locally listed 1930s 
Brighton building is threatened by proposed major 
alterations which will destroy its original character, 
particularly many of its 1930s deco internal features which 
make a major contribution to its architectural and historic 
interest. The Fire Station is an important local landmark 
and a locally listed heritage asset.  
 
Internal features include original stained timber panelled 
doors linking the social areas on the first floor, the 
terrazzo staircases and ornate ironwork balustrading, the 
original timber parquet flooring, original brass door 
furniture and light fittings, original warning light system, 
original facilities for firefighter staff and a valuable 
collection of historical artifacts recording the social history 
of the of the station and its firefighters. 

   30s deco details  



Externally, the proposals potentially include alterations to 
the second floor flats for firefighters which are now 
redundant and derelict. The parquet flooring on this floor 
has been badly damaged by water ingress and unfinished 
demolitions.  
 
Also under discussion is a proposal to widen the fire 
engine doors facing Preston Circus with implications for 
the existing stone surrounds and the appearance of the 
external façade of this locally listed building. 
 
The Fire Station was built in 1938 following an 
architectural competition won by architect Graeme Highet 
who also designed the Woking United Reform Church, the 
Guildford Library (1963) and houses in Welwyn Garden 
City. The station has carved bosses by Joseph Cribb, 
sculptor, carver and letter-cutter, who was apprenticed to 
Eric Gill.   
 
The building was recently considered for full listing but, in 
spite of being recommended as suitable by the Twentieth 
Century Society, was not listed by Historic England. If the 
Fire Station’s important internal features are not to be lost 
forever, this unfortunate decision needs to be re-
considered.                                                                 JM w 
 
 
Hove Station Masterplan 
 

 

This is the Council’s vision for the land immediately to the 
north west of the listed Hove Station. It is illustrated in the 
Council’s public consultation on the future development of 
the Hove Station area. 

These proposals and the massing illustrations shown in 
the Masterplan above, are frankly horrific. What 
depressing images, particularly given that developers will 
use this planning guidance to push the boundaries even 
higher. It is a travesty. 

Where are the green open spaces such dense 
developments need, the play areas, the landscaped 
areas, the sunlit spaces to just sit outside and enjoy the 
birdsong? Has the Council learned nothing from the 
pandemic and how essential it is that people living in high 
rise apartments can get outside and enjoy generous open 
spaces? 

Frankly these proposals look to have been inspired more 
by Stalinist socialist accommodation blocks than anything 
which relates to the high-density low-rise terraced villas 
which have been traditionally the type of housing most 
appropriate to Hove and the wider city. 

This masterplan is an attempt to dress up unacceptable 
development policies in emperor’s clothes. It is a 
developer’s charter which makes no concessions at all to 
conserving the valuable elements (including listed 
heritage buildings and adjacent Conservation Areas) of 

Hove’s urban environment, and promotes developments 
which are massively out of scale and which will create 
maximum harm to the existing character of the area. 
We are not against high density buildings – the area 
around a transport hub such as Hove Station is an ideal 
location for more new homes built to a high density. But 
high density does not have to be high-rise or tall buildings. 
There are countless examples of low–rise high density 
buildings which would be far more appropriate to the 
setting of Hove Station. 
 
It could be argued that to some extent the horse has 
bolted. The recent approval of the 18-storey Ellen Street 
tower, the Sackville Estate just to the north west and the 
KAP site to the north within Development Area DA6, have 
set unfortunate precedents and, when built, will occupy 
large areas within DA6. 

The suspicion we have is that the Hove Station 
Masterplan is just a rubber-stamp giving retro-active 
justification to approvals which have already been rail-
roaded through the planning system by developers 
holding the threat of appeal over the Council should it fail 
to grant planning consent. In the case of the 18 storey 
Ellen Street development (Hove Gardens in developer-
speak), this actually happened, and in the case of the 
Sackville Estate (consisting of a conglomeration of tall 
buildings up to15 storeys) would have happened if the 
Council had turned down the application. 

But that’s no excuse for making the existing disastrous 
situation even worse. The Planning Dept needs to think 
again. SaveHove has never seemed to be a more 
appropriate slogan than now.                                      JM w 
                                             

Cancelling the Past? 
 
We seldom tackle the fact that those making planning 
decisions often see things completely differently to the 
public. Currently, the Edward Street Quarter (ESQ) 
development rising from the old Amex House site is 
typically seen by the community living closest to it as a 
cliff-face of bloated overdevelopment. In 2018, the 
officials and committee members who approved the 
development, described ESQ in glowing terms using 
phrases like ‘simply beautiful’. Two years on, for local 
residents, for workers passing by on buses, any ‘beauty’ 
that emerges won’t alter perceptions that the ESQ 
represents unaffordable housing driven by corporate profit 
margins. It’s something most of us dislike - so that’s what 
we see. To the planners, the development might be 
bloated – ugly even – but it represents 168 units of new 
homes slashed off a government-imposed target… ipso 
facto that’s what they see.  
 
