Rother Local Plan 2025–2042
Development Strategy and Site Allocations
Regulation 18 Consultation
January 2026

Response Form

8 week public consultation period: 26th January – 23rd March 2026

[bookmark: _Hlk164783191]Rother District Council is inviting residents, businesses, and stakeholders to take part in a vital consultation on its emerging Local Plan.

[bookmark: _Hlk164921196]The consultation period runs for eight weeks from Monday 26th January to 5:00pm on Monday 23rd March 2026.

The Draft Local Plan and all of its supporting evidence base documents can be found and commented on via the Council’s website at www.rother.gov.uk/draftlocalplan2026.

The Council prefers to receive your consultation responses via our website. 

You may also respond by email or post by filling this form and then sending it by email to draftlocalplan@rother.gov.uk or by post to Planning Policy, Rother District Council, Town Hall, Bexhill-on-Sea, TN39 3JX. Please note that submissions made via post will not receive confirmation that they have been received.

If you are using this form, please state which consultation question(s) you would like to respond to. These questions are found in the draft Local Plan. They also have been attached to the end of this form for your reference.

Personal Details – You must provide these details for us to accept your consultation response
	
	Please enter your details

	Title
	Dr

	First Name
	Anthony

	Surname
	Kimber

	Job Title (where relevant)
	Vice Chair Rye Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 

	Organisation (where relevant)
	Rye Neighbourhood Plan c\o Rye Town Council 

	Address




	Town Hall 
Market Street
Rye 

	Post Code
	TN317LA

	Email address
	



Agents Details or Other Details (if making a representation on behalf of the above consultee)
	
	Please enter your details

	Title
	

	First Name
	

	Surname
	

	Job Title (where relevant)
	

	Organisation (where relevant)
	

	Address




	

	Post Code
	

	Email address
	



Privacy Policy Statement

Rother District Council is committed to ensuring that your privacy is protected and will only use and store your personal data in line with the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 and the Data Protection Act 1998.  We collect and use your personal data in order to provide services you have requested from us or to carry out our legal obligations to you.  We will not disclose your personal data to any third parties, unless we need to do so to provide a service to you or we are legally required to do so.  We may share your personal data with other Council departments in order to provide the service you have requested and to ensure that the information we hold about you is accurate and up to date.  Our Privacy Policy sets out how we collect, use and securely hold your data and can be viewed on our privacy policy page at https://www.rother.gov.uk/data-protection-and-foi/privacy-policy/. If you want more information on how a particular Council service uses your personal data, please view the Privacy Notices at the bottom of the above privacy policy page.

Please be aware that any comments you submit cannot be treated in confidence as the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, as amended, requires copies of all representations to be made publicly available. The Council will publish names and representations on its website, but will not publish personal information, such as telephone numbers, emails or private addresses. By submitting a representation you are accordingly confirming that you agree to this and accept responsibility for your comments.
Please write your comments below. Please indicate in the left-hand column which question you are responding to. This will help ensure that your response is considered correctly. Please continue on a separate page or sheet of paper if necessary.

	Question Number
	Your Comments

	Q1
	See below

We would like to see more on the need for affordable and affordable-social housing 

What consideration has there been of the impact of second homes?

	Q2 
	See below

The disaggregated figure for Rye is considered achievable, despite the severe constraints affecting Rye 

	Q3 
	See below

The population numbers in Rye and its cluster of villages should drive the need for infrastructure

	Q5
	See below 
Need for improved infrastructure
Strategic Gap should be preserved
Development Boundary should be preserved
 

	Q7
	See below
Rural, urban, suburban needs definition; Rye is rural 
Density for Rye should be for “rural” ie 40 u/ha

	Q9
	See below
Rye numbers can be accommodated in the planned allocation for the plan period.
Rye agrees that the 5 splits for the District and agrees that “Rye and its cluster of villages” is more descriptive than “Rural Rother”. 
Figure 11 is agreed
Rye allocation matches data in the Rye Site Assessment 
As the Rother Plan duplicates the allocation in the Rye Neighbourhood Plan, does this conform to planning policy?  

