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1.0 Introduction
Legislative background
1.1

This Statement of Consultation has been prepared in accordance with
Regulation 22 (1) (c) of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 (referred to as ‘The Regulations’ throughout the
remainder of this report). Its purpose is to show how we have met the legal
requirements for consultation.

1.2

Regulation 22 (1) (c) requires us to identify:
i)

ii)
iii)
iv)
v)

vi)
vii)

Which bodies and persons the local planning authority invited to make
representations under regulation 18 (the consultation draft of the
Development Management Plan);
How those bodies and persons were invited to make representations;
A summary of the main issues raised by the representations made pursuant
to that consultation
How any of those representations have been taken into account.
If representations were made regarding the Proposed Submission
Development Management Plan, to identify the number made and a
summary of the main issues raised; and
If no representations were made, to provide a statement that no such
representations were made
To identify where the responses to every individual representation can be
found. This is on the Council’s web pages at: http://hastings.jdiconsult.net/ldf/

The Development Management Plan
1.3

Work on the Development Management Plan officially began in 2010 with early
engagement on the “Big Map”. Substantial progress has been made since this
time, and local people, groups and statutory bodies have been an integral part
of the process. Hastings Borough Council has also worked closely with Rother
District Council on certain technical research and site specific issues where
relevant.

1.4

This document is set out in 6 sections, separating out each key stage of
consultation undertaken in preparing the Development Management Plan.
Each section identifies who we consulted, how we consulted, what the main
issues were, and how we have taken them into account.
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2.0 Early engagement – “The Big Map”
2.1

Although not a formal stage of consultation, the Council sought to involve the
community in the early stages of preparing the Development Management Plan
in 2010. This was to identify key issues and opportunities for development
around the town as a whole, and also to gather ideas for how particular areas
should develop.

2.2

A complete “Big Map” consultation report is provided on our website at
https://www.hastings.gov.uk/planning/policy/adoptedlocalplan/dmp/
earlierstages/bigmap/. This sets out in detail who we consulted, how we
consulted, the various methods used, and headline results and sites suggested
for consideration. For the purpose of this report, a summary is also provided
below.
The consultation report provided a sound basis to shape the direction and
policies in the Development Management Plan, particularly in terms of
developing area characteristics and considering future allocations for
development.

2.3

Who did we consult?
2.4

The consultation was undertaken in 2 stages. Consultation Wave 1 involved
early consultation with statutory consultees and other departments within
Hastings Borough Council. A full list of statutory consultees is set out in
Appendix H of the adopted Statement of Community Involvement, available at
https://www.hastings.gov.uk/content/planning/planning_policy/local_plan/pdfs/
sci_jul2014.

2.5

Consultation wave 1 took place in 2009 and enabled us to understand the
technical and practical limitations and opportunities within the town, to
accommodate additional development on specific sites and within different
areas.

2.6

Consultation Wave 2 involved drop-in sessions with the general public,
neighbourhood communities and communities of interest/culture. These were
held at four locations around the town, during February and March 2010.

How did we consult?
2.7

The Big Map consultation was supported by a wide ranging campaign and
media to advertise the process, and show how people were able to make
comments on potential site allocations. The methods used include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Letter/email sent to all contacts on our Local Plan database
The Hastings Borough Council website
Online questionnaire
Paper questionnaire
Poster campaign around the town
Flyers distributed to voluntary organisations
Facebook group posts
Twitter
Coverage in the local press and on radio
A series of public drop-in sessions
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•
•

Where requested, meetings with local groups
Announcements through organisations such as Hastings Voluntary Action

2.8

The drop in sessions took incorporated innovations such as “The Big Map” that
illustrated potential site opportunities across the town. Visitors were
encouraged to make comments or add additional ideas. This was enhanced
further by an online and interactive mapping facility which incorporated the use
of Google maps and an online questionnaire, enabling people to make
comments on The Big Map itself at any point during the consultation period, not
just at the drop in sessions.

2.9

A more detailed list of the consultation methods employed is set out in
Appendix 1 of the Big Map consultation report.

What were the main issues raised and how have these been taken
into account?
2.10 148 responses were received from individuals and organisation during the
consultation, made via the dedicated questionnaire, email or letter.
2.11 A total of 266 people attended drop-in sessions, and the Big Map attracted over
2,700 page views online. Whilst the numbers of comments made were not
statistically high when compared to the population of the town, this was still
considered a successful exercise, resulting in a geographically wide spread of
people involved.
2.12 A detailed summary of the comments made and how they were taken into
account in the drafting of the Development Management Plan is shown in
Appendix A.

Did the Big Map consultation meet the requirements of the
adopted Statement of Community Involvement?
2.13 The Big Map consultation formed part of the “pre-production” stage of preparing
the Development Management Plan. The pre-production stage is intended to
help understand community aspirations and concerns relating to issues to be
addressed by the document being prepared, and also provides the opportunity
for early engagement with statutory organisations.
2.14 The Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) states that this stage should
be informed by informal engagement methods, and in particular, those that
relate to “participation” and “information giving”. Methods of engagement were
selected from the Toolkit (Appendix C of the SCI) and enhanced were
appropriate.
2.15 “Information giving” was achieved through the distribution of the Local Plan
newsletter, online updates, posters and presentations, amongst others.
“Participation” was achieved through the drop in sessions, and specific
consultations with community groups that were undertaken on request.
2.16 It is therefore concluded that activities undertaken as part of the Big Map
consultation process fully satisfy the requirements of the SCI.
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3.0 The Consultation Draft Development Management Plan
(Regulation 18)
What the regulations say:
The Local Planning Authority must provide a statement setting out:
i)

Which bodies and persons the local planning authority invited to make
representations under regulation 18
ii) How those bodies and persons where invited to make representations
under regulation 18
iii) A summary of the main issues raised by the representations made
pursuant to regulation 18
iv) How any representations made pursuant to regulation 18 have been taken
into account

3.1

The consultation draft Development Management Plan was prepared using the
information gathered at the Big Map stage as its basis. It set out a series of
issues and options for a both development management policies as well as
potential sites for development and protection.

3.2

Consultation on the draft Development Management Plan took place between 3
February and 27 April 2012, for a period of 12 weeks. This was the first formal
stage of consultation, as prescribed by Regulation 18 of the Town & Country
Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (as amended).

3.3

All representations received, and our responses to them are available to view
on our website at http://hastings.jdi-consult.net/ldf/readdoc.php?docid=158, and
a hard copy is available to view our offices on request.

Who did we consult?
3.4

The Regulations require us to notify and invite representations from specific
and general consultation bodies as set out in our adopted Statement of
Community Involvement, as well as residents and businesses as deemed
appropriate.

3.5

A Shaping Hastings Newsletter was sent to around 700 people and
organisations (including residents associations and other community groups) on
our Local Plan database. This included details of the consultation, where to
view the document and how to make comments. Additional letters to statutory
and general consultation bodies specifically advising of the consultation were
also sent out in February 2012, with a reminder to respond sent mid April, prior
to the end of the consultation.

How did we consult?
3.6

There was a 2 stage approach to this consultation. In January 2012, in
advance of the consultation, we held two 'workshops' to explain the
Development Management Plan process, and people can get involved. The
report from these workshops is available on our website at
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https://www.hastings.gov.uk/planning/policy/adoptedlocalplan/dmp/
earlierstages/draft_workshops/
3.7

Prior to the commencement of the 12 week consultation period in February, and
during it, various methods were used to advertise the consultation, and to
advise of how to get involved. These methods included:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

3.8

Newsletter sent to all contacts on our Local Plan database
Hastings Borough Council website
Advertisement through Hastings Voluntary Action newsletter in February
and March 2012
Facebook and Twitter (regular updates)
General adverts in the Hastings Observer (3 February, 10 February and 2
March 2012)
Press release in Hastings Observer (3 February 2012)
Posters – seafront, Priory Meadow Shopping Centre, local shops and
supermarkets
Exhibitions across the town and a permanent information display at Aquila
House. The exhibitions were held at The Bridge Community Centre,
Gensing and Central St Leonards Community centre, The Stade Hall,
Hastings Town Hall, Tilekiln Community Centre, Priory Meadow Shopping
Centre, Robsack Community Centre, Hastings Town FC – Pilot Field, West
St Leonards Community Centre
Individual presentations to community groups on request
Information regarding the consultation placed in main Central Library, the
Ore and Battle Road libraries, the Old Town Information Centre (whilst
redevelopment took place at the Town Hall.

The exhibition was useful in that it provided information to show potential
allocations by planning focus area, as well as the green spaces being identified
for protection, People were encouraged to fill in their representation forms
either at the venue, at home or online, and had the opportunity to ask questions
either about site specific or policy issues.

What were the main issues raised and how have these been taken
into account?
3.9

1,250 responses were received in relation to this consultation, from 288
individuals and organisations. The majority of these were submitted in paper
form, although we did receive nearly 20% directly via our online consultation
software, and nearly 22% via email.

