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The following comments are made on behalf of the Sussex Wildlife Trust in relation to the Brighton & 
Hove Submission City Plan Part One – Schedule of Pr oposed Modifications to the City Plan Part 
One, October 2014 .  
 
The Sussex Wildlife Trust recognises the importance of a plan led system as opposed to a developer 
led process. Therefore we hope that our comments are used constructively to make certain that the 
Brighton & Hove City Plan properly plans for the natural capital needed within the district and ensures 
that any development is truly sustainable.  
 
Urban Fringe 
 
PM010 The Strategy, pages 24, 28, 29 
 
The Sussex Wildlife Trust supports the statement in paragraph 2.20 that ‘Much of the land within the 
city’s defined urban fringe forms part of the city’s green infrastructure…’ However we are concerned 
about the assertion that ‘the need to adequately address the social dimension of sustainable 
development’ means that development must occur on the urban fringe. The social dimension of 
sustainable development is not only about access to housing, it is equally about ‘supporting strong, 
vibrant and healthy communities’ (NPPF, para 7). A core element of this is good access to open space 
and the multiple benefits that exposure to the natural world can provide.  
 
Paragraph 2.11 of the Urban Fringe Assessment (UFA) states that ‘There is not enough open space to 
meet the requirements of the city’s existing and growing population’. This is supported by paragraph 
6.215 of the Sustainability Appraisal. The Trust also questions whether the city’s natural capital can 
support the level of development in the modified paragraph 2.12 of the City Plan. We are extremely 
disappointed that the Planning Inspector has emphasised the provision of housing over the other 
mutually dependent roles of sustainable development, in particular the environmental role. The Trust 
feels that the City Plan was more compliant with paragraphs 73, 109, 110, 114, 117 and 152 of the 
NPPF before the inclusion of additional housing on the urban fringe.  
 
That said, the Trust believe strongly in a plan led system and understand the damage that can be done 
when there is no adopted Local Plan to resist inappropriate development. Given the Planning 
Inspectors views during the Examination in Public, the Trust feels that the inclusion of a limited 
proportion of the urban fringe as potential housing allocation is preferable to the City Plan being 
refused at Examination, risking unplanned development of some of Brighton & Hove most valued open 
space. However this is subject to a thorough assessment of the suitability of sites, including their 
ecological value, being carried before allocation in Part Two of the City Plan.  
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We also feel that the creation of a Green Infrastructure Strategy, that sits inline with the Biosphere 
Reserve Management Plan, is vital before the formation of Part 2 of the City Plan. This would be inline 
with Strategic Objective 10 and consistent with NPPF paragraphs 99, 114 and 158. The Trust would 
like to see a commitment to this included in Part One of the plan.  
 
 
PM064 SA4 Urban Fringe, pages 111 – 113  
 
The Sussex Wildlife Trust supports the modification of paragraph 3.154 as the additional wording 
highlights the biodiversity value of the urban fringe in line with paragraph 117 of the NPPF. We also 
support the addition of ‘and where it can be clearly demonstrated that’ in Policy SA4. Without this 
wording, we do not feel that the policy would be consistent with NPPF paragraphs 109 or 117.  
 
The Sussex Wildlife Trust supports the modification in SA4 for the 2014 Urban Fringe Assessment to 
be a material consideration in the determination of planning applications until Part 2 of the City Plan is 
formally adopted. This will ensure that any development on the urban fringe is plan led as per NPPF 
paragraphs 17 and 150. As the UFA will be a material consideration rather than just an evidence 
document, we do feel that there should have been some formal public consultation. However given the 
current pressure to have an up to date Local Plan (NPPF, para 49) and the often irreversible damage a 
non-plan led system can cause, the Trust does accept that using the UFA as a material consideration 
is the most appropriate strategy for the time being. We do expect full public consultation on the 
inclusion of any of the UFA sites in Part Two of the City Plan.  
 
 
Sustainability  
 
PM085 CP8 Sustainable Buildings, page 160 
 
The Sussex Wildlife Trust objects to the modification of the table set out under CP8.1. We strongly 
support Brighton & Hove City Council’s (BHCC) long term aim to become a resource-efficient, One 
Planet, Zero Carbon City and a city that is adapting well to climate change (City Plan Part 1, Section 
2.3). We are concerned that the proposed modifications relating to Plan Viability and Sustainable 
Buildings undermine this aim and therefore sit contrary to paragraphs 93 – 95 of the NPPF. We agree 
with BHCC’s original assertion that future development in the plan area should meet the highest 
possible design standards and feel that the City’s designation as a UNESCO World Biosphere site 
justifies the sustainability standards being above national standards. Policy CP8 was more consistent 
with NPPF paragraphs 56, 57 and 65 before the modification and therefore the table should be 
changed back to require the higher Code for Sustainable Homes Levels.  
 
 
PM028 DA3 Lewes Road Area, page 50 
 
Similarly the Trust objects to the removal of the aim to achieve an outstanding BREEAM rating as part 
of this development. This weakens the policy and is contrary to BHCC’s long term aims and the NPPF. 
 
  
PM045 DA7 Toad’s Hole Valley, pages 79 – 86 
 
The Sussex Wildlife Trust objects to the modification of policy DA7.A.8 which changes the priority from 
the reduction of surface water run-off and flood risk to a priority for ‘no increase in’ surface water run-off 
and flood risk. We also object to the addition of ‘subject to viability and deliverability’ in paragraph 3.84. 
We feel that these changes weaken the policy and are contrary to BHCC’s Strategic Objective to 
‘Contribute to a reduction in the ecological footprint of Brighton & Hove and champion the efficient use 
of natural resources and environmental sustainability’ and NPPF paragraph 99. 
 
 
PM047 DA8 Shoreham Harbour, paragraph 3.103, page 88  
 
The Sussex Wildlife Trust supports the additional bullet point in policy DA8 and feels that the modified 
policy better reflects the aims of chapter 10 of the NPPF.  
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We believe that by making the changes suggested above, the City Plan will be more consistent with 
national policy, in particular sufficiently performing its environmental role of: 
 
‘contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment; and, as part of this, 
helping to improve biodiversity, use natural resources prudently, minimise waste and pollution, and 
mitigate and adapt to climate change including moving to a low carbon economy’ NPPF, para 7.   
 
 
Please do contact me if you would like to discuss any of the above points. 
 
 
Yours sincerely  
 
 
Jess Price 
Conservation Officer 


