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and re-invest any remaining money – and even share the
leftovers with the Council. At the same time he
acknowledges that “things always go wrong when you
dig up a site and you always need to have a safety buffer
of money for contingency plans.” So where is the safety
buffer? Presumably the leftovers – if there are any!
It’s hard to judge the proposal on the information
available at this stage. But putting the sports halls and
swimming pools (which necessarily will require high
internal spaces) underground will require an enormous
supporting structure for the residential blocks above.
This will not only be far more expensive than normal
above-ground construction but also involve a much
higher degree of risk. Where will the money come from if
major problems are encountered, as with the Brighton
Centre where underground rivers were discovered?
The risk – and of course any additional money required –
would have to be borne by the Council. Any Council
which takes on this degree of risk without the funds to
cover it would be crazy. So … back to square one. The
sums don’t add up.

Says it all! But it shouldn’t be like this …

Just over a month ago developers Crest Nicholson
announced they were pulling out of the King Alfred
Project. This follows cancellation of the infamous Karis
project with Frank Gehry’s wobbly towers back in 2007.
Although we are glad to see the back of both these
projects on both visual and heritage grounds, the failure
of two major development proposals on this site must
indicate that there is something badly wrong with the
process which has led to each being cancelled.

So, where might we go from here?
Obviously a new planning brief for the site is needed.
What might it include this time? The problem is that the
Council has pursued a policy whereby the cost of a
bigger and better leisure centre is paid for from the
potential profits generated by major redevelopment of the
site. That now looks impossible, given the two disastrous
failures so far.

At the heart of the problem is the economics. Neither
proposal was financially viable. So is it time to review the
Council’s aspirations for this site and try to come up with
something less ambitious, less visually intrusive, yet
which provides much-needed improved leisure facilities
for the city as well as regenerating our historic seafront at
its western end?
Recently, a proposal from a not-for-profit developer
called Little Ships has been made, suggesting that all the
sports, leisure and community facilities be located
underground with residential blocks above. He claims he
can do this at a lower cost than Crest Nicholson,
because being non-profit making he will save up to a fifth
of the cost. He argues that he can account for more risk

A bit more life needed round here …

The Crest Nicholson scheme included £8m from the
Council towards the cost of the leisure centre, and a
major Housing Infrastructure Fund grant. In addition Rob
Starr, whose initiative won the bid for the project which
brought Crest Nicholson on board, would have brought in
further funding. And of course the Council owns the land.

But all that still wasn’t enough to make the figures work.
The inevitable conclusion is that any scheme based on
the current planning brief is dead in the water.
What would need to change? Could the Leisure Centre
proposals be reduced in scope and extent? Probably not
– especially since there was criticism of the Crest
Nicholson proposals for the lack of a 50m pool.
Could the housing element be reduced? For reasons
other than economics, the answer to that must certainly
be yes. Both previous proposals resulted in unacceptably
tall and obtrusive buildings way out of scale and
character with the city’s historic seafront architectural
heritage. So that must be reduced significantly.
Should such an important site have to include a high
percentage of affordable housing? Could this not be
provided on cheaper sites elsewhere as part of an overall
deal with any developer? This could allow other uses on
the site which might help the financial viability.
Could the proposals include more commercial uses such
as restaurants, cafés, bookshops? Something like
London’s South Bank outside the Royal Festival Hall and
the National Theatre, where crowds of people walk and
pause for a drink or a meal on summer evenings, should
be a model for what that part of Hove seafront, next to
Hove Lawns, could be if the right policies were in place.
It would need to be designed to maximise accessibility
and visibility, with open spaces, some sheltered from the
winds in winter, with more public space on the seafront,
open to the sea views and sunshine, and incorporating
cafés, restaurants and plenty of outdoor seating. And
most importantly, the design should respect the existing
scale and character of Hove seafront. No tall buildings.

discredited King Alfred site, in order to provide the
housing which the city needs.
So a new planning brief is required concentrating on
providing new and enhanced leisure facilities, as
opposed to those being hi-jacked (and delayed for
years), by the Council as a vehicle for more housing.
How might this vision happen? We only need to look
down the coast at Worthing. There, the existing Leisure
Centre built in 1972 was extended with a new pool in
2013. Since 2015 they have been run by the South
Downs Leisure Trust. Leisure Trusts also run over a
dozen leisure facilities in the south east including Lewes,
Horsham, Portsmouth, Bournemouth, Canterbury and
Tunbridge. But not Brighton. Why not? If it can be done
at Worthing and elsewhere, why can’t it be done here?
The Council should drop its failed policies and planning
briefs and concentrate on looking at viable alternatives
for providing new leisure facilities which other local
authorities have managed successfully to achieve. JM s