	Q49 
	Rye allocation conforms with that of the Rye Neighbourhood Plan with the addition of small sites: Tower Street and Cyprus Place 
The Rye allocation is brownfield 

	Appx 1 
	Rye supports the Streets for All policy 

	Appx 2 
	“Urban, suburban and rural” needs definition 

	Appx 3 
	Comments on the development options are below

	Appx 4
	No further comments 

	
	


Should you require further space to respond to make comments please continue on a separate page or sheet of paper as necessary.



Consultation Questions: Draft Rother Local Plan 2025–2042 – Development Strategy and Site Allocations

Part 1, chapter 2:
1. Do you have any comments on the amended Rother Local Plan Strategic Spatial Objectives shown in Figure 1? 
Part 2, chapter 3 - Development Needs
2. Do you have any comments on the Council’s proposed housing target for the Local Plan of 8,427 dwellings over the 17-year plan period, or 495 dwellings annually? 
3. Do you have any comments on the identified employment needs, or needs for retail and main town centre uses? 
4. Do you have any comments on the identified accommodation needs of gypsies, travellers and travelling showpeople?
Part 2, chapter 4 – Infrastructure Needs
5. Do you have any comments on infrastructure needs or priorities to support the proposed Development Strategy?  
Part 3, chapter 5 – Preparing the Development Strategy
6. Do you have any comments on the Council’s assessment of the additional Development Strategy Options?
7. Do you have any comments on the preferred approach for housing density shown in Figure 9, or on the updated Density Study (2026)? 
Part 3, chapter 6 – Development Strategy for Rother
8. Do you have any comments on the Council’s proposed Overall Development Strategy? 
9. Do you have any comments on the proposed growth opportunities in the sub-areas as shown in Figure 10? 
10. Do you have any comments on the proposed Vision and development strategy for Bexhill, including the development figures shown in Figures 13 and 14? (Please note that comments on individual sites should not be made in response to this question, please see questions 17 and 18 instead) 
11. Do you have any comments on the proposed Vision and development strategy for Southern Rother and the Hastings Fringes, including the development figures shown in Figures 17 and 18? (Please note that comments on individual sites should not be made in response to this question, please see questions 26 to 35 instead) 
12. Do you have any comments on the proposed Vision and development strategy for Battle and Surrounding Settlements, including the development figures shown in Figures 20 and 21? (Please note that comments on individual sites should not be made in response to this question, please see questions 36 to 41 instead) 
13. Do you have any comments on the proposed Vision and development strategy for Rye and the Eastern Settlements Cluster, including the development figures shown in Figures 23 and 24? (Please note that comments on individual sites should not be made in response to this question, please see questions 42 to 52 instead) 
14. Do you have any comments on the proposed Vision and development strategy for Northern Rother, including the development figures shown in Figures 26 and 27? (Please note that comments on individual sites should not be made in response to this question, please see questions 53 to 63 instead) 
15. Do you have any comments on the proposed Vision for the Countryside? 
16. Do you have any comments on the proposed strategy for Gypsies, Travelllers and Travelling Showpeople? (Please note that comments on individual sites should not be made in response to this question, please see question 64 instead) 
Part 3, chapter 7 – Site Allocations 
17. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Bexhill?  
18. Do you consider that there are any other possible sites in Bexhill which should be allocated for development in the Local Plan?  
19. Do you have any comments on proposed Policy BX1: Bexhill Urban Area? 
20. Do you have any comments on proposed Policy BX2: Bexhill Cultural Area? 
21. Do you have any comments on proposed Policy BX3: London Road – Sackville Road Enhancement Area? 
22. Do you have any comments on proposed Policy BX4: Beeching Road Enhancement Area? 
23. Do you have any comments on proposed Policy BX18: West Bexhill Growth Area – Infrastructure Policy? 
24. Do you have any comments on proposed Policy BX29: North Bexhill Growth Area – Infrastructure Policy? 
25. Do you have any comments on proposed Policy BX30: Land south of Haven Brook Avenue – Infrastructure? 
26. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Crowhurst Parish, detailed in Policies CR1 to CR3? 
27. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocation in Fairlight Cove, detailed in Policy FA1? 
28. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in the Hastings Fringes (Guestling Parish), detailed in Policies GU1 and GU2? 
29. Do you have any comments on proposed Policy GU3: Rock Lane Urban Fringe Management Area? 
30. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Guestling Green, detailed in Policies GU4 and GU5? 
31. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocation in Three Oaks, detailed in Policy GU6? 
32. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Icklesham, detailed in Policies IK1 and IK2? 
33. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in the Hastings Fringes (Westfield Parish), detailed in Policies WS1 and WS2? 
34. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Westfield, detailed in Policies WS3 to WS5? 
35. Do you consider that there are any other possible sites in the Southern Rother and Hastings Fringes sub-area (which includes the parishes of Crowhurst, Fairlight, Guestling, Pett, Westfield and Icklesham (west)) which should be allocated for development in the Local Plan?  
36. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Battle, detailed in Policies BT1 to BT11? 
37. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocation in Brightling, detailed in Policy BRI1? 
38. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Catsfield, detailed in Policies CT1 to CT3? 
39. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Netherfield, detailed in Policies NE1 and NE2? 
40. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Sedlescombe, detailed in Policies SD1 to SD11? 
41. Do you consider that there are any other possible sites in the Battle and Surrounding Settlements sub-area (which includes the parishes of Ashburnham, Battle, Brightling, Catsfield, Dallington, Mountfield, Sedlescombe and Whatlington) which should be allocated for development in the Local Plan? 
42. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Beckley, detailed in Policies BC1 to BC3? 
43. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Broad Oak, Brede, detailed in Policies BR1 to BR3? 
44. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Camber, detailed in Policies CM1 to CM3? 
45. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Iden, detailed in Policies ID1 and ID2? 
46. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Northiam, detailed in Policies NR1 and NR2? 
47. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Peasmarsh, detailed in Policies PE1 to PE5? 
48. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Playden, detailed in Policies PL1 and PL2? 
49. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Rye, detailed in Policies RY1 to RY9? 
50. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocation in Rye Harbour, detailed in Policy RH1? 
51. Do you have any comments on proposed Policy RH2: Employment Land, Harbour Road? 
52. Do you consider that there are any other possible sites in the Rye and the Eastern Settlements Cluster sub-area (which includes the parishes of Beckley, Brede, Camber, East Guldeford, Iden, Northiam, Peasmarsh, Playden, Rye Foreign, Rye, Udimore and Icklesham (east)) which should be allocated for development in the Local Plan? 
53. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Burwash, detailed in Policies BW1 to BW4? 
54. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Burwash Common, detailed in Policies BWC1 and BWC2? 
55. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Etchingham, detailed in Policies EC1 to EC3? 
56. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Hurst Green, detailed in Policies HG1 to HG4? 
57. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Robertsbridge, detailed in Policies RB1 to RB6b? 
58. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Staplecross, Ewhurst Parish, detailed in Policies SC1 and SC2? 
59. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Flimwell, Ticehurst Parish, detailed in Policies FW1 to FW3? 
60. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Ticehurst, detailed in Policies TC1 and TC2? 
61. Do you have any comments on proposed Policy TC3: Bewl Water? 
62. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations in Stonegate, Ticehurst Parish, detailed in Policies SG1 and SG2? 
63. Do you consider that there are any other possible sites in the Northern Rother sub-area (which includes the parishes of Bodiam, Burwash, Etchingham, Ewhurst, Hurst Green, Salehurst and Robertsbridge and Ticehurst) which should be allocated for development in the Local Plan?  
64. Do you have any comments on the proposed site allocations for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople, detailed in Policies GYP1 to GYP6? 
65. Do you consider that there are any other possible sites for Gypsy, Traveller or Travelling Showpeople sites which should be allocated in the Local Plan?  
Local Plan Appendices
66. Do you have any comments on the proposed changes to Policy LWL7 (A) (i) (Streets for All)? 
67. Do you have any comments on the Appendices? 
Sustainability Appraisal
68. Do you have any comments on the Interim Sustainability Appraisal in support of the Regulation 18 stage consultation on the Development Strategy and Site Allocations (January 2026)? 
Other comments
69. Are there any other issues, options or other matters you would like to raise?

