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Sackville Trading Estate – second time around
If at first you don’t succeed, try, try, try
again (William Edward Hickson)
There is a significant reduction in new housing units for
rent. 564 this time – 591 before. We wonder what the
rental costs will be. Last time round Cllr Daniel Yates,
innocently asking about rental costs, inadvertently
discovered that the developer’s version of “affordability”
was based on three people per bed! That was probably
the turning point which led to the application being
refused. But it wasn’t listed as one of the grounds for
refusal. Pity.
I can’t find in the 247-odd documents relating to this
current planning application whether the rental costs
have been changed … But of course it wasn’t in the
previous application either. Silly me.

Refused application

There are now 10% (25 out of 268) more two-bedroom
units than before, and nine more three-bedroom flats. A
small improvement - but only to the mix. It hasn’t reduced
the size of the massive buildings. Where are the gardens
and private open spaces for these larger family-sized
units?
There are fewer studio flats - now only 9% of the total 52 reduced from 114. A studio flat is developer-speak for
a bedsit. The number of care community spaces remains
the same as before at 260, so the total number of new
housing units is in fact 824 – compared to 851 before.
Not such a big reduction as Moda try to make out.

Current application: spot the difference – yes, the
buildings are even bigger!
This first part of this article is written very much tongue in
cheek - to avoid having to bite my tongue off! But the
issues are really very serious.
If your planning application gets refused, don’t worry.
Just make a few minor changes and put it back in again.
Sooner or later the council and its planning officers will
bend under the pressure and wave it through with (if
you’re really lucky), a smile - of relief! Another brick in the
wall in the desperate attempt to meet the government
housing targets! Quite a lot of bricks in this case.
Millions of them!

And … there are now more flats with balconies – up to a
third of them now. It can’t have been many before. With
all the recent talk of raising housing standards, I thought
all flats had to have some provision for private open
space, but I must be wrong about that. It looks as though
some of the open spaces or balconies are shared too, so
“private” must mean something else in developer-speak.
I think it means that they are private vis-à-vis residents’
versus public open space.
There’s also more office floor space. Where will all the
extra office workers park? There’ll be over 550 new jobs
and over 80 new apprenticeships too.
Where will they all live? Perhaps in those huge blots on
the seascape at the Marina – many bought by investors
from overseas and still vacant?
But the best improvement they have left to last – the
reconfigured extra care homes have had their daylighting
levels optimised! – to meet or exceed the British

Research Establishment guidance. When I was
practising as an architect, the BRE daylighting levels
were regarded as a joke. And they still are.
But the most important reason the previous application
was refused was its effect on the conservation areas
(CAs) and heritage of Hove. Here is point one of the four
reasons for refusal:
“The development by reason of its excessive height,
scale, massing and design would have a detrimental
impact on the undesignated and designated heritage
assets in the area including the setting of the listed Hove
Station and the Hove Station Conservation Area. The
proposal is contrary to policies CP15 of the B&H City
Plan and… (and three other policies)
Is this really a price worth paying to get a few more two
or three bedroom flats, or a few more balconies? Are
these changes making such a significant difference only
a fool could turn it down now?
But the fools will be those who approve it. Mark my
words.
The importance of our heritage assets cannot be
overestimated. We emphasised this in our objections to
the previous proposals for this site. Our objection was
quoted in full in the Planning Officer’s report to the
Planning Committee – which conceivably had some
effect on its decision.
So it’s important we re-iterate our previous objections.
It’s not only us. The Conservation Advisory Group has
recommended refusal of the scheme and commented in
particular that it strongly disagreed with the assertion that
local heritage assets would not be significantly affected;
that concerns about its effect on locally listed Hove Park
had not been addressed, nor its effect on surrounding
domestically scaled neighbourhoods (with two CAs); and
that it would drastically change the character of the
whole area.

Croydon-on-Sea
Its enormous scale and height, bulk and massing will not
only completely overpower the Hove Station CA but also
the wider environment including views from the locally
listed Hove Park and other views of Hove from the wider
city area.
It is really important we lodge as many objections as we
can to such massive buildings which are completely alien
to the existing character of our city.