_____________________________________
Stanmer Park Restoration Project
Update September 2019
Construction on the Stanmer Park Restoration Project
started on 24 June 2019 in the walled garden area, and
is due to be completed in autumn 2020. Funding of
£3.75m was received from the National Lottery Heritage
Fund and BIG Lottery Fund's “Parks for People”
scheme for the project. The restoration area covers 20
hectares of the 485 hectare Park.
An Estate Ranger and an Estate Manager were
appointed in September 2019.
The restoration project focuses on history in the Park
because its 18th century design was a key period in
British landscape history. The project aims to restore the
walled garden and surrounding areas, and the 18th
centre landscape and historical features, including the
entrance to Grade I listed Stanmer House and parkland.
Both the buildings and landscape have deteriorated, and
are classified as At Risk by English Heritage.

Plenty of life on the South Bank

In March some trees were pruned or felled in the Lower
Lodges parking area, and adjacent to the walled garden,
to prepare for the improvement works. Some of these
trees were in poor condition and posed a safety risk.

A vision for the whole King Alfred site is needed. Then
the essential components needed to achieve the vision
would fit within that. Housing should not be an essential
component, though it could be part of the mix.
The trouble is the Government housing targets, which
the Council is unable to meet, severely restrain the
Council’s ability to make its own decisions on the city’s
planning priorities. And nowhere, from the point of view
of the city’s heritage and provision of leisure facilities, is
more important than this site.
There are other brownfield and urban fringe sites, or
sites used inefficiently, which would have a better chance
of meeting the financial viability criteria than the

Proposed design for restored Walled Garden

There is a Woodland Management Plan for the whole
Stanmer Estate, which has been approved by the
Forestry Commission. The work includes widening rides
and key paths to create wildlife corridors, coppicing small
areas to diversify the woodland’s structure, and thinning
woodland to select for native and healthy trees. More
than 250 new trees are to be planted.

Even worse, it appears that the Council’s own Heritage
department was not consulted, even though the pavilion
is in a Grade II Listed park and in the Preston Park
Conservation Area.

A new access road is to be built at the T-junction by the
church, to enable cars to access the new Patchway car
park for visiting the restored walled garden area.
There is a separate project to undertake a restoration of
the traditional agricultural buildings by the tea rooms.
Stanmer Pond is not being restored as part of the
Stanmer Park Restoration Project, but it is hoped that
some biodiversity improvements will be undertaken in
2020, and that it will be possible to attract funding in
future for further improvements.
CA s

_____________________________________
SUBSCRIPTIONS were due in April.
The rate is now £12 pa per household or £18 pa per
organization. Please amend your standing order if
you have not yet done so – Many thanks!

Preston Park Bowls Pavilion
This lovely former bowls pavilion building in Preston Park
is being ruined.
After the bowling greens were closed because of Council
cuts, the pavilion was let out to a children’s activity centre
known as the Whoopsadaisy Pavilion.

The Pavilion as it was

In the meantime, work had started on site early in July even before planning approval had been obtained.
On August 5th we noticed the work was not being carried
out in accordance with the submitted and approved
plans. The new external walls had not been set back
behind the line of the existing verandah posts, the
existing low brick plinth wall had been demolished and a
new PVC window (not shown on the plans) had been
installed. We raised this at the meeting of the
Conservation Advisory Group the following day.
That same day we (and others), lodged a complaint with
Planning Enforcement and questioned why, as the
pavilion was part of a Grade II Listed Park, there had not
been a separate application for Listed Building Approval.