3.10 172 supporting comments were received on the plan, although there were 697
objections. The remaining representations were general comments on the sites
and policies within.
3.11 Appendix B sets out a summary table showing the comments made for each
chapter, and how they were taken into account in preparing the proposed
submission version of the Development Management Plan. This shows that
several of the proposed site allocations generated significant interest,
particularly those at Sandrock Park, Robsack A, Former Convent of Holy Child
Jesus at Magdalen Road, and the former Hastings College site, Archery Road.
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3.12 In response to the suggestions for additional sites to be considered it was
decided to hold an additional, informal round of consultation, to enable the
public to be fully informed and have the opportunity to influence the shaping of
the Plan. This is explained in more detail in section 4 below.

Did the Regulation 18 consultation meet the requirements of the
adopted Statement of Community Involvement?
3.13 This consultation formed part of the “production” stage of preparing the
Development Management Plan. The production stage is intended to ensure
public participation on the Plan which involves, for example, draft documents for
comment, meetings with interested parties, focus groups and exhibitions. Types
of involvement here are “seeking views” and “information giving”.
3.14 Where possible, the SCI also expects an extended consultation period of 12
weeks in accordance with the Compact for East Sussex.
3.15 As stated above, the consultation period ran for an extended 12 week period,
and also by ensuring participation through both workshops and focus groups.
Information giving was achieved through advertising, individual letters, the
newsletter and information displayed in the Exhibitions.
3.16 It is therefore concluded that activities undertaken as part of the Regulation 18
consultation process fully satisfy the requirements of the SCI.
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4.0 Focused Consultation
4.1

The focused consultation formed an informal, second stage of consultation on
the draft Development Management Plan. This was required as a result of
additional sites being proposed during the Regulation 18 consultation that
needed to be put out to the wider general public and key stakeholders, as well
as new policy issues that had come to light, which also needed consulting on.

4.2

The focused consultation invited comments on the following:
•

Spatial portraits of 13 Planning Focus Areas introduced through the Planning
Strategy
Additional policy issues – requiring lifts in taller buildings, a new community
facilities policy, and boundaries of shopping areas, which set thresholds for
the minimum number of retail units
6 additional sites for development, 2 additional sites for protection
(greenspace), a potential site for harnessing of wind energy, and an
amendment to the development boundary.

•
•

4.3

The consultation ran for an informal 6 week period, between 6 July and 17
August 2012. Comments could be submitted at any point during this period.

Who did we consult?
4.4

We were not specifically required by the Regulations to undertake this
additional stage of consultation, but wanted to ensure the public were given
every opportunity to influence the development of the Plan. Despite this, the
requirements of a consultation under Regulation 18 were followed as far as
possible.

4.5

A Shaping Hastings Newsletter was sent to around 700 people and
organisations (including residents associations and other community groups) on
our Local Plan database. This included details of the consultation, where to
view the document and how to make comments. Additional letters to statutory
consultation bodies specifically advising of the consultation were also sent out
on 3 July 2012, with a reminder to respond sent on 8 August, prior to the end of
the consultation.

How did we consult?
4.6

As this was an informal stage of consultation at a much smaller scale than had
been held previously, we did not hold specific exhibitions. However, the
following advertising and publicity methods were still employed.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Newsletter sent to all contacts on our Local Plan database
Direct letters to statutory consultees (and reminders before the close of the
consultation)
Hastings Borough Council website
Advertisement through Hastings Voluntary Action newsletter
Facebook and Twitter (regular updates)
Advert and press release in the Hastings Observer
Information regarding the consultation placed in main Central Library, the
Ore and Battle Road libraries and Hastings Information Centre.
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4.7

People were invited to make their comments online, using a hard copy
comments form or by email. The consultation was also advertised during the
consultation methods employed as part of the Planning Strategy Proposed
Submission consultation, which was running concurrently.

What were the main issues raised and how have these been taken
into account?
4.8

1,532 representations were received during this focused consultation, from
1407 individual respondents. The majority of these representations (1371)
were submitted in relation to a new option, proposing no development in the
Upper Ore Valley.

4.9

Appendix C sets out a summary table showing the comments made for each
chapter, and how they were taken into account in preparing the proposed
submission version of the Development Management Plan.

Did the Focused consultation meet the requirements of the
adopted Statement of Community Involvement?
4.10 Although not a formal stage of consultation, the focused consultation could also
form part of the “production” stage of preparing the Development Management
Plan, as was the case with Regulation 18. Types of involvement here are
“seeking views” and “information giving”. Information giving was achieved
through advertising, individual letters and the newsletter. Views were sought
through questionnaires, online consultation systems and the submission of
representations generally.
4.11 It is therefore concluded that activities undertaken as part of focused
consultation process fully satisfy the requirements of the SCI.
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5.0 The Proposed Submission Development Management
Plan (Regulations 19 and 20)
What the regulations say:
The Local Planning Authority must provide a statement setting out:
v) If representations were made pursuant to regulation 20, the number of
representations made and a summary of the main issues raised in those
representations; and
vi) If no representations were made in regulation 20, that no such
representations were made.

5.1

Hastings Borough Council consulted on the Proposed Submission version of
the Development Management Plan for a 12 week period, between 21 January
and 15 April 2013. This was the formal round of consultation undertaken in
accordance with Regulations 19 and 20, and was focused on 2 key questions
as prescribed by National Planning Policy:
1. Does the Development Management Plan comply with the legal requirements
in the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004; and
2. Is the Development Management Plan "Sound"? i.e:
• has it been positively prepared?
• is it Justified?
• is it Effective?
• is it consistent with national policy

Who did we consult?
5.2

The Regulations require us to notify and invite representations from specific
and general consultation bodies as set out in our adopted Statement of
Community Involvement, as well as residents and businesses as deemed
appropriate.

5.3

A Shaping Hastings Newsletter was sent to around 2240 people and
organisations (including residents associations and other community groups) on
our Local Plan database. This included details of the consultation, where to
view the document and how to make comments. Additional letters to statutory
and general consultation bodies specifically advising of the consultation were
also sent out in January 2013, with a reminder to respond sent early April, prior
to the end of the consultation.

How did we consult?
5.4

Various methods were used to advertise the consultation, and to advise of how
to get involved. These methods included:
•
•

Newsletter sent to all contacts on our Local Plan database
Hastings Borough Council website
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
5.5

Advertisement through Hastings Voluntary Action newsletter - Jan/Feb
2013 edition, and March/April 2013 edition
Facebook and Twitter (regular updates)
Adverts in the Hastings Observer at various intervals (18 January, 15
February, 22 March and 12 April 2013)
Statutory notice placed in Hastings Observer on 18 January 2013
Press release in Hastings Observer picked up on 25 January 2013
Posters and leaflets displayed along the seafront, in Priory Meadow
Shopping Centre, local shops, offices and supermarkets
Leaflets distributed by Town Centre Management and flyer included as part
of Town Centre newsletter
East Sussex Strategic Partnership e-news article in March 2013
Drop in sessions that took place on Wednesdays between 6 March and 10
April 2013
Distribution of flyers to Area Management Board members and Local
Strategic Partnership members
Information regarding the consultation placed in main Central Library and
Hastings Information Centre

Stakeholders were invited to submit their formal representations either online,
using our dedicated consultation system or by using a hard copy comments
form (which could also be submitted by email).

How many representations were received, and what were the main
issues raised?
5.6

A total of 378 representations were received in relation to the Proposed
Submission Development Management Plan consultation, from 92
respondents. 361 of these were submitted in regard to the Development
Management Plan itself, and 17 in relation to the Sustainability Appraisal. The
majority of the representations received were objecting to the Plan and polices
within.

5.7

Appendix D sets out a summary table showing the main issues raised for each
of the development management policy subject areas, and for each site
allocation. Where a site allocation or policy is not listed in the table, this is
because no significant comments were raised for that site or policy.

5.8

A significant number of comments were received in relation to the Upper Ore
Valley, and the preference to see all proposed housing sites in that location redesignated as part of the green space. Sites at Robsack A, Magdalen Road,
Chapel Park Road and the Taxi Office site in St Johns Road all attracted the
highest proportion of representations.

5.9

As these representations were submitted under Regulation 19 of the Town and
Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (as amended),
we are not required to provide a response to them. They will be forwarded to
the appointed Planning Inspector for consideration at Examination in Public,
subject to any withdrawals (see section 6 below).
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6.0

The Revised Proposed Submission Development
Management Plan (Regulations 19 and 20)

The consultation
6.1

Consultation on the Proposed Submission Development Management Plan
as set out in section 5 above was undertaken with the full intention of
submitting that version of the Plan to the Secretary of State for Examination.
However, for the following reasons, it was agreed that a revised version of the
Development Management Plan would need to be prepared:
•

•

Submission before an adopted strategic plan is in place - Local
authorities are advised not to submit the final version of their plans to the
Secretary of State for Examination, until the overarching Strategic Plan
(The Planning Strategy) has been adopted. Given the need to undertake
additional consultation on the Planning Strategy Main Modifications,
adoption did not take place until February 2014, after the originally
anticipated submission date for the Development Management Plan.
Delay between “Proposed Submission” consultation and
Submission to the Secretary of State – Taking into account the delays
set out above, the time lapse between publication of the Proposed
Submission draft and its actual submission would have exceeded that
advised by the Planning Inspectorate. One of the key requirements of a
Plan is that it is as up-to-date as possible, both in terms of its content and
the evidence base

6.2

Preparing a Revised Proposed Submission draft of the Development
Management Pan also provided us with the opportunity to further consider the
issues raised by the public and other key stakeholders during the earlier
round of formal consultation.