Please lend your voice to the many objections being
lodged against this application.
JM 
Details of the planning application can be found on the
Council website: Planning Ref. BH2019/03548

Valley Gardens
Areas of the Valley Gardens Scheme have now been
completed around St Peter’s Church and it is apparent
that greenery will be in short supply. York Place and
Richmond Place illustrate the stark appearance of all the
completed areas of paving – no trees, no shrubs, no
interesting hard landscaping and certainly no greenery.
The scheme is supposed to deliver huge environmental
benefits, creating green spaces for residents to enjoy.
The Brighton Society had meetings with staff in charge of
implementing the scheme last year and we expressed
our concern that much of the proposed paving would be
stark. We emphasised that the success of the proposals
would depend to a large extent on the quality of the new
and expanded public areas in terms of planting, seating,
landscaping, paving and street furniture. The completed
areas sadly do not come any way near to the quality we
were hoping for.
We understand that 150 trees are to be planted in the
central gardens, but the surrounding areas are just as
important. A good example of a wasted opportunity is the
east side of Richmond Place opposite the church. The
paving has been more than doubled in width and it is not
a particularly busy route for pedestrians, so surely it
should have been a location for street tree planting –
elms or London planes would have been ideal. Instead
all we have is a view of three lamp posts.
We have contacted Cllr Anne Pissaridou, Chair of
Environment, and she has at least promised to
investigate whether trees can be planted here.

Stark paving
and shiny lamp
posts – already
with graffiti
tagging

Phase 3 of the scheme around the Old Steine includes
huge areas of paving in front of the Pier, so the lack of
landscaping in phases 1 and 2 does not bode well for the
later works.

Another part of the scheme that is of concern is the
plethora of massive shiny aluminium lamp posts that are
appearing everywhere, including in Grand Parade. Most
are in line with the kerbs but for some reason one has
been placed up against the railings in front of 22 and 23.
Not much consideration for houses stuck behind the post
and a very odd decision as the terrace should be
protected by being within a CA and even odder that the
post has appeared in front of three houses (20 to 22)
which are Grade II listed.

council spokesman quoted in the press on 6 January
referred to a subsequent interim target of thirty arches.
From council reserves £2m has been set aside, a quarter
of which to be spent on a preparatory project.

We queried this with the Conservation Officer Tim
Jefferies and he has been told it was due to the
congestion of services. But it does not seem that he was
consulted – again odd considering that this is a
conservation area with listed buildings.

Renewing or
reneging?

How to
enhance a
listed
building –
with a
graffiti
tagged lamp
post

In the last month many shiny lamp posts have appeared
in the nearly completed central gardens along Grand
Parade and there are no signs of the lovely decorated
cast iron posts that were removed at the beginning of the
construction work.
Thankfully we have just received reassurance from the
council via a twitter message – yes, the Brighton Society
is up to date with social media. The council is evidently
repairing the columns and they will then be placed at
path entrances in the gardens along Grand Parade. We
will keep a check on this one.
MD 



Madeira Terrace
The city council’s current plan for the Madeira Walk and
Terrace was set out in August 2019: to retain and restore
the complete terrace, and for it to be “self-sustaining” in
future, as part of the regeneration of the Madeira area.
Restoring the 151 arches was estimated in 2017 to cost
£30m, a calculation based on reports of a series of
engineering assessments. Two applications for heritage
lottery funding have been positively received but
unsuccessful. The local community-operated
crowdfunding campaign, raising over £450,000, is
intended to fund works initially on at least three arches. A

This spring a design team is to be appointed, including
architects, landscape architects and structural and
mechanical engineers, to explore restoration options and
produce detailed plans and costings, in the context of
sustainability, transport, public realm and access
policies– as well as reviewing the load carrying capacity
of the terrace level, and considering future “uses” of the
Madeira Walk and arches. Meanwhile the council has
submitted a request to Historic England for an
amendment to the Terrace’s listing, from Grade II to II*.
Now, new information has come to light as to the
council’s intentions. On 21 January the Argus ran a news
article revealing a leaked document concerning a major
design brief. Thirty arches would be restored and
“repurposed”, the projected cost substantially reduced
from the estimates of the previous consultants appointed
by the council.

