
APPENDIX A 
 
ROADSIDE SPONSORSHIP CONSULTATION 
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES 
 
Forty-two responses to the consultation were received overall (40% response); thirty-one were 
from local councils and other administrative bodies in East Sussex. These are available in 
the Members’ room. A summary of responses is set out in the table below and the findings are 
as follows: 

 Around two-thirds of the local respondents (19 of 31) were in favour of roadside 
sponsorship. (Q1.) 

 Most of those who were not in favour cited the proliferation of signs, particularly in areas of 
special conservation or landscape value as their main objection. 

 Virtually everyone agreed that a safety audit was an important first assessment approach; 
several felt that aesthetics was an important first consideration as well. (Q2.) 

 Only a minority of local councils, (6), agreed that they would be prepared to carry £10 million 
public liability (PL) insurance. These were mostly the larger town councils.(Q3.) 

 Virtually everyone said that the cost of PL insurance should be covered by the sponsor.  

 Several suggested other ideas for sponsorship. These included litter bins planters, seats, 
laybys and, interestingly, gateway features including town/village name signs. (Q4.) 

 Of the idea of sponsoring signs and other street furniture most felt that, if it was to be 
allowed, the main issues were that it was site-dependant; sponsorship details should not be 
placed on information signs, it should not be a distraction to road users, and would not be 
applicable in conservation areas. (Q5.) 

 Nearly all respondents felt that the number of signs, size and wording should be strictly 
controlled. (Q6.) 

 Most respondents agreed that sponsorship sign wording should normally be limited to the 
company’s name and a logo. If it was not obvious what the nature of the company was, this 
could be included. A few supported the idea of partnership wording being included. Contact 
details were not supported.(Q7.) 

 Most of the respondents said that sponsorship sign size should be limited. Around half of the 
respondents (18 of 31) agreed that the proposed 800mm x 250mm size was acceptable. 
(Q8.) 

 About half the local respondents (13 of 31) did not agree that larger signs should be 
allowed. However, a few (6) said that this depended on the site location – suggestions were 
that this should be subject to planning approval (at the applicant’s expense). (Q9 and 10.) 

 Over half the local respondents (18 of 31) felt that planning permission should be sought in 
all cases. (Q11.) 

 A few (4)  suggested that planning permission should be sought where there were special 
circumstances or departures from the ‘norm’. Eastbourne Borough Council said that 
planning permission is sought where ‘structures’, such as planters or landscaping were 
proposed as opposed to just planting. 

 A third of local respondents (10 of 31) said that any surplus income should be shared with 
the local council; a few (5) said that all the surplus should go to the local council. Several 
said that the surplus should go to whichever authority did most of the setting-up 
arrangements. (Q12.) 



 Of those who made a comment about what any surplus should be spent on (7), all said it 
should go towards improving the highway environment (visibly better). 

 Most of those who responded on this question (24 of 31) said that sponsorship periods 
should be flexible; two to five years was reasonable with three being about the norm. (Q13) 

 The majority of respondents (20) felt that situations where sponsorship would not be 
appropriate included historic and conservation areas; busy junctions and light-controlled 
crossings/junctions; accident sites and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs). 
(Q14.) 

 In terms of how to deal with requests, most local respondents (18) felt that the normal 
consultation processes between Area highway offices and local councils were an important 
feature in determining the appropriateness of sponsorship schemes. A few (4) suggested 
that the formal planning process was appropriate. One suggested that a Code of Practice be 
drawn up. (Q15.) 
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KINGSTON 
PARSISH COUNCIL 

Y
es 

A
gree 

Too 
expensive 

S
afety for 

vulnerable 
users; traffic 
calm

ing. 

Y
es 

Y
es 

Lim
ited to 

nam
e only 

Y
es 

N
o 

 P
lanning 

perm
ission 

sought by 
s ponsor

S
hare 

betw
een H

A
 

and local 
council 

Flexible 

C
overed by 

consultation 

Y
es 

LEWES TOWN 
COUNCIL 

Y
es 

H
A

 to 
decide 

Y
es 

P
lanters 

Tow
n crests 

and Local 
societies 

Y
es 

Y
es and 

logo 

Y
es 

N
o 

 Y
es 

Y
es on 

B
etter 

tended 
verges 

M
inim

um
 of 

2/3 years 

Y
es – out of 

keeping w
ith 

an area 

Y
es. LTC

 
planning 
com

m
ittee 

MAYFIELD AND 
FIVE ASHES 
PARISH COUNCIL 

M
odest 

increase 

Y
es 

S
hould be 

borne by 
sponsor 

N
one 

identified 

U
nw

elcom
e 

in historic 
areas; O

K
 in 

others 

Y
es 

N
ature of 

business 

N
o 

Y
es 

1000m
m

 x 
500m

m
 

D
epends on 

location and 
highw

ay 
view

 

N
o – just 

highw
ays. 