6.3

Representations received at the previous stage of consultation will still be
forwarded to the appointed Planning Inspector at the time of submission,
unless those who made the representations have specifically expressed their
wish for the representation to be withdrawn. A schedule of all the significant
changes made to the plan has been compiled to show what the changes are
that have been made, and the reasons for making them to help those who
made earlier representations determine whether their original concerns have
been addressed, or whether their comments still stand. 62 representations
have subsequently been withdrawn following changes made in the Revised
Proposed Submission Version.

6.4

Consultation on the Revised Proposed Submission Development
Management Plan was undertaken for a 6 week period between 10 March
and 22 April 2014. This was a formal period of consultation undertaken in
accordance with Regulation 19 and 20 of the Town and Country Planning
(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (as amended). The
consultation was focused on 2 key questions as prescribed by National
Planning Policy:
1
2

Does the Development Management Plan comply with the legal requirements
in the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004; and
Is the Development Management Plan "Sound"? i.e:
• has it been positively prepared?
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•
•
•

is it Justified?
is it Effective?
is it consistent with national policy

Who did we consult?
6.5

The Regulations require us to notify and invite representations from specific
and general consultation bodies as set out in our adopted Statement of
Community Involvement, as well as residents and businesses as deemed
appropriate.

6.6

A Shaping Hastings Newsletter was sent to around 2000 people and
organisations (including residents associations and other community groups)
on our Local Plan database. This included details of the consultation, where
to view the document and how to make comments and was sent out
alongside a copy of the Statement of Representations procedure. The
newsletter notification issued by email made it clear this was notification of
consultation as well as a newsletter update and the distribution included all
the Statutory consultees.

How did we consult?
6.7

Various methods were used to advertise the consultation, and to advise of
how to get involved. These methods included:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

6.8

Local Plan Newsletter sent to all contacts on our Local Plan database
Hastings Borough Council website
Advertisement through Hastings Voluntary Action newsletter 13.03.14 edition
Facebook and Twitter (regular updates)
Adverts in the Hastings Observer on 07.03.14 and 04.04.14
Posters displayed along the seafront, in Priory Meadow Shopping Centre,
Hastings and Old Town Museums, local offices and the main supermarkets
Posters distributed to local community venues by the Youth & Senior
participation & Community Cohesion officers of Hastings Borough Council
Leaflets distributed by Town Centre Management and an article included in
the Town Centre newsletter issue 21 sent out 17.03.14
East Sussex Strategic Partnership e-news article circulated 03.03.14
Information regarding the consultation placed in main Central Library and
Hastings Community Contact Centre
Letters and documents to all local Councillors
Stakeholders were invited to submit their formal representations either online,
using our dedicated consultation system or by using a hard copy comments
form (which could also be submitted by email).

How many representations were received, and what were the main
issues raised?
6.9

A total of 3887 representations were received in relation to the Proposed
Submission Development Management Plan consultation, from 1255
respondents. All of the representations were made with regard to the
Development Management Plan. No representations were made on the
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Sustainability Appraisal. Following a representation confirmation exercise,
during which the Council confirmed with individuals and organisations that
their representation(s) were duly made, a number of representations were
subsequently considered invalid and the total number of representations now
stands at 3,860 from 1246 respondents.
6.10

Appendix E sets out a summary table showing the main issues raised for
each of the development management policy subject areas, and for each site
allocation policy. Where an allocation policy or general policy is not listed in
the table, this is because no significant comments were raised for that
allocation or policy.

6.11

Those areas of the proposed Plan attracting the most representations and/or
giving rise to the most substantive points included the following site polices;
the 3 proposed housing allocations Victoria Avenue (CVO1), Rear of Old
London Road (CVO3) and Church Street (CVO4) between them attracted
3,474 representations (from 1,150 respondents). Other sites attracting a
significant number of representations included Harrow Lane Playing Fields
(LRA2); Robsack A (GH1), land south of Upper Wilting Farm (FB12), 1-3
Chapel Park Road (CLB1); Taxi Office/BR Social Club (CLB2) and Cornwalis
Street Car Park (HTC2). The enabling policy covering the former Convent of
Holy Child Jesus (Policy HN6) also attracted a high proportion of
representations.

6.12

As these representations were submitted under Regulation 19 of the Town
and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (as
amended), we are not required to provide a response to them. They will be
forwarded to the appointed Planning Inspector for consideration at
Examination in Public.

16

Appendix A – The “Big Map” Consultation
Issue

Comments made

How were they taken into account in the preparation of
the draft Development Management Plan?
Place Shaping

Central

North St Leonards

East Hastings

South St Leonards

Architecture, green spaces and unspoilt views
were noted as being important to Central’s
character. The Seafront, including key buildings
and areas along it such as St Mary in the Castle
and within the Old Town, were considered to be
particularly special. The vibrancy of the mix of
uses, shops and housing types was also valued.
The need to keep the area clean and well looked
after were noted as points for improvement, as well
as improving crime and fear of crime in the town
centre.
The quiet nature of North St Leonards, sense of
community and superstore were identified as key
highlights in North St Leonards. Following recent
investment, improvements to the area had been
noted, particularly in terms of increased policing
and improvements to other services. Further
protection was identified as being needed for
woodland in the area, and anti-social behaviour still
needed to be addressed.
Open spaces, the proximity to AONB and access
to the West Hill and the Castle are highly valued in
East Hastings. Ore Village and Upper Ore Valley
in particular have their own sense of community,
but the levels of development are too high. This is
impacting on shopping facilities and public spaces,
which need investment. Regeneration of some
areas needed, and to resist the loss of houses to
flats.
South St Leonards was valued because of its
architectural heritage, local and independent
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This information has fed into developing information about the
characteristics of areas and local area policies to address key
issues. As well as feeding into the spatial area policies of the
Planning Strategy that particularly consider the Seafront,
issues with crime reduction, the evening economy and a
strategy for the Town Centre, this was later used to develop
the Focus Area Spatial Portraits, and to identify key sites for
allocation and protection.

This information has fed into developing information about the
characteristics of areas and local area policies to address key
issues. As well as feeding into the spatial area policies of the
Planning Strategy, which now specifically mention the need to
protect the Marline Valley woods, and other woodland
available, this was later used to develop the Focus Area
Spatial Portraits, and to identify key sites for allocation and
protection.
This information would feed into developing information about
the characteristics of areas and local area policies to address
key issues. As well as feeding into the spatial area policies of
the Planning Strategy that consider issues regarding Ore
Village, Ore Valley and green infrastructure in the eastern part
of the town, this was later used to develop the Focus Area
Spatial Portraits, and to identify key sites for allocation and
protection.
This information would feed into developing information about
the characteristics of areas and local area policies to address

Issue

Comments made
shops, parks and paths and proximity to the
seafront. Few residents thought the area had
declined over the years, although lack of cycle
routes and crime were highlighted as issues to be
addressed.
Topic areas

Housing

Hastings Town Centre –
proposed town centre
boundary, zoning,
primary shopping area
and retail growth

How were they taken into account in the preparation of
the draft Development Management Plan?
key issues. As well as feeding into the spatial area policies of
the Planning Strategy that consider issues with crime
reduction and cycle routes for example, this was later used to
develop the Focus Area Spatial Portraits, and to identify key
sites for allocation and protection.

Several potential large new sites for housing were
proposed. These included the MFI site on Bexhill
Road, My Way Lodge, Hastings Garden Centre,
Barley Avenue, Rock Lane and Wychnour,
amongst others. Concern was also raised in
regard to the overall housing target of 4,200
dwellings up to 2026.

All housing sites proposed were considered in terms of their
suitability for housing, and those with the most potential were
consulted on formally in the draft Development Management
Plan. The housing target was also re-consulted on given the
government’s intention to abolish Regional Spatial Strategies,
and our final target published in the draft Development
Management Plan.

Design issues and alternative uses for existing
allocations in the Local Plan 2004 were also
suggested. Many comments centred on the
indicative capacity for site allocations being too
high and that houses should be provided rather
than flats.

The comments made with regard to the design and uses of
individual sites were taken on board to feed into the site
proformas for suggested allocations, set out in the draft
Development Management Plan. This included issues relating
to flood risk, density, open space etc. The Strategic Housing
Land Availability Assessment also assessed the suitability of
existing allocations for housing, and alternative uses
suggested were taken into account as part of this process.

