
 
 
RCS Comments 
 
It is now understood that the 40 houses previously allocated at Rye Harbour may now not be feasible 
because of ecological concerns. With the publication of the revised NPPF July 2018 including the 
standardized method of calculating housing demand and the publication in September 2018 of the 
updated household growth projections the housing demand figure for Rye needs to be flexible and the 
figure of 160 would appear to be a sensible target. Particularly bearing in mind the difficulties in 
developing in Rye imposed by the flood plain and infrastructure constraints. 
 
The Rye housing figure is likely to be amended following the 2019 5-year review of the Core Strategy. 
 
Policy H4 relates to Site A only and the H1 policy map should be adjusted. 
 
 



 
RCS Comments 
 
It would be helpful to refer to the ‘pepper potting’ constraints contained in the Rother Core Strategy 
Policy 15Local Housing Needs para. 15.30 
 
The Core Strategy sets out specific requirements as to mix and type ie affordable & market, size and mix 
and we believe that reference should be made to the relevant policies LHN1 &2 and that if there is a 
strong need for smaller units, the 30% rule of smaller units (mainly 2 bed) in rural areas should be 
adopted for Rye. 
The Society believes that the requirement in the CS to provide  a proportion of homes to Lifetime Homes 
Standard (CS LHN1 (vii) ) should be emphasized. 



 
RCS Comments 
 
The Society welcomes the increase in the potential housing numbers to 20 which will help to underpin the 
commercial viability of any future proposals. 
 
We note that this is the only housing policy which notes the need for new buildings to be sympathetic  in 
form and materials to the surrounding buildings and to have appropriate private gardens.  Why is this 
area special. Surely this should apply to all the housing sites subject to viability with respect to the 
gardens. 



 

 
 
 
RCS Comments 
 
The Society welcomes the broader approach to the development of this site but remain concerned as to the 
requirement  that any development ’will need to be undertaken on a comprehensive basis and/or 
according to a masterplan’. The reality is that the site is in 2 separate ownerships and there is no 
guarantee that they will be developed at the same time. Who therefore , is to develop a masterplan? The 
best that can be achieved is surely for the developer of one site to ensure that access to the other is 
provided for and then to rely on the design principles contained in the Core Strategy and the RNP to be 
applied to both sites. What is the problem if the two sites are developed in a different style as it is the very 
mixture of styles and materials that make Rye so attractive. 
 
We believe that the policy should be expanded to require that the design ‘ creates a strong sense of place’ 
within the two likely development sections. 
 



 
 
RCS Comments 
 
The RNP notes that ‘4.12 The mixed ownership makes for challenging integrated planning as does the 
accessing of sites directly off the A259.’ This combined with the differing usages and tenure types would 
make the development of any overall masterplan virtually impossible in our view. Who would produce 
such a plan as we suspect that Rother do not have the capacity within the planning department. Are we 
expecting a developer of one of the individual small site to come up with a masterplan for the whole of the 
site. This is surely nonsensical and will impose an unnecessaru burden on any potential development and 
one would have to question what credence one would place on such a masterplan. 
 
The design constrains in the Core Strategy and in the RNP and Policy H5 should be enough to cover 
future developments. 
 



 
 
RCS Comments 
 
As the site is in one ownership and due to its size and limited access, an overall plan will form the basis of 
any application even if it is to be phased such as at Valley Park. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
RCs Comments 
 
The Society believes that this site is more appropriate for a mixed development including a petrol filling 
station given its location on the A259 and to Rye. We do question however whether the area shown on the 
plan is adequate for a filling station and small supermarket , such as that proposed for Udimore Rd by 
BP. See our detailed comments on Policy B3. 
 
We remain concerned as to the effect on the views of the Marsh from Rye that development of the site as 
shown on the plan and would prefer to see the site reconfigured as that set out in the 2013 SHLAA which 
rejected a good part of the site on landscape grounds. Why has it changed and why not include the land 
behind the existing houses up to the boundary with the Rugby Club Field? 



 
 
RCS Comments 
 
We believe this site area should include the Queen Adelaide which is in the same ownership (from Land  
Registry records) as the whole site is likely to be required to meet the Network Rail and ESCC Highway 
access requirements. The whole site including the Queen Adelaide was included in the original sale 
document. 
 
Clause (d) of Policy H7 would also apply to this site as would  the clause relating to the need to provide a 
‘sense of place’ particularly given the size of this development. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
RCS Comments 
 
The Society believed that it would be helpful if this policy made reference to Policy E3 
Heritage and Urban Design as they are interlinked particularly given the historic nature of much of Rye 
built fabric. 
 