One of the two
seafront shelters
looted of their lead
roofs

There appears to be no commitment to appoint
consultants with suitable experience of restoring historic
iron structures. £0.5m would be devoted to sustainability
measures seemingly more symbolic than integral to the
durability of the essential objective. If this hitherto hidden
plan is forced through, the outcome may be needlessly
excessive costs, inexpert skills, inferior materials and
token gestures towards carbon neutrality. In our view, the

structure should be assessed by a specialist cast iron
conservation engineering consultancy, able to
recommend a programme of repairs and expert
repairers, saving wasteful costs – a solution suggested to
the council two years ago.
RE 


name and as it appears across the elevation in different
forms, this specific mural would constitute an
advertisement requiring consent”.

Invitation!
Rubble and Redevelopment:
films, photos, narratives
You are invited
to a celebration of the communities and built
heritage extinguished by large-scale redevelopment
schemes in the Carlton Hill area.
A collaboration between the University of Brighton
and the Brighton Society, the event will consist of a
photo exhibition, two short films and a slide
presentation, with time for discussion.
Carlton Hill – The Children of Brighton’s
Displaced Community (Julia Winckler, Ian
Hockaday and Selma Montford).
Signature or logos?

Hawkers Pick Over Fruit Here (Becky Edmunds).
A study focused on Circus Street market.
Carlton Hill Revisited: as it is and as it was
An edited and reworked archived slide presentation
plus narrative by the late architect, local historian
and Brighton Society Chairman, Robert Gregory.

This shows that the enforcement team had little
understanding as to what constitutes an advert; hopefully
they do now. It also shows how important it is to keep
fighting, even if all appears to be lost. Furthermore, I
would advise the enforcement team to beware of the
devious nature of the so-called graffiti ‘artist’.
Brighton Society Graffiti Strategy

Date and time: 20th May 2020, 5pm to 7pm.
Place: Room G4 at the Grand Parade campus of
the University of Brighton.
Free to Brighton Society members. RSVP to Ninka
Willcock, enjawill@gmail.com or to 4 The Village
Barn, Church Hill, Brighton BN1 8YU
More information will be posted on our website
soon but save the date!

Graffiti round up for 2019

In October 2019 the Brighton Society Graffiti Action
Team (BSGAT) met with City Clean and the Chair of the
Environmental, Transport and Sustainability (ETS)
committee, councillor Anne Pissaridou. We highlighted
our reservations concerning the ETS strategy but, on
viewing the podcast of the next ETS meeting, it was clear
that our concerns had not been considered. The BSGAT
therefore drafted a graffiti strategy that considered the
ETS strategy but went further in trying to resolve the
graffiti problem. This was tweeted and emailed to the
ETS committee. Although we have not had a reply, they
are now responding to tweets about graffiti, showing that
they are monitoring our views.
AG 

Mural Advertising
The mural that displayed the artist’s name AROE in
Church Street, Brighton was not, according to the
council’s enforcement team, an advertisement. We,
through a persistent twitter campaign, pointed out that it
was a logo and therefore the mural was an
advertisement. The enforcement team insisted that it was
a signature, even though they were shown the artist’s
real signature from one of his art works (which can be
purchased close by). However, we have now received an
email from Liz Hobden, Head of Planning, that said:
“Following further careful consideration and discussion
with colleagues in the Planning Service and the Legal
Team, it is considered that, given the size of the artist’s

The Brighton Society graffiti strategy can be found on our
website: www.brighton-society.org.uk

New committee member
We are delighted to welcome Adrian Hart, who is
joining the Brighton Society committee. Adrian has
lived in Brighton since 2003, and is a journalist and
film-maker. He was a leading light in the locallybased campaign against the First Base development
in Edward Street, and continues in the tradition of
other Brighton Society trustees of being drawn from
local groups of residents who have opposed largescale developments in the city.
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