Representation and the way we see things differently 
goes to the heart of the debate around removal of 
commemorative items. Although it was news to many that 
our Council was anything other, its recent pledge to be 
‘anti-racist’ has a specific character. This version belongs 
to a controversial newcomer to UK academia called 
Critical Race Theory. CRT reinstates ‘race’ and bestows 
special emphasis on actions. Thus, BHCC announced, 
‘We will use our resources and change what we do to 
actively dismantle racist structures and challenge racial 
inequality’. The approach to different statues, plaques and 



street names now under development is ‘removing some, 
retaining some and erecting educational information 
boards and/or walks’. That commemorative items would 
be retained and, in some instances, have factual 
information positioned alongside, is welcome and accords 
with the stance taken by Historic England. But the 
prospect of items being arbitrarily removed by decree and 
without recourse to public opinion is troubling.  
 
Paradoxically, a recent government decree (as if we want 
more of those!) surely has Brighton in mind when warning 
councils that it will block removals of commemorative 
items unless due process and public engagement have 
been observed. Housing minister Robert Jenrick’s 
strengthening of planning law merits scepticism among 
those of us seeking more democratic engagement but the 
fetter he places on the zeal of ‘removal committees’ is 
welcome.   
 
One prominent UK ‘removal’ controversy is the statue of 
Cecil Rhodes adorning the facade of Oriel College at 
Oxford University. For years, campaigners have 
demanded its removal, as has Oxford City Council. An 
Oriel commission was established to explore matters ‘with 
an open mind’ but how well a panel dominated by pro-
removal commissioners demonstrates this remains to be 
seen (more than a few commentators have described it as 
‘a hanging jury’ itching to be rid of the statue). Let us hope 
submissions made to the panel lead to a fully informed 
decision. After all, a university should be a haven for 
knowledge, reason and debate, allowing all sides to test 
their arguments. Such scrutiny can’t avoid the moral maze. 
Historical figures often lived lives chequered with 
episodes of glory and ignominy - Churchill inevitably 
coming to mind. Similarly, as Mandela was occasioned to 
argue, Rhodes, the ardent imperialist, not only sponsored 
the publication that would later become the newspaper of 
the African National Congress but provided the founding 
statement of Rhodes Scholarships: ‘No student shall be 
qualified or disqualified for election to a scholarship on 
account of his race’.  
 
Back at BHCC, a recent officer report reviewing the 
approach to possible ‘removals’ informs us that links have 
been made between the review panel and local historians. 
Yet the Brighton Society knows none who have been 
contacted. Hopefully, as Bristol mayor Marvin Rees 
recommends for his city, our council will pay heed to 
public opinion and, above all, display wisdom. Thomas 
Sewell reminds us that slavery has been an abomination 
throughout human history. Another historian writes: 
‘Almost all peoples have been both slaves and 
slaveholders at some point in their histories’. Musing on 
the difficulty of seeing beyond the boundaries of our time, 
one African American professor commented on how, 200 
years from now, our present-day culture may be seen as 
barbaric for its ill treatment and consumption of livestock. 
Will a street named after a 21st century hero suddenly be 
altered on discovery of an investment in a sheep farm?  
 
This is not to say that every commemorative item should 
automatically pass moral muster. The same professor 
rightly takes exception to revered figures ‘who argued 
vigorously for slavery against growing currents against it’. 
The fact that such figures lived out their days believing 
black people should remain in bondage while encouraging 
others to believe the same is repugnant. Yet, even if the 
hunt for A-list monsters in Brighton found any, erasing 

them from history would be an ignorant approach. 
Removing ‘the dignity of ongoing commemoration’ and 
replacing veneration with displays of historical fact is 
surely the right approach to discuss. In any case, given 
the challenges facing our city in the present, a committee 
for the hasty cancellation of our unsavoury past is just 
about the last thing we need.                                      AH w 
 
This is an edited extract from an essay soon to appear on 
our website. 
 
 
Website Report 
 
Earlier this year our website was flooded with comments 
containing spam and dodgy services, so we decided to 
block all post comments open to the general public and 
instead create a comments page in the members’ section, 
accessible to members only from the home page menu 
area. Comments can still be made by the general public 
on our Twitter and Facebook platforms, which have links 
to the website. 
 
If you haven’t already been to our website we strongly 
recommend you do. New articles are uploaded each 
month about important issues that affect our city. We 
hope you find them informative and we hope to hear your 
concerns regarding the city’s future direction.            AG w 
 
 
The Keep - £s versus people 
 
In these straitened times, cost-saving trumps many other 
less tangible human needs. Public libraries spring 
immediately to mind. Following repeated attempts to close 
and sell off Hove’s Carnegie Library, further stealth cuts 
have recently been mooted for the city’s library service.   
It’s hardly surprising, then, that an archive and historical 
resource centre is deemed an unaffordable luxury.  
 
In the October Newsletter, I reported on the proposed 
reduction in opening hours at the Keep. Disappointingly, 
this is going ahead and there has also been a further 
round of staffing cuts.  
 
Currently, the remaining front line staff are undergoing 
what is euphemistically termed an ‘internal restructuring’. 
Once the outcome of this process is known in a few 
weeks’ time, I’ll post a full update on the website.     NW w 
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