1. Rother will know that concurrent with your work on the Rother Local Plan, Rye has been reviewing its Neighbourhood Plan which has been in force since 2019. I should say that the Rye work has been on hold since November 2025, as during the last consultation, we were advised the reviewed Rye Neighbourhood Plan would only run to 2028, unless numbers were increased. We are content with the target of around 325 dwellings in the plan period set by the Rother Plan. This would provide manageable development on our allocated sites and can be justified by the detail in the Rye site assessment document. However, a lifespan of only two years for the Neighbourhood Plan is clearly unacceptable given that to date the review alone has involved some 3 years of voluntary work (since 2023).  Now that we have seen the Rother draft, we would hope that we can secure early guidance from Rother Planners on Rye numbers and timeline. 

2. Rye has noted that you have replicated the Rye allocation in the draft Rother strategy. Our understanding is that “duplication” of policies between Neighbourhood and District plans is contrary to planning guidance. We are particularly concerned as to how you propose to handle representations on the replicated allocations which might conflict with local agreements within our Neighbourhood Plan.

3.In Rye, there are two key factors which affect housing need:  2nd homes (probably around 400 in the Parish) and the lack of affordable and affordable\social homes. Rye’s priority need is the latter to enable employees on low pay – care, hospitality and services such as education - to live in Rye, close to their places of employment. This is not only a key priority for individuals but affects sustainability. We would have liked to have seen more policy in the plan to handle both these issues.         

4.Rye notes the text on strategic gaps and development boundaries. Both have been given a lot of consideration in Rye, as they help preserve the unique character of the Town and take account of flood risk and protected biodiversity. The Rye view is to hold firm on both policies. 

5.While Rye supports the description of “Rye and its cluster of villages” rather than the general term of “Rural Rother”, there is some conflict with your terms “rural, urban and suburban”. We would argue that Rye is “rural, historic and maritime”.  The use of “urban” and “suburban” seems to be used to justify higher density of development. We do not agree this in the Rye context, where everywhere is within 10 minutes of rural land. It would be helpful if the terms could be defined and importantly, density be revisited. Our view is that around 40 units per hectare is appropriate in the Rye outer zones (as defined in the Neighbourhood Plan) to preserve a unique sense of place and environment.          

6. While there is mention in the draft, we need more work with partners to ensure that infrastructure matches development. In particular, with planned development resulting in an estimated 2000 or so citizens in the Rye cluster, we will need more medical support, more capacity for nursery and first start education and key services such as sewerage, water and power, including EVCPs. The record shows little enhancement of key infrastructure in recent  years. 
There is much to like in the draft strategy, but perhaps the Rye concerns could be addressed in the next version. 
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The Rye Neighbourhood Plan Representation 

 

	Part
	Page Number 
	Paragraph 
	Subject 
	Rye Remarks 

	1
	8
	1.1
	Plan 
	It is noted that this strategy forms only part of the Rother Local Plan 

	1
	10
	1.11
	Plan Period 
	As Rye is reviewing its own NP (2023 to 2026) and is awaiting guidance on target numbers and plan period, presumably it can adopt and conform to the figures in the Rother Plan for its own Reg 16 version:  325 over period 2025 to 2042?

	1
	12
	1.17 to 1.19
	NP Allocations 
	Rye has made its own site assessment which provided the basis for the made 2019 RNP. This has been reviewed and fed into the Rother site assessment. Indeed the Rother DC plan now replicates the Rye allocation, which is contrary to Locality guidance? 