S
hare , 

E
S

C
C

 and 
local council 
for local 
highw

ay im
p 

Y
es, flexible 

C
onservatio

n areas 

U
se 

com
m

onsen
se 

ICKLESHAM 
PARISH COUNCIL 

Flexible 

Y
es 

Y
es 

D
on’t know

 

Y
es 

Y
es 

D
epends on 

lettering 

Y
es 

N
o – safety 

N
o – safety 

N
o 

50/50 share 

   

PEACEHAVEN 
TOWN COUNCIL 

Y
es 

Y
es 

N
o 

Litter bins 
and bus 
shelters 

Y
es 

Y
es 

M
ore w

here 
necessary 

Y
es 

N
o 

D
epends on 

location 

P
lanning 

perm
ission 

Tow
n 

C
ouncil 

should keep 
incom

e. 

Flexible 

C
ontrolled 

junctions 

Form
al 

notice 
betw

een 
councils
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PEVENSEY 
PARISH COUNCIL 

Y
es 

Y
es 

N
o – should 

be E
S

C
C

 

G
atew

ays, 
laybys 

Y
es 

Y
es 

R
estricted, 

but logo or 
partnership 
O

K

M
inim

al – 
800x250 
acceptable 

O
nly to 

allow
 

partnership 
details 

N
o increase 

in height.  

A
ppropriate 

for larger 
sites. 

S
hare w

ith 
local 
councils 

Flexible 

A
t busy or 

dangerous 
junctions 

Y
es w

ith 
local 
councils 

PIDDINGHOE 
PARISH COUNCIL 

Y
es 

P
lanning 

authority 

H
A

 should 
insure 

O
nly 

roundabouts 

N
ot on 

inform
ation 

signs. 

S
ubject to 

planning 
perm

ission 

Y
es – 

explanation 
w

here 
necessary

P
lanning 

authority to 
determ

ine 

P
lanning 

authority to 
determ

ine 

P
lanning 

authority to 
determ

ine 

P
lanning 

authority to 
determ

ine 

O
n 

roundabout 
im

provem
en

t A
s 

appropriate 

S
ubject to 

planning 

S
ubject to 

planning 

POLEGATE TOWN 
COUNCIL 

Y
es 

A
gree 

N
o – 

sponsor 

N
o 

Y
es 

Y
es 

Y
es, initially 

Y
es 

 Traffic, 
safety &

 
planning 

O
n balance, 

yes. 

S
hared 

A
gree 

S
afety on 

m
ajor roads 

Y
es 

RYE TOWN 
COUNCIL 

N
o 

              

SALESHURST & 
ROBERTSBRIDGE 
PARISH COUNCIL 

N
o m

ore 
than present 

Y
es 

N
o – 

sponsor to 
pay 

 N
o 

N
/A

 

Y
es, 

restricted 

Y
es 

N
o 

N
/A

 

Y
es, 

S
hared w

ith 
tow

n/parish 

Y
es (2 -5 

years) 

S
afet areas, 

conservation 
areas 

Y
es, norm

al 
process. 
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IS? 

ST JOHN WITHOUT 
PARISH COUNCIL 

N
o 

S
afety and 

landscape 
im

pact 

N
o – private 

sector to 
pay 

Floral 
planting in 
tow

ns 

N
o 

Y
es – strictly 

M
inim

al 
w

ording 

 P
ossibly to 

cover an 
eyesore 

 Y
es 

Incom
e 

should go to 
road 
m

aintenanc
e Flexible 

In rural 
areas and 
near road 
signs

Y
es w

ith 
local tow

ns 
and 
parishes

SURREY COUNTY 
COUNCIL 

S
upport, but 

lim
ited 

Y
es 

S
ponsor 

should pay. 

Looking at 
housing 
estate 
am

enity 
areas 

P
ossibly 

signing 

Y
es 

Y
es 

600m
m

 x 
300m

m
 

A
llow

 larger 
(1000m

m
 x 

500m
m

) 
w

ith 

P
lanning 

authority 
and H

A
 

D
epends on 

LP
A

s 

Flexible – 
reinvest in 
highw

ay 
environm

ent 

Flexible 

S
hould not 

increase 
“clutter” 

Local offices 
and districts 

SUSSEX DOWNS 
CONSERVATION 
BOARD 

C
aution 

    Y
es 

       C
oncern in 

A
O

N
B

 

 

SUSSEX POLICE 

N
o objection 

Y
es, through 

A
rea office 

N
o com

m
ent 

P
ossibly, 

depends on 
location 

G
atew

ays, 
but not near 
speed signs 

Y
es 

M
inim

um
 

necessary. 
N

o contact 
details

A
gree 

M
ay need 

planning 
perm

ission 

P
olicy 

should set 
m

axim
um

 
size. 

N
o com

m
ent 

N
o com

m
ent 

Fixed 
periods 

A
O

N
B

s or 
w

here 
distraction is 
a

danger

S
et as part 

of policy 

TELSCOMBE 
TOWN COUNCIL 

Y
es 

Y
es 

N
o 

Y
es 

Litter bins, 
bollards, 
railings and 
seats 

Y
es 

N
o – w

ould 
accept logo, 
partnership 
etc

Y
es 

N
o 

D
ependant 

on site 

S
ubject to 

planning 
R

egs. 