It was suggested that some of the new sites for
housing proposed (Bulverhythe, Stamco Timber
Yard, Crystal Square, Fern Road, Magdalen Road)
were not suitable for housing development,
particularly of a high density.
Comments were split with regard to the town
centre boundary. Some people though that it was
too big and should include the key shopping areas
only, and others requested extensions around
Pelham Place and Cambridge Road.
In terms of zoning, roughly a third of people
supported the idea, with the remaining people not
being sure or opposing it. It was suggested that
18

We consulted on a revised town centre boundary as part of an
informal consultation on the Planning Strategy (then called
Core Strategy) in 2011. This took into account the extensions
to the boundary suggested at the Big Map stage. Comments
regarding the smaller area have fed into identifying the final
town centre shopping area.
Comments made with regard to zoning have been used to
identify thresholds for non A1 uses in the town centre. It was

Issue

Comments made
providing zones for particular uses in certain areas
would assist regeneration, and will help avoid an
over-concentration of non A1 uses in retail areas.
There was concern however, that zoning would not
allow for enough flexibility and that the town centre
in particular needs to comprise a mix of uses,
including making sure there are no ‘dead’ areas at
the end of the working day.
It was suggested that the town centre primary
shopping area be extended to include Morrison’s,
more of Queens Road and Havelock Road, as well
as the Old Town. Other people however,
suggested that it should be reduced in size, and
not include the Seafront.
Over half of the people involved in the consultation
thought that the additional retail floorspace needed
should be accommodated on a combination of
smaller sites, rather than one large site. Several
sites were recommended for this purpose. It was
strongly suggested that we should aim for smaller,
independent shops and indoor and outdoor
markets, as well as cultural and leisure
development in the town centre.

District and Local
Shopping Areas

St Leonards, Silverhill, Ore and Bohemia were all
identified as valued locations for shopping
purposes. Accessibility and location were
considered key positive aspects, and the overall
environment of the Old Town was identified as
being particularly positive. The need for more
parking in St Leonards and the Old Town were
identified as areas for improvement.
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How were they taken into account in the preparation of
the draft Development Management Plan?
considered that in order to promote the vitality and viability of
the Town Centre, we would need to retain and encourage
certain uses (e.g. retail) in different parts of the town centre,
whilst also recognising the need for complementary uses in
these areas. This feeds into the identification of primary and
secondary retail frontages in the Town Centre (referred to now
as Priory Meadow shopping area, and the rest of the town
centre), which are now identified on the Policies Map. The
shopping area boundary has been altered to take account of
the comments made where appropriate, and now includes
Morrison’s, and excludes some of Breeds Place on the
Seafront and part of Cambridge Road. The Old Town is
considered in its own right as a shopping area, separate to the
Town Centre.
The Strategy for the Town Centre within the Planning Strategy
clearly indicates our intention to accommodate retail growth in
the town centre, and the sites suggested have been assessed
through a retail sites options assessment. However, no site
has been identified at this time and it will be up to market
conditions to determine when this will come forward. The sites
suggested however have also been used to help determine
the Town Centre boundary where this new development will
be directed. Focus Area spatial portraits and the inclusion of
Cultural Quarters in the Development Management Plan also
demonstrate how the promotion of cultural development is
being addressed.
These comments, and our own survey data, have been used
to define the extent of these shopping areas in the final
version of the Development Management Plan. Bohemia
Road has been reduced to help concentrate the retail function
into a more central area, and the Town Centre has been
amended to include Morrison’s, but excludes the mostly
residential properties at the north of Queens Road.
Thresholds to resist the loss of retail units in all of these

Issue

Other Places to Shop

Retail Warehousing

Employment Areas

Comments made

In terms of protecting existing retail uses in these
centres against the loss to other uses, there was a
mixed response. Half of the people who
commented wished to see retail uses retained,
whereas others considered allowing a change of
use would be better than having a vacant shop. A
variety of shops is essential and, we need to be
aware of the impact changing shops to residential
has on the surrounding area. The Old Town and
Kings Road areas however, were identified as
being key areas where retail uses should be
retained. It was suggested that parts of Bohemia
could change to different uses, as could the north
end of Queens Road.
Consultation suggested that the majority of people
involved considered district and local centres as
the most valued areas to shop. However, West
Hill, Mount Road, Battle Road, West St Leonards,
Sedlescombe Road North and individual post
offices were identified as being useful
neighbourhood centres.
In general, it was not considered necessary to
provide any additional retail warehousing in the
town. There was concern over too many existing
empty units and the impact of internet shopping in
terms of floor space and existing retailers. It was
suggested that if additional sites were needed, we
should make better use of existing industrial
estates and sites opened up by the Link Road.
Other sites suggested included the MFI building,
Stamco Site and Sea Road, Ashdown House and
along Sedlescombe Road North.
Whilst there was some support for both
encouraging higher density development and
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How were they taken into account in the preparation of
the draft Development Management Plan?
centres have also been applied to address concern over loss
of such units.

Thresholds for resisting the loss of retail units have also been
introduced for neighbourhood centres at these locations.
(Sedlescombe Road North falls within Silverhill).

No suitable town centre sites for retail warehousing have been
identified in the Development Management Plan. It is
therefore considered most appropriate to adopt a sequential
approach to site selection as required by government
guidance.

The use of existing employment land and premises was dealt
with through Local Economy policies in the Planning Strategy.

Issue

Cycle Routes

Empty homes
Traffic

Comments made

How were they taken into account in the preparation of
the draft Development Management Plan?
A policy has been prepared that takes these comments on
board and permits intensification, conversion and
redevelopment of existing employment land and premises
where appropriate. It also refers proposals for live work units
and the Council’s support for them.

mixed use schemes in employment areas, the
majority of residents were unaware of locations
where this would be appropriate. Regeneration
and redevelopment of employment areas is
needed, and live work units should be encouraged.
Improved transport links are necessary to support
employment areas.
There was support for the provision of cycle routes, The Planning Strategy identified a strategic network of cycle
and their use to get to other destinations,
routes on the Key Diagram. In addition to considering these
particularly employment areas and education
comments, we have been working with East Sussex County
facilities. Despite this support, it was noted that
Council to determine the final network of cycle routes that can
be delivered, and have identified these on the Policies Map.
Hastings has a hilly topography and there are
conflicts between cyclists and pedestrians in some
cases. Some opposition was raised to the
proposed cycle route across the Country Park.
Other general comments
Bringing empty homes back into use before
building new developments
Concern over impact of traffic from new
development on The Ridge

Family housing

Suggested that guidelines were needed for
conversions and that family housing rather than
flats should be encouraged

Flood Risk

The Environment Agency in particular noted that
flood risk needs to be assessed for individual site
allocations
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An allowance for empty homes is now included within our
housing target
The impact of traffic has been considered in the allocation of
sites for development, and dialogue is ongoing with colleagues
at East Sussex County Council and the Highways Agency to
ensure that acceptable impact assessments will be
undertaken as required.
Housing and areas based policies in the Planning Strategy
specifically refer to the need for family housing in particular
areas. Conversion standards are now also provided within the
Development Management Plan, which developers will need
to adhere to.
A sequential test of flood risk has been undertaken and has
informed the proposed submission version of the Development
Management Plan.

Appendix B – Regulation 18 representations
Chapter/policy

Comments made

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
Development Management Policies

General comments

52 representations were submitted on this element.
1 objection, 1 support, and 50 comments:
Several people thought that we did not need to
provide for as much housing as was being
proposed, and that densities of development are
too high. Concern was raised regarding whether
there is the infrastructure available to support this
new development, particularly in terms of transport
and water supply. It was suggested that empty
homes should be included within the housing land
supply and that if the town is to support any further
development, then road and rail links need to be
improved.

Whilst the concerns over the level of housing have been
noted, setting and agreeing a housing target following the
Government’s intended abolition of the Regional Strategy has
been an ongoing process, based on evidence and
consultation. The reasoning behind this target, and the work
we have undertaken to ensure there is sufficient infrastructure
available to support the proposed level of development, is
documented clearly within the Planning Strategy and its
supporting evidence base, particularly in our Housing
Evidence and Infrastructure Delivery Plan. In response to the
comments regarding the amount of empty homes, these are
now included in the housing land supply figures.

We agree that road and rail links need to be improved, and
transport policies within the Planning Strategy support this.
The provision of a green infrastructure network was The importance of improving road and rail links in is
generally supported, as was the need to provide
recognised in the overall objectives of both the Planning
open space in new developments.
Strategy and Development Management Plan.
It was suggested that a separate power lines policy
was required in the Development Management
Plan, and Rother District Council objected to the
omission of a Gypsy and Traveller policy.

The support for a green infrastructure network is welcomed,
and policy HN9 in particular, seeks to ensure that this will be
effectively implemented, and that open space is required as
part of new development as appropriate.

Concern was raised that the policies would not
deliver the objectives, and that the quality of the
mapping information was not up to standard.

Power lines are taken account of in Policy DM6. A site for
gypsy and traveller accommodation is proposed in allocation
FB11.
The monitoring framework at the end of the Development
Management Plan sets out clearly how we intend to ensure
that the policies will deliver the spatial objectives. Mapping
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Chapter/policy

Comments made

Development Boundary

25 representations were received in total on this
section. Most people supported the option to have
a development boundary, and were mostly in
support of the one proposed. A fewer number
thought that there should not be a development
boundary.
Several sites were suggested for inclusion in the
development boundary, specifically at Barley Lane
and Winchelsea Lane. Holmhurst St Mary on the
other hand, was requested to be moved to being
outside the development boundary.
Those who supported the development boundary
option were mainly concerned about outward
expansion, impact on ecology and the loss of
strategic gap between settlements.

Design

Support for the ‘no development boundary’ option
was based on the existence of other levels of
protection, for example AONB, Country Park etc.
There would be no need for additional controls.
24 representations were received for this section.
Most representations were made on the option to
have a single policy, rather than splitting the
guidance out into several policies. In general, the
principle of having a design policy was supported.
Many of the comments received focused on past
implementation of design policies and identified
particular sites, such as the Hawthorn Road
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
information both within the document and Policies Map has
now been amended to be clearer, and in particular, references
the different levels of protection of green space are made on
the Policies Map.
The sites suggested for inclusion at Barley Lane and
Winchelsea Lane were included as part of the additional
‘focused’ consultation between 6 July and 17 August 2012.
Holmhurst St Mary has remained as a housing allocation
based on the assessment of available and developable land in
the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment, and the
Sustainability Appraisal process.
The final version of the Development Management Plan
excludes a policy for the development boundary. It is
considered that a development boundary is not necessary as
other local, national and international policies for the protection
and enhancement of the natural environment are applied to
the majority of the areas outside of where it was in the 2004
Plan. The Borough boundary is relatively tightly drawn around
the urban area of Hastings and St Leonards and relevant
planning decisions can still be made given the relationship to
the existing urban form and access to facilities and services.

As some of the comments related to past planning
applications, and the actual implementation of existing
policies, it has not been possible to address them through this
process. It is important to note however, that we will monitor
how well the policies are being implemented annually through
the Annual Monitoring Report, which will trigger reviews as
necessary.
We do not consider that the adoption of borough wide

Chapter/policy

Comments made
development. It was also suggested that borough
wide design standards should be prepared, and
that the space standards suggested were too
small. Landscape/townscape assessments were
also suggested for consideration in a revised
policy.
Those objecting to a single design policy argued
that it lacked the detail needed, and as a result,
could impact negatively on landscape in particular.
Density was a key topic, with suggestions that too
many homes are built on single sites. It was also
suggested that telecommunications is a separate
issue and should be separated out.

Amenity

14 representations were received relating to
amenity. Only 1 representation was received
supporting the suggestion to split the policy into
several policies, and 1 for more stringent guidance.
The majority of comments were made in terms of
the suggested, single, amenity policy.
Many of the comments received focused on past
implementation of amenity policies. Further
discussion was had here about proposed internal
space standards and the impact these have on
amenity. Whilst it was again suggested that the
standards were too small, further representations
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
standards would provide enough flexibility in the decision
making process, and would not necessarily reflect the
character of individual areas. The spatial portraits of each
planning focus area do however; provide an indication of the
characteristics of each area and how we envisage them to
develop, to form a basis for the design of new developments.
Whilst it is acknowledged that a single policy could lack some
detail, it is important to bear in mind that developments will be
assessed against all policies in the Plan, which cover other
elements such as landscape and ecology. In addition specific
design briefs have been prepared for some of the sites which
add this detail and address some of the concerns raised.
Densities have been developed based on appropriate
standards for particular areas and sites, and also with a view
to meeting housing need. Design briefs and other policies in
the Plan will also help to address this issue, ensuring there is
enough amenity space etc incorporated in new development.
Telecommunications has now been separated out as
suggested.
As some of the comments related to the actual implementation
of existing policies, it has not been possible to address them
through this process. It is important to note however, that we
will monitor how well the policies are being implemented
annually through the Annual Monitoring Report, which will
trigger reviews as necessary.
It is our view that the internal space standards proposed are
the most appropriate for Hastings, and are in fact larger than
those of the Parker Morris report. These mirror those set by
English Partnerships (now part of the Homes and
Communities Agency).

Chapter/policy

Comments made
were also received saying they were too large and
that we should rely on national guidance on
internal building design and layout.

Access

It was also suggested that there is a need for a
Green Infrastructure Study to be prepared to help
us manage the green spaces between buildings.
18 representations were received in total on this
section. Most people were in favour of the single
policy option, with the majority of comments being
made here.
Concerns and comments made focused largely on
the negative impact of the additional traffic from
new development and the Link Road would have,
particularly on The Ridge. Rother District Council
in particular noted that the Plan should identify how
improvements to the road network will be achieved.
The need for more parking as part of new
development was also a key issue, as well as
ensuring cycle provision is provided for.

Ground conditions

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
We are preparing a Green Infrastructure study as suggested.

A single policy is being proposed in the final Development
Management Plan. Comments regarding the impact of new
development in terms of additional traffic have been taken on
board, and we have undertaken traffic modelling to determine
how much development can be accommodated. Similarly,
improvements to the strategic road network are identified in
the Planning Strategy document rather than the Development
Management Plan.
We will be recommending that the Planning Strategy transport
policy be modified to require additional transport assessments
where necessary, in addition to the existing Travel Plan policy.
In addition, where known improvements to the road network
are needed as a direct result of the site allocations, this has
been identified in the allocation details or the design brief.

In general it was suggested that “Access” is a
broad term that covers many aspects, not just
transport - it covers access for people with
disabilities, access in terms of building design etc.

We acknowledge that access as an element affects all parts of
development, so it is considered that a holistic policy is the
most appropriate way of achieving the best outcome.

It was also noted that the text should be amended
to required Transport Assessments and Travel
Plans to be submitted in support of applications, to
ensure impacts on the road network are properly
assessed and the most sustainable modes of
transport are considered in new development.
21 representations were received on this section.
The majority of them were submitted in relation to

As some of the comments related to the actual implementation
of existing policies, it has not been possible to address them
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Chapter/policy

Comments made
the single policy option, and in particular, objecting
to it.
Many of the comments received focused on past
implementation of policies and referred to specific
developments. Concern was raised that issues are
too often dealt with by condition and the policies
are not implemented properly. It was suggested
that the policy should be revised to be require
ground surveys and soil tests to be submitted with
applications, and that the information should be
checked for viability.

Pollution

Water resources

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
through this process. It is important to note however, that we
will monitor how well the policies are being implemented
annually through the Annual Monitoring Report, which will
trigger reviews as necessary.

In terms of the information required to be submitted with the
planning application, it is our view that amending the policy to
require mitigation/remediation, specifying that this is the
developer’s responsibility is the most appropriate way to
address the issue. Specifically, the policy now requires
applicants to supply convincing supporting evidence from a
relevant and qualified professional demonstrating that land
stability issues can be overcome, and requires ground
investigation reports in the case of suspected contaminated
land.
Only 5 representations were received on this
Policy has been amended to require convincing and
section, with a relatively even spread of support for supporting evidence to be supplied from a relevant and
both the single option and more stringent guidance. qualified professional, and also to ensure that appropriate
pollution control measures are incorporated where necessary
Specifically, it was suggested that the policy should to protect both ground and surface waters.
require adequate site information, checked for
viability by a professional, as well as reference
made to protection of the water environment.
8 representations were received on this section.
We have worked closely with Southern Water and the
Most of the comments related to the single policy
Environment Agency in developing the Plan, and have
option and were generally split in terms of support
prepared an Infrastructure Delivery Plan to demonstrate how
and object.
development overall will be supported by the appropriate
infrastructure. In addition to this policy, sustainability polices
The main concerns centred on water supply and
in the Planning Strategy also require developers to minimise
having the capacity to support development
water consumption as far as possible in new development, to
proposed.
help address these issues.
Concern was raised about the readability of the
policy, and that it should be amended to be easier
to understand.
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The policy has also been reviewed to make it easier to read
and understand.

Chapter/policy

Comments made

Housing and the
community

14 comments were received on this section in total.
3 general comments, 3 regarding residential
conversions, 3 for the change of use of residential
to business use, and 5 regarding residential
institutions.
General comments concerned the overall housing
target, including a request to review it. Re-using
empty homes was suggested as a method to meet
identified need.
There was support for a single policy regarding
conversions of residential properties. Particular
comments related to the increasing numbers of
Houses in Multiple Occupation, and the need to
restrict this from happening, and concern regarding
infrastructure to support additional volume of flatted
development.

Designated heritage
assets

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
In response to comments about the overall housing target, a
local housing target was re-consulted upon in 2011, and
empty homes are now included in the housing land supply.
Further information is available in the housing chapters of the
Hastings Planning Strategy.
The support for a conversions policy was noted, and a refined
version has been included in the Plan. The infrastructure
required to support overall level of development has been
considered through the Infrastructure Delivery Plan process,
and site specific requirements are set out in the site
allocations chapters of the Development Management Plan as
necessary.
Despite support for the change of use from dwelling to
business use policy, the Council has decided to remove this
from the Development Management Plan. This is because the
details in the suggested policy duplicate what is required by
other policies within the Plan, so no separate policy is needed.

There was general support for the suggested policy
relating to the change of use of a dwelling to
Support for a residential institutions policy was noted, and the
business use, although it was suggested that it
policy has been refined and included in the plan. To address
could be less stringent.
concerns from residents about potential impacts of these
schemes and whether there is a need for them, the supporting
In terms of residential institutions, there was
text has been amended to more fully explain the developer’s
support for the policy, but several people
responsibilities in terms of submitting a planning application. It
suggested that these should only be provided in
requires developers to assess the particular needs of each
areas where there is an identified need.
project (which will differ depending on what type of scheme,
e.g. students, specialist home etc) and how they will be
resolved.
15 representations were received on this section.
The designated heritage assets section has been reviewed in
There was overall support for a policy on this issue, light of the comments received and is now more succinct and
and clear recognition of the value of historic
easier to understand. There are 4 separate policies related to
buildings. It was suggested that more detail
different elements of designated heritage assets, to address
needed to be provided for consultation purposes.
concerns over potential dilution of guidance. One of these
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Comments made

The majority of representations were against any
dilution of policies in the existing adopted Local
Plan 2004, and that having separate policies was
the most appropriate way forward. It was also
suggested that there should be clear reference to
other related issues such as green space,
enhancement of the public realm and renewable
energy installations.
One representation made reference to additional
guidance for doors and windows and roof materials
in listed buildings, saying that is should be in the
form of additional guidance rather than in policy.
There was also concern raised about the
implementation of historic environment policies in
past planning applications, and that lots of historic
buildings are being lost.
Non-designated heritage 13 representations were received on this section.
assets
There was strong support for a local list to help
ensure important buildings would not be
demolished and to address poor design of
replacement buildings.
For the most part, it was suggested that a stringent
policy for non-designated heritage assets was
needed. However, Indigo Planning objected to
having a policy at all as it didn’t appear to add
anything to national policy, and East Sussex
County Council do not consider the distinction
between designated and non-designated heritage
assets to be necessary.
In addition, it was though that the policy and
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
relates to doors and windows and roof materials, and the
supporting text makes clear reference to the existing
Supplementary Planning Documents that have been prepared
as additional guidance.
The supporting text has also been amended to make further
reference to the overlap with other policies in the plan, such as
those relating to renewable energy installations and green
spaces. This will help address potential conflicts between
these issues.
As some of the comments related to the actual implementation
of existing policies, it has not been possible to address them
through this process. It is important to note however, that we
will monitor how well the policies are being implemented
annually through the Annual Monitoring Report, which will
trigger reviews as necessary.

The Council has noted the community’s support for a Local
List and will be working with them to prepare one, although an
exact timescale has yet to be identified.
It is our opinion that separate policies are needed for
designated non designated heritage assets. This is due to fact
that designated heritage assets have existing assessments of
their interest value that can be readily identified, from English
Heritage lists for example, where as non designated assets
have not and there are also separate planning regimes that
regulate development involving certain designated assets.
Therefore a single policy covering both would not be
appropriate. The suggested policy is also required as it
provides the policy framework to develop a Local List for
Hastings.

Chapter/policy

Comments made

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?

Green Infrastructure

supporting text should be reviewed to make it
easier to understand.
This section attracted the most comments in terms
of Development Management Policies, a total of 58
comments were received.
Most people supported the identification of a Green
Infrastructure Network, and it was recognised how
new development can contribute to improving this.
Concern was raised however, about whether we
could sufficiently implement promises made in the
Local Plan regarding wildlife enhancements, and
that greenspaces and ancient woodland were not
given enough protection.
Some site specific comments were made on the
following sites:
•
•
•
•
•

Sandrock Park
Halton Graveyard
Edinburgh Road/Harley Shute Road
Robsack Meadow
Convent site, Magdalen Road

Many comments centred on the need to provide
more detailed mapping, and to identify the different
levels of protection.
Rother District Council also requested an
amendment to the greenspace mapping around
Combe Valley Countryside Park, and it was
suggested that Shearbarn should be excluded from
the greenspace allocation.
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Most of the comments received were not seeking a change to
the policy text itself. As such, it has not been significantly
amended. We consider greenspaces and ancient woodland to
be given enough protection through policies in both the
Planning Strategy and the Development Management Plan. In
addition, provision has been made for new open spaces and
ecology issues in site specific allocation details and design
briefs as appropriate.
With the exception of Halton Graveyard, each of the sites
listed are addressed in the site allocations section of the
Development Management Plan. Halton Graveyard is a small
site that given its current use is unlikely to be developed
without other policies in the plan being implemented.
The Policies Map to accompany the Development
Management Plan will comprise more detail as suggested,
and will show the different levels of protection of the
greenspaces. It has also been amended to take into account
the change suggested by Rother District Council. Shearbarn
Caravan Park however, is covered by international
environmental designations, so it outside of the Council’s remit
to amend boundaries.
It is our intention to prepare a Green Infrastructure Study in
line with Natural England and East Sussex County Council’s
comments.

Chapter/policy

Town centre boundary

Shopping area
boundaries (including
commercial centres)

Comments made

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?

Both East Sussex County Council and Natural
England requested that a Green Infrastructure
Study be prepared to support this policy.
Just 3 representations were received on this
section. 2 were in support of the boundary and 1
objection. The objection related to having a town
centre boundary at all on the basis that it excluded
other areas such as Central St Leonards as having
the same opportunities.
The agents acting on behalf of Morrison’s also
requested that the superstore be included within
the shopping area boundary.
This section included several policy options
attracting varied comments. 18 representations
were received.
Many of the comments related to the sale of
alcohol and the need to restrict the loss of retail
premises in town, district and local centres. A
resident also suggested that no boundaries were
drawn.
Concern was raised regarding the wording of the
shopping area policy, in that it was too broad and
excludes premises that serve a wider shopping
area than just the local housing. The policy to
require an alternative within walking distance would
put unnecessary restriction on premises that serve
a wider catchment area, for example the Garden
Centre.

30

We are required by national planning policy to identify a town
centre boundary, so are not able to address the objection to
this section. The town centre shopping area boundary has
now been amended however, to include Morrison’s, in
accordance with our overall retail strategy for the town.

This section has been reviewed and now comprises 4
separate policies to cover the issues raised – one that relates
to Hastings Town Centre shopping area, one relating to the
remaining shopping areas, one relating to shops and services
outside these shopping areas, and one to manage amenity
outside of shopping areas (where we cannot control the uses
within). Further consultation on shopping areas and proposals
to manage activity within was undertaken as part of the
‘focused’ consultation (see Appendix C below).
The town, district and local centres now have policies applying
thresholds to control the loss of retail (use class A1) premises
to alternative uses (alternative uses includes licensed
premises). The amenity policy in relation to shopping areas
also provides additional controls for drinking establishments
and hot food take-aways, to address concerns of residents.
It is acknowledged that requiring an alternative site within
walking distance of a retail premises wishing to change use to
an alternative use, could put unfair pressure on those shops
that serve a wider catchment area than just local residences.
The policy has therefore been amended to reflect this.
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Cultural quarters

7 representations were received regarding Cultural
Quarters. Comments were generally split
regarding their introduction.
One of the objections related to developing cultural
quarters in the first instance, on the basis that St
Leonards has as much right to benefit from the
Cultural Strategy as Hastings Town Centre. It was
also noted that the Stables Theatre and St Mary in
the Castle should be within proposed Cultural
Quarters, and that a further quarter should be
designated to cover the Claremont area.

Caravan and camping
sites

The definition of what evening entertainment in
cultural quarter’s means in practice was requested.
9 representations were received in relation to the
proposed tourism policies. Most of the comments
related to the option proposing a policy to manage
caravan and camping sites, with several
suggesting that holiday parks should be separated
out from an overall tourism policy.
Bourne Leisure was supportive of the approach
suggested although did make detailed comments
about the wording and need to be more specific
about the types of holiday accommodation,
including chalet parks. They also suggested the
need to specify the use on a seasonal basis, and
provided some policy text covering this, and other
tourism issues.

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
To address the comments and concerns, a much more
comprehensive strategy for cultural quarters has been
included in the Development Management Plan, which
explains further the background to them and what they will
achieve in practice. The Stables Theatre and St Mary in the
Castle have now also been included, as has a cultural quarter
for St Leonards and The America Ground to White Rock (that
will include Claremont).

The Planning Strategy provides an overarching policy that sets
out our strategy for tourism and economic development in the
town. For this reason, and in light of the comments received,
it was considered the most appropriate to have a separate
policy in the Development Management Plan on caravan,
camping and chalet sites only, so as not to repeat existing
policy in the Planning Strategy.
The suggested policy text was incorporated into the revised
policy as far as possible, and most of the suggestions were
taken on board. The resultant policy encourages sensitive
development and expansion of caravan, camping and chalet
sites and the seasonal use of them.

Site Allocations (Focus Area 1 – Little Ridge & Ashdown)
Former Workplace
Health and Fitness
Centre, The Ridge

8 representations were received on this site – 1
support, 2 objections and 5 comments.
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This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan.
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Most of the objections and comments related to
concerns over an adequate level of infrastructure
being available to support development, both
generally and on this site specifically. Mention was
made of educational provision, health care and
water supply, and the capacity of these to cope
with the increase in demand that new homes would
bring was questioned.

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
The suitability of developing the site has been established
through a resolution by the Planning Committee to approve a
planning application subject to a legal agreement.
The site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.