We also question, in practical terms, exactly what (d) means as it could be read that all developments 
across Rye would have to be part of an overall plan which is actually what the RNP is. So why say it again. 
If this implies an overall design approach as to say, specific elevational treatments then is this what we 
want? Are we going to call for all new development to be in “new England’ style? 
Also which developments does this apply to? 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
RCS Comments 
 
This Policy will be subject to sign off by East Sussex County Council. 
We believe that that a clause requiring all new surface water courses to be open except for access would 
reduce future problems with blocked pipes etc. 
We also feel that the importance of future lifetime maintenance  arrangements for SuDs schemes should 
be emphasized particularly given the conclusion of the August 2018 SuDs review. 
‘The Government recognises that more emphasis on SuDS adoption and maintenance  
arrangements by applicants is required. LPAs need to be satisfied that clear maintenance arrangements are in 
place for the lifetime of the development.” 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
RCS Comments 
 
Fig 12 in clause (b) should be omitted as there are differing blue zones on both plans or the clause 
reworded. 
 
 



 

 
 
RCS Comments 
 
Should not clause (a) refer to zones yellow and blue rather than green as the majority of what is in zone 
green is post war residential which hardly counts as an area with  ‘reasons to visit’. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
RCS Comments 
 
Whilst the Society agrees that this location for a petrol filling station is more appropriate given its location 
on the A259 and its proximity to the centre of Rye, it is unlikely that such a development is unlikely to be  
undertaken without an accompanying small supermarket to make the development finances work. 
Our concern is that the site S1 is not large enough as shown for both. If it is compared to the application 
by BP (allowing for a suitable access road of 5m with pavement) then the extent of the site required 
indicates the undersizing of S1 and the extent to which H7 would be eaten into. 
See plan below. 



 
 
Limiting the site area for a potential filling station would allow a potential developer to argue that the site 
is impractical on cost viability grounds and therefore increase pressure on sub optimal sites elsewhere. 
 
We also have concerns as to the effect on the amenity of the current and future residential occupiers of a 
24/7 illuminated commercial unit in this area. 
 
Have the local residents been sufficiently consulted so that the plan does not suffer from the ‘Gibert 
Marsh’ problem? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
RCS Comment 
 
We note that no mention is made of the England Coastal Path Camber to Eastbourne, although it is 
mentioned in Policy H5. 
 



 
 
RCS Comments 
 
The Society would generally welcome an increased level of off street parking particularly if applied 
equally to all types of dwelling but remains concerned as to whether an  increased standard of provision 
will be acceptable to ESCC Highways.  
Given the experience of Robertsbridge has the direct question been asked of ESCC as to whether they 
would accept an increased standard over the ESCC parking model? 
There is also the effect of a higher parking standard on the viability of developments and the ability to 
deliver the housing numbers set out in Policy H1. Developers are likely to object on the basis that a higher 
standard would not be in line with ‘ sustainable development” 
If this standard were to be applied to the proposed redevelopment of the former night club at 48  Ferry 
Road 16 spaces would be required (7x2 +2x1) with additional provision for visitor parking, the ESCC 
model results in  min 9 unallocated and they have accepted 6 in total (recent email B Lenton 
ESCC>RDC). 
 
The Society would favour a policy of rigorously imposing the current ESCC model requirements based on 
allocated spaces for all dwellings. 
 
 
Given the importance of on street parking for many residents of Rye, the Society believes that a policy 
where any proposals resulting in an overall loss of on street parking would not be supported, should be 
included. 
 



 
RCS Comments 
The extent of the Strategic Gap , in either its current or proposed form, is not shown on the Policy map or 
the maps indicating the areas of special environmental interest. 
 
 
 

 



 
RCS Comments 
 
The Society is unclear as to whether these ‘green spaces” are Local Green Spaces as defined by NPPF 
para 77 as if they are meant to be some do not meet the NPPF criteria. If LGS are to be designated then 
these should be C, H, J, K & L. 
 
We find it odd that the most protected open area in Rye, St Mary’s Churchyard which is part of the 
curtilage of a Grade I listed building, is consecrated ground and in the Conservation Area, is included 
within this list. 
 
We remain concerned at the practicality of the provision of replacement trees ‘in close vicinity’ to any site 
as the developer is unlikely to have control over such areas. 
 

 
 
RCS Comments 
 
The Society welcomes the inclusion of  para. (i) relating to historic shop fronts and advertisements. 
Rye is in the rare position of having a number of its cobbled street listed, ie the cobbled surface itself, and 
we believe that this should be highlighted in clause (g) to strengthen awareness and control of any works 
undertaken. 
 



 
 
RCS Comments 
 
What happens if a developer submits an ‘energy statement’ which shows that they do not intend to 
promote the use of renewable and low carbon energy. Should not this policy  be in favour of developments 
that do, otherwise its toothless. Alternatively proposals that do not include measures to promotr the use of 
renewable and low carbon energy would not be supported. 
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RCS Comments 
 
The Society believes that both the Conservation Area boundary and the Rye Harbour Strategic Gap 
should be shown on the Policy Map as they are both of significance in development terms. 
 
 
8 October 2018 