A
ll to TC

 

Y
es – 

flexible 

A
O

N
B

s, 
C

onservatio
n area, 
traffic

Y
es 
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IS? 

T&E SCRUTINY 
COMMITTEE 

Y
es 

Y
es, in first 

instance. 

£10m
 cover 

needed – could 
be via local 
councils 

S
treet nam

e 
plates 
(D

istricts) 

 Y
es 

G
enerally, but 

logo etc if not 
readily 
apparent

A
nything over 

should be 
subject to 
planning. 

S
ee 8. 

S
ee 8. 

S
ee 8. 

50/50 
C

opunty/Local 
council 

2 to 5 years 

C
ontrolled 

crossings 

Y
es 

UCKFIELD TOWN 
COUNCIL 
 

S
upport 

Y
es. 

C
overed in 

fee. 

Y
es, but 

cover could 
be part of 
fee. 

S
eats, bins, 

laybys, 
planters,. 

S
houldn’t be 

on direction 
signs. 

Y
es 

Logos and 
partnerships 
should be  
allow

ed

N
o. Larger 

size 
favoured. 

1000m
m

 x 
500m

m
. P

P
 

for larger. 

D
epends on 

site. 

C
an this be 

‘packaged’ 

C
over costs 

then share 
betw

een TC
 

and B
roker. 

3 to 5 years 

D
epends on 

site. 

Y
es. 

WEST SUSSEX 
COUNTY COUNCIL 

S
upport 

S
afety 

checklist 

Take a risk-
assessed 
approach 

B
eing 

review
ed 

Y
es, subject 

to planning 
perm

ission 

S
ubject to 

planning 
perm

ission 

O
nly if not 

clear from
 

nam
e alone 

S
ubject to 

planning 
perm

ission 

S
ubject to 

planning 
perm

ission 

S
ubject to 

planning 
perm

ission 

W
here 

am
enity and 

aesthetics 
are an issue

D
epends on 

local 
arrangem

ent
s Through 
A

rea 
C

om
m

ittees 

A
O

N
B

s, 
C

onserrvatio
n areas. 

A
rea 

C
om

m
ittees 

WESTMESTON 
PARISH COUNCIL 

O
K

 in 
principle 

R
easonable 

E
S

C
C

’s 
responsibilit
y P

arish 
noticeboard
s, R

oW
 

signs 

Y
es 

Y
es 

N
ature of 

business 
acceptable 

D
epends on 

site. 

P
artnership 

w
ording O

K
 

D
epends on 

site. 

O
nly if 

needed 

D
istribution 

should 
reflect w

ho 
puts in the 
w

ork. 

Y
es, flexible  

(2 – 5 years) 

D
epends on 

location and 
m

erit 

N
orm

al 
consultation 
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APPENDIX B 
  
ROADSIDE SPONSORSHIP PS8/6 
  
 
Purpose of Policy 
 
To permit planting, landscaping and sponsorship of roadside features with appropriate 
recognition of sponsors. 

Specific Polices 
 

1. The Director of Transport & Environment is authorised to agree planting, landscaping and 
installation of other features on the highway through sponsorship with appropriate notices, 
may set appropriate conditions and negotiate the distribution of any net surplus income. 

2. Any applicant or sponsor seeking permission to carry out planting, landscaping or installation 
of other features on the highway will need to enter into an agreement satisfying, among other 
things, the following:-  

(a) Provision of a plan of the proposal of 1/500 scale or greater 
(b) Details of any notices the applicant wishes to be displayed. 
(c) An undertaking covering a maintenance period, of up to five years or financial 

reimbursement in the event of failure to fulfil the conditions; 
(d) Indemnification of the County Council against any claims relating to the proposals. 

3. Applications shall be in accordance with the Code of Practice for roadside sponsorship taking 
into account the following factors; road safety, maintenance of the feature, future highway 
Works, the appropriateness of the proposals within the local environment, layout and number 
of sponsorship notices (normal notice size not to exceed 0.2 square metres), and any other 
relevant matters. 

4. The procedure for considering applications shall provide for taking into account the views of 
the local member and the Town or Parish Council. 

5. Proposals which include hard landscaping or other physical features, or fall outside the 
requirements of the Code of Practice will be subject to the additional requirement for the 
applicant to seek planning permission. 

6. Proposals will need to satisfy current legislation concerning Public Utilities’ apparatus and 
may require the applicant to submit additional drawings and details. 

7. The sponsor will be required to meet all the costs of the authorities in considering the 
application, all future maintenance and insurance.  

8. The distribution of any surplus income will be subject to negotiation with the county council. 
 
Supporting Statement 
 
Roadside sponsorship has been regulated by the provisions of the Highways Act 1980. This policy is 
designed to allow sponsoring organisations to improve the aesthetic appearance of the highway 
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