One comment questioned the reason for consulting
upon and potentially including sites with permission
in the Development Management Plan
Land adjacent to 777
The Ridge

23 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 15 objections, 1 support and 7
comments.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern was
overdevelopment of the area, the traffic which
would be generated by the development, the loss
of open space and the impact on the quality of life
of local residents. In addition, Natural England
raised the condition of the nearby Maplehurst
Wood SSSI as a key issue, as well as its proximity
to the proposed development.

Holmhurst St Mary

There was also a concern about the inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals, and specific
mention was made to the impact of the Bexhill
Hastings Link Road.
14 representations were received in relation to this
site. This included 5 objections, 1 support and 8
comments.
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This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.
This modelling looked at scenarios both with and without the
implementation of the Link Road.
Information added into the allocation details and the design
brief for this site also now help address concerns - road
improvements, greenspace requirements and an indication of
landscaping/buffer from the SSSI are all included.

This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
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The objections received centred on the site being
allocated for housing development, and particular
concern about overdevelopment of the area. In
addition, it was suggested that the proposal was
too dense; too much traffic would be generated by
the development, objections to the loss of open
space and a detrimental impact on the quality of
life of local residents. There was also a concern
about the inadequate infrastructure in terms of
highways, water supply, schools, doctors and
hospitals, and specific mention was also made to
the impact of the Bexhill Hastings Link Road.
In addition, Natural England raised the condition of
the nearby Maplehurst Wood SSSI as a key issue,
as well as its proximity to the proposed
development. Similarly, the Environment Agency
raised the need to protect the Local Wildlife site
towards the east of the site, and potential water
issues. Protection of the listed statue was also
mentioned.

Old Roar House, Old
Roar Road

10 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 1 support, 4 objections and 5
comments.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development, particular concern about the
traffic which would be generated by the
development and the loss of open space. There
was also a concern about the inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.
This modelling looked at scenarios both with and without the
implementation of the Link Road.
In terms of this traffic impact however, we will address the site
specific measures required at the planning application stage,
using policies within both the Planning Strategy and the
Development Management Plan. The allocation details
specifically refer to the need for a traffic impact assessment.
Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy.
This site should be considered in context with the other sites
at Land adjacent to 777 The Ridge and Harrow Lane Playing
Fields, and the design brief that has been prepared to
accompany the allocation. This takes into account
requirements for road improvements, open space provision
and an indication of landscaping/buffer from the SSSI are all
included, which should help address concerns raised.
Protection of the listed statue is also set out in the allocation
details.
This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.
This modelling looked at scenarios both with and without the
implementation of the Link Road.
In terms of this traffic impact however, we will address the site
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schools, doctors and hospitals
The Environment Agency also specifically refers to
the need to protect the nearby Local Wildlife site.

Harrow Lane Playing
Fields

17 representations were received on this site – 1
support, 9 objections and 7 comments.

The loss of recreational open space forms a
significant part of the objections to this site. In
addition, concerns were raised regarding additional
traffic that would be generated by the development
and the loss of recreational open space for dog
walkers, nearby workers and nearby residents.
There was also a concern about the inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals. Specific mention
was made to the impact of the Bexhill Hastings
Link Road.

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
specific measures required at the planning application stage,
using policies within both the Planning Strategy and the
Development Management Plan. The allocation details
specifically refer to the need for a traffic impact assessment.
Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy.
The allocation details refer to the lapsed permission, which will
be used as a basis for determining future proposals. The
need to demonstrate how the proposal complies with
environmental policies in terms of its proximity to a Local
Wildlife is however also specifically mentioned.
This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.
This modelling looked at scenarios both with and without the
implementation of the Link Road.
In terms of this traffic impact however, we will address the site
specific measures required at the planning application stage,
using policies within both the Planning Strategy and the
Development Management Plan. The allocation details
specifically refer to the need for a traffic impact assessment.
Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy.
It is considered that there are adequate alternative open
spaces, and further provision will be made within this
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
allocation and the neighbouring sites to overcome the loss of
the playing field.

Land in Whitworth Road, 10 representations were received on this site – 1
The Ridge West
support, 3 objections and 6 comments.
Objections to the site being allocated for
employment development, and the general
comments too, were particularly concerned with
the traffic which would be generated by the
development and ecological issues. There was
also a concern about the inadequate infrastructure
in terms of highways, water supply, schools,
doctors and hospitals. Specific mention was also
made to the impact of the Bexhill Hastings Link
Road and the importance of the site for a Baldslow
Junction highway improvement.
The support given was generally for more
employment locations across the Borough

Queensway North,
Queensway

This site should be considered in context with the other sites
at Land adjacent to 777 The Ridge and Holmhurst St Mary,
and the design brief that has been prepared to accompany the
allocation. This takes into account requirements for open
space provision and landscaping are all included, which
should help address concerns raised.
This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.
This modelling looked at scenarios both with and without the
implementation of the Link Road.
In terms of this traffic impact however, we will address the site
specific measures required at the planning application stage,
using policies within both the Planning Strategy and the
Development Management Plan: The allocation details
specifically refer to the relevant policies of the two documents
that should be adhered to. Infrastructure concerns, and
particularly the capacity to accommodate the overall level of
development, are addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan
which accompanies the Planning Strategy.

10 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 1 support, 5 objections and 4
comments.

The site is to be allocated within the Development
Management Plan. The need to allocate sites for employment
is set out in the Planning Strategy.

The comments and objections received for this site
were generally concerned with the transport
implications of development, both generally in the

Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.
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area and on the site specifically, and if the road
network could cope especially given the planned
changes that include the construction of the link
road. Other concerns were the closeness to areas
of ecological value and the impact on the natural
environment and the landscape character of the
area. Also questioned was the need to allocate any
additional employment space along the
Queensway at all.

Marline Fields, Enviro21
Business Park, Land
West of Queensway

The support given was generally for more
employment locations across the Borough
8 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 1 support, 2 objections and 5
comments.
The nature of the comments and objections that
were received for this site were similar to those for
the Queensway North site. They concentrated on
concerns over the impact of increased traffic and
the potential impact upon the local ecology. And
the support shown was for the positive impact that
the existing business park had had.

Land at junction of The
Ridge West and
Queensway

11 representations were received on this site – 2
support, 3 objections and 6 comments.

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
This modelling looked at scenarios both with and without the
implementation of the Link Road.
In terms of this traffic impact however, we will address the site
specific measures required at the planning application stage,
using policies within both the Planning Strategy and the
Development Management Plan: The allocation details
specifically refer to the relevant policies of the two documents
that should be adhered to. The allocation details also highlight
the proximity to areas of ecological importance and offer some
guidance to the mitigation of impact upon them.
The site is to be allocated within the Development
Management Plan.
Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.
This modelling looked at scenarios both with and without the
implementation of the Link Road.
In terms of this traffic impact however, we will address the site
specific measures required at the planning application stage,
using policies within both the Planning Strategy and the
Development Management Plan: The allocation details
specifically refer to the relevant policies of the two documents
that should be adhered to.
The allocation details also highlight that any eventual scheme
will need to include protection of the adjacent SSSI.
This site is to be allocated in the Development Management
Plan for employment use, with the proviso that the County
Councils plans for a care home do have precedence.

This site too, received very similar comments to the
other employment site suggestions along the
The allocation details will show that there is the opportunity to
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Queensway. There were concerns about traffic
generation, the impact on local ecology and the
effect that development might have on the wider
landscape and views. The support was for more
high quality business parks in the borough and
particularly in this prominent location.
The owners of the site, East Sussex County
Council, re affirmed their intension to see the site
developed for a residential care home but accepted
that there might be the possibility to include some
other employment development elsewhere on the
site.

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
link this site with the adjoining allocation (land on Whitworth
Road) to provide for a good quality business park.
Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.
This modelling looked at scenarios both with and without the
implementation of the Link Road.
In terms of this traffic impact however, we will address the site
specific measures required at the planning application stage,
using policies within both the Planning Strategy and the
Development Management Plan: The allocation details
specifically refer to the relevant policies of the two documents
that should be adhered to.
The allocation details also highlight that any eventual scheme
will need to pay particular attention to the environmental
protection policies of the Planning Strategy and the
Development Management Plan.

Site Allocations (Focus Area 2 – Greater Hollington)
Mayfield E, Bodiam
Drive

6 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 1 support, 2 objections and 3
comments.
The objections raised against this site were of a
general nature and concerned traffic generation
and questioned whether infrastructure could cope.
There were comments and objections about impact
upon ecology and that it should be noted that some
habitats on site should be protected.
Support for the site was shown because it
represented an extension to an existing residential
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This site is to be allocated in the Development Management
Plan.
The allocation details and accompanying design brief show
how ecological and landscape issues could potentially be
overcome. Highlighted with the allocation details are those
policies of Planning Strategy and Development Management
Plan that are of particular importance for this site.
It should also be noted that the supporting evidence base for
the Hastings Local Plan documents includes traffic modelling
work and an Infrastructure Delivery Plan that will support
development across the borough.