Designed by B.H. (Bertie) MacLaren (Superintendent of
Parks 1920 – 1951), it is a surviving symbol of his plans
for and influence on the town. MacLaren achieved worldwide fame for breaking away from the unimaginative
dreariness then typical of municipal gardens. “Something
altogether new has been set up in the way of tennis
courts, bowling greens and sports pavilions. Preston
Park seems to be a new place” said the local paper.
The pavilion is (or rather was), a very attractive building
with open verandahs on three sides, and forms part of
the Grade II Listed Preston Park. A planning application
was lodged on June 18 to carry out alterations - primarily
the infilling of the two open, overhanging verandahs on
each side of the building in order to increase the internal
floor space.
The application was considered by the Council’s
Conservation Advisory Group (on which the Brighton
Society is represented) which recommended refusal
because the proposals would remove the attractive
overhanging roof to the verandah and the changes would
totally alter the MacLaren designed Garden Architecture.
Unfortunately this recommendation was not passed to
the Council until August 5th, after the planning
application was approved on July 25th, so the
Conservation Advisory Group’s views were not
considered.

Unauthorised alterations – plinth walls have gone, PVC
window installed, verandah walled in

Here is the reply:
“It is my understanding that Preston Park is ‘registered’
rather than listed and as such works to buildings within
the park do not require Listed Building Consent. In any
case, we can only determine the applications that have
been submitted to us and would not be able to compel an
applicant to apply for Listed Building Consent.
It’s disappointing to hear that works are not being carried
out in accordance with the approved drawings …… I will
pass your email including photographs to the
Enforcement officer dealing with the case.”

There seems to be an implied difference of value
between “registered” and “listed”, which we question,
particularly if this is used to justify a reduced standard of
protection. The response received from Planning
Enforcement uses the word “Historic Preston Park”.
This whole sorry saga raises a number of issues.
The first is the degree to which the listing of a park
protects buildings within it from unsympathetic
alterations, not only to the park, but to the building itself.
The building in question is also in a Conservation Area
which must also give it an additional degree of protection
to any it has under its Grade II listed parkland setting.
Secondly, we question whether there is a difference in
terms of the degree of protection, between “registered”,
“listed”, and “historic”, all of which the Council has used
in its various responses. The Council seems confused.
And thirdly, has the Council carried out its own
procedures in a proper and thorough way given the
following points?
1.
2.
3.

We are the only society in the city that has been
reporting regularly on this menace affecting the public
realm and therefore we were mystified why the
Environmental, Transport & Sustainability Committee has
not approached us in order to take advantage of our
expertise on ways to tackle graffiti. Undeterred by this
lack of engagement, we contacted the chair of the ETS
Committee, Cllr Anne Pissaridou, and the leader of the
council leader Nancy Platts via email and they both
responded. As a result, on Monday 7 October I along
with three other members of the Brighton Society will be
meeting Cllr Anne Pissaridou and City Clean to put
forward constructive suggestions as to how they might
tackle the graffiti problem.
One of the topics we will put to them is the issue of mural
advertising. The Brighton Society had a blatant piece of
mural advertising removed in a conservation area. Then
within a week the mural painter, AROE, painted his name
onto the original mural, minus the gin bottle, that he
originally created. The mural is approximately 100 m
from Art Republic, a poster art shop selling his work.

by granting planning approval without waiting for the
recommendation of the Conservation Advisory
Group or questioning why this had not been issued;
by its failure to refer the planning application for
comment to the Planning Department’s own
Heritage Team, and;
apparently failing to take into account any special
protection or duty of care to the building and its
contribution to the character of Preston Park, arising
from the park’s Grade II listing.

Historic England has told us that they are not consultable
in this case as Grade II listings are now determined by
the local authority. HE is only consultable when the
proposed work involves major or total demolition.
So the Council – whose actions (or inactions), have
created the problem in the first place - is the only arbiter
available to resolve the problem.

Before …

PS – as at 26 September the unauthorised work had not
been remedied. In fact even more unauthorised work has
been carried out. New steel columns have been put
along the front verandah with horizontal steel wires
spanning between them, and a totally unsympathetic
entrance gate has been installed. What a disaster. JM s

Graffiti Update
For the last two years we have been documenting graffiti
and illustrating the results in the form of a graffiti map
and photographs. As a result, City Clean invited us to
meet them on 24th June. At the meeting we presented
our concerns about the Council’s Graffiti Reduction
Strategy and pointed out that some of the approaches in
tackling graffiti were problematic and unworkable. None
of our points were presented to the Environmental,
Transport & Sustainability Committee meeting on the
25th June. Furthermore, several voice mail messages
were left with the contact officer Melissa Francis yet to
date she has not replied.
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After …
Login in to our website for updates on the graffiti issue
and the outcome of the 7th October meeting.
AG s