	1
	17
	Figure 1 - 1 to 11
	Strategic Objectives 
	Q1:  Rye supports the objectives and underscores the text on:
1. “Green and Blue infrastructure”:  define? 
2. Maximise “conservation”
3. “setting” 
4. ADD “Affordable”?
5. Nil 
6. ADD “support Town Centres” 
7. “timely delivery of infrastructure including medical and sewerage”; 
8. Support for rural travel”; 
9. Support “accessibility”;
10. Support “Neighbourhood Planning”;
11. “priority use of brownfield” ; “appropriate density for local context” 

	2
	21 
	3.6




	Housing Need
	Support need for “affordable housing and affordable social housing” Little has been achieved in the last 15 years. Homes are needed for people servicing the care, hospitality, retail, and education industries. 

As the demand for 2nd homes influences housing need, was the demand across Rother factored into HEDNA?  If so what figures were used for Rye?  




	2
	24
	3.16
	Allocations 
	Allocations in the Rye NOP have been reviewed and numbers adjusted to take account of density and achievability. 


	2
	27
	3.24
	Supply Targets  
	Q2:  It is difficult to comment on 
The Rother total target but the disaggregated figure for Rye is achievable, despite the severe constraints in Rye such as flood risk and protected landscape. Because of the constraints, development potential is finite. 



	2
	32 
	3.31 – 3.34
	Retail
	Q3:  As a rural service centre, Rye centre provides needs for both Rye and the surrounding villages. Numbers used to indicate dependency should reflect that. 


	2
	35
	3.45
	Housing Needs
	Did the housing need consider the impact of 2nd homes? In Rye the number could be as high as 400? 

	2
	37 
	4.1 
	Infrastructure 
	Q5:  
Rye supports the need for infrastructure to match development. Over the plan period the Rye population could rise by up to 2000 citizens (Rye and immediate village cluster) and more employees in the Harbour Road.  This will place huge increased demand on water, medical, early years learning and sewerage. The record shows that providers have not matched the increased demand of recent developments.   


Rye maintains its own IDP, which should be reflected in the Rother IDP. 

  

	3
	45 
	5.12 – 5.13
	Strategic Gaps 
	Rye strongly desires to retain its Strategic Gap - flooded to 12 inches in the near past - which was designed to prevent the coalescence of Rye and Rye Harbour using essentially protected land originally salt marsh of high flood risk and high ground water.  This has been acknowledged in all plans for the last 20 years. 

The “green” gap adds value to the much loved character of Rye as it preserves the view of the town built on an outcrop rising from the Marsh.  



	3
	46
	5.14 
	Development Boundary 
	Rye has reviewed and made minor changes to its development boundary as part of the work of the RNP. 
The boundary is designed to prevent “urban creep” into marshland and areas of high flood risk and protected biodiversity. Certainly some land owners and developers would wish to seek further adjustment to enable development in the constrained areas , but Rye opposes this. 
 

	3
	48-49
	Figure 9 
	Density 
	Q7:  Rye is a categorised as “rural”, “heritage” and “maritime” location”. Rye strives to keep new building heights to 2.5 storeys to help preserve the unique character. It has reviewed appropriate density for new housing. It finds that areas of new development fall into the “Live Well Locally” category; therefore should be in the average 40 u/ha. 
The category “urban” does not realistically apply to Rye. For design purposes, the Neighbourhood Plan create three Zones: Yellow, Blue and Green. Only the Yellow can be sensibly called urban. The other two are rural suburban.  


	3
	56
	Figure 10 
	Rye Strategy 
	Q9:  Rye is content that the Rye portion of the housing and employment growth figures are achievable within the plan period, provided that the employment growth figure takes account of further development in the Rye Harbour Road.  


	3
	57 
	Figure 11
	Dev Strategy 
	Rye agrees that Figure 11 represents the development strategy and constraints in and around Rye. 

	3
	58 - 59
	6.11 - 6.18
	Dev Strategy 
	Rye endorses the text on rural communities and the need for sustainable transport. 

Rye agrees that the five split area is a more helpful description than the current term of “Rural Rother”.


	3
	86 
	Figure 23 
	Dev Summary 
	Rye agrees that the figure represents the development strategy and constraints in and around Rye, provided that the employment growth figure takes account of further development in the Rye Harbour Road.  