Chapter/policy

Mayfield Farm

Comments made

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?

area
5 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 1 support, 2 objections and 2
comments.
The objections raised against this site were of a
general nature and concerned traffic generation
and questioned whether infrastructure could cope.
There were comments and objections about impact
upon ecology and that it should be noted that there
may be some contaminated land on site because
of previous uses..

Mayfield J, Mayfield
Lane

Support for the site was shown because it
represented an extension to an existing residential
area
3 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 0 support, 2 objections and 1
comment.
This site received very little interest; this is most
likely because it has outline permission for
development. The 2 objections and 1 comment all
spoke generally about fears of increased traffic, the
ability of infrastructure to cope with development
and that there are nearby sites of ecological value
that should be noted.

Robsack A, Church
Wood Drive

This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan.
The suitability of developing the site has been established
through a resolution by the Planning Committee to approve a
planning application, although the application has lapsed, the
principle for development remains and the allocation details
will reflect the fact that for this site the recent planning history
will be important and help to inform discussions about future
development.
Given that there is another allocated site neighbouring this
(Mayfield E) the allocation details will also encouraged the
joint development of the two sites where possible.
This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan.
The suitability of developing the site has been established
through a resolution by the Planning Committee to approve a
planning application, subject to legal agreement. The site is
required in the Development Management Plan, to protect the
land for its allocated development and to meet the targets of
the Planning Strategy.

28 representations were received on this site – 0
support, 24 objections and 4 comments.

It should also be noted that the supporting evidence base for
the Hastings Local Plan documents includes traffic modelling
work and an Infrastructure Delivery Plan that will support
development across the borough.
This site is to be allocated in the Development Management
Plan.

The comments and objections were mainly
concerned with overdevelopment of the area, the

The allocation details show how the impact upon ecology,
landscape and ancient woodland will be generally avoided and
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traffic which would be generated by the
development, the loss of open space, loss of
wildlife habitat and loss and impact on ancient
woodland. There was also a concern about the
inadequate infrastructure in terms of highways,
water supply, schools, doctors and hospitals.

Land south of 12-17
Catsfield Close

6 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 5 objections and 1 comment.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern was
the loss of open space for recreational purposes.
In addition, Natural England raised the condition of
the Marline Valley Woods SSSI as a consideration
for development in this area of the Borough.

Land at Redgeland Rise
(Wishing Tree Nursery)

There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.
4 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 2 objections, 1 support and 1
comment.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern was
the overdevelopment of the site.

Spyways School,
Gillsmans Hill

There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.
6 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 3 objections and 3 comments.
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
that any resultant impact can be mitigated. There is detail
about species translocation and the design brief shows some
potential solutions to the landscaping and green protection
issues.
It should also be noted that the supporting evidence base for
the Hastings Local Plan documents includes traffic modelling
work and an Infrastructure Delivery Plan that will support
development across the borough.
This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan.
The suitability of developing the site has been established
through a resolution by the Planning Committee to approve a
planning application subject to a legal agreement.
The site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.

This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan.
The suitability of developing the site has been established
through a resolution by the Planning Committee to approve a
planning application subject to a legal agreement.
The site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan.

Chapter/policy

Plot M, Gresley Road,
Castleham

Comments made

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?

Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern was
the loss of green space, woodland and with wildlife
habitats.

The suitability of developing the site has been established
through a resolution by the Planning Committee to approve a
planning application subject to a legal agreement.

There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.
3 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 2 objections and 1 support.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
employment development. Of particular concern
was the overall extent of development proposed in
the area and associated traffic congestion.

Site RX2, Sidney Little
Road, Churchfields

There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.
3 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 2 objections and 1 support.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
employment development. Of particular concern
was the overall extent of development proposed in
the area and associated traffic congestion.
There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.

Sites PX and QX,

3 representations were received in relation to this
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The site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.
This site is no longer being proposed for an employment
development allocation in the Development Management Plan
due to the lack of a separate access from plot M and its
development limitations. It would still be suitable to
accommodate an extension to the adjacent industrial building.

This site is being proposed for an employment development
allocation in the Development Management Plan.
In terms of its traffic impact we will address the site specific
measures required at the planning application stage, using
policies within both the Planning Strategy and Development
Management Plan. Infrastructure concerns, and particularly
the capacity to accommodate the overall level of development,
are addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which
accompanies the Planning Strategy.
The site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.
This site is being proposed for an employment development
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Churchfields

site, comprising 2 objections and 1 support.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
employment development. Of particular concern
was the overall extent of development proposed in
the area and associated traffic congestion.
There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.

Site NX3, Sidney Little
Road, Churchfields

3 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 2 objections and 1 support.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
employment development. Of particular concern
was the overall extent of development proposed in
the area and associated traffic congestion..
There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.

Site NX2, Sidney Little
Road, Churchfields

2 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 2 objections.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
employment development. Of particular concern
was the overall extent of development proposed in
the area and associated traffic congestion.
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
allocation in the Development Management Plan.
In terms of its traffic impact we will address the site specific
measures required at the planning application stage, using
policies within both the Planning Strategy and Development
Management Plan. Infrastructure concerns, and particularly
the capacity to accommodate the overall level of development,
are addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which
accompanies the Planning Strategy.
The site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.
This site is being proposed for an employment development
allocation in the Development Management Plan.
In terms of its traffic impact we will address the site specific
measures required at the planning application stage, using
policies within both the Planning Strategy and Development
Management Plan. Infrastructure concerns, and particularly
the capacity to accommodate the overall level of development,
are addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which
accompanies the Planning Strategy.
The site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.
This site is being proposed for an employment development
allocation in the Development Management Plan.
In terms of its traffic impact we will address the site specific
measures required at the planning application stage, using
policies within both the Planning Strategy and Development
Management Plan. Infrastructure concerns, and particularly
the capacity to accommodate the overall level of development,
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There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.

Land at the rear of Drury
Lane, Ponswood

2 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 1 objection and 1 support.
Objection related to the site being allocated for
employment development. Of particular concern
was the inadequate infrastructure in terms of
highways, water supply, schools, doctors and
hospitals.

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
are addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which
accompanies the Planning Strategy.
The site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.
This site is no longer being proposed for an employment
development allocation in the Development Management Plan
due to the lack of a separate access. It would still be suitable
to accommodate an extension to the adjacent industrial
building.

Site Allocations (Focus Area 3 – Filsham & Bulverhythe)
Former Westerleigh
School Playing Fields

Former Westerleigh
School

5 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 2 objections and 3 comments.

This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan.

Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern was
the loss of open space.

The suitability of developing the site has been established
through an earlier granting of planning permission.

There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.
9 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 4 objections and 5 comments.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern was
amount of development proposed on the site,
impact on wildlife habitats and trees, flooding, site
topography, ground instability and traffic
congestion.
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The site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.
This site is being proposed for a housing development
allocation in the Development Management Plan.
Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.
In terms of its traffic impact we will address the site specific
measures required at the planning application stage, using
policies within both the Planning Strategy and Development
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There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
sewer systems, electricity supply, schools, doctors
and hospitals.
Seaside Road, West St
Leonards

9 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 4 objections, 1 support and 4
comments.
Objections related to the site being allocated for a
mixed use including a substantial amount of
housing development. Of particular concern was
amount of development proposed on the site, loss
of open space, flooding, instability and traffic
congestion.
There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
sewer systems, electricity supply, schools, doctors
and hospitals.

West St Leonards
Primary School

Comments were received from the Environment
Agency concerning flood risk and coastal erosion
considerations. The Highway Agency made
comments concerning the impact of traffic
generated by the development and the need for
sustainable transport infrastructure.
9 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 3 objections, 1 support and 5
comments.
Objections related to the site being allocated for a
housing development. Of particular concern was
amount of development proposed on the site, loss

43

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
Management Plan. Infrastructure concerns, and particularly
the capacity to accommodate the overall level of development,
are addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which
accompanies the Planning Strategy. The site is required to
protect it for the allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.
This site is being proposed for a mixed use including a
housing development allocation in the Development
Management Plan.
Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.
In terms of its traffic impact we will address the site specific
measures required at the planning application stage, using
policies within both the Planning Strategy and Development
Management Plan. Infrastructure concerns, and particularly
the capacity to accommodate the overall level of development,
are addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which
accompanies the Planning Strategy. The site is required to
protect it for the allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.

This site is being proposed for a housing development
allocation in the Development Management Plan.
Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.
In terms of its traffic, flooding and ecological impacts we will
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of open space, wildlife habitats, flooding, instability
and traffic congestion.
There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
sewer systems, electricity supply, schools, doctors
and hospitals.

190 Bexhill Road

Comments were received from the Environment
Agency concerning flood risk, sustainable urban
drainage systems, watercourse corridor retention
and ecological considerations. The Highway
Agency made comments concerning the impact of
traffic generated by the development and the need
for sustainable transport infrastructure. The County
Council as highway authority have also made
comments about accommodating changes to the
A259 Bexhill Road/ Filsham Road junction and
allow for bus priority measures.
7 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising4 objections and 3 comments.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern was
the suitability of the immediate area for residential
due to the location on a busy road with high levels
of pollution from traffic and a dangerous corner, no
garden space and cramped development.
There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.

St Ethelburga’s Church
Hall