To be more sustainable, there is a need for more employment within walking/wheeling distance of the main outer suburbs of Rye. 



	4
	104 – 106 
	7.1 to 7.9
	Allocations 
	Rye has made its own site assessment and site allocation, which provided the basis for the made 2019 RNP and subsequently the reviewed plan. The review has fed into the Rother site assessment (HELAA). 

However as this Rother DC plan now replicates the Rye allocation, is this contrary to Locality guidance for the division of allocation between District and NPs? During consultations, what voice does Rye have about representations which are counter to the Neighbourhood Plan? 



	4
	447 – 469 
	
	Rye Allocations 
	Q49: Rye notes that this section replicates the allocations including small sites, of the Rye NP. Rye will welcome advice on 
how representations made on this draft plan will be handled to take account of the Rye Neighbourhood Planning process.  

Detailed comments on the 9 Brownfield sites within the development boundary are below. 

It is also noted that despite local priorities to include affordable housing – for younger people in the hospitality, care and education industries - that during the planning process for RY3 and RY9 no affordable housing is required to be provided, on grounds of “viability”. 



	5
	589 
	Appx 1
	Streets for All 
	Q66: Rye supports the Streets for All policy 

	5
	593 – 604 
	Appx 2
	Glossary 
	Define:
“Urban, Suburban and Rural”?
“Green and Blue Infrastructure”?  



	5
	606 - 610
	Appx 3
	Development Options 
	SD01- Agree Rye Cluster
SD04- Disagree: this is “urban creep” which development boundaries are set to deter
SD06: Agree; all development sites in Rye are Brownfield 
SD08:  Agree that this arbitrary division is rejected.
SD09: Agree any development must take account of constraints
SD011: Agree subject to constraints
SDO12:  Agree
SDO14: Strategic gaps are designed to deter development to avoid coalescence, to protect biodiversity and avoid flood risk land. They should be retained.   

	5
	611-619
	Appx 4
	Development Strategy Options
	Q67 - 69: Rye has no further comments.




Additional Representation on the Rye Allocations 


	Rother Policy Reference 
	Rye Reference and Location
	Allocation and Comments 

	RY1
	H3 - Tilling Green 
	Brownfield: suburban : 25 dwellings ; intentionally the majority of dwellings should be affordable/social and the community centre retained.  

	RY2
	H5- Winchelsea Rd East 
	Brownfield: suburban:  10 dwellings and 500 sq m of employment space; access to flood defences need to be protected.  

	RY3
	H6 - Winchelsea Rd West 
	Brownfield: suburban: 59 dwellings and 1900 sq m of employment space; SuDS is a key requirement, in addition to a bund is required to defend against surface water on the marsh; Rother DC has agreed NO affordable?  

	RY4
	H7 - Former Freda Gardham 
	Brownfield: suburban: 50 dwellings and 500 sq m of employment space. Developer is seeking variance to the development boundary to include 6 more dwellings.  SuDS is a key requirement, in addition to a bund is required to defend against surface water on the marsh; affordable homes? 

	RY5
	H4 - Rock Channel Site A 
	Brownfield: suburban: 80 dwellings across two sites with different ownership; SuDS is a key requirement; access to the A259 via St Margaret’s Terrace has to be resolved.  

	
	No Ref - Cyprus Place Depot 
	Brownfield : urban: 7 dwellings
Leased to a business, which Rye TC has agreed is of community value. 

	RY7
	H4 - Rock Channel Site D 
	Brownfield: suburban: 600 sq m of employment space; only partially flood protected at high tides; ground floors need to be sacrifical. Environment Agency part owns this site.  

	RY8
	No Ref - 17-19 Tower St
	Brownfield : urban: 6 dwellings 

	RY9
	H8 - Lower School Site 
	Brownfield : suburban: 88 dwellings 
Considered over development at 130 dwellings per hectare. No affordable, 



Note:  Suburban:  areas beyond the inner boundaries of the Town of Rye. 


Anthony Kimber MBE PhD
Rye NP 
10 Feb 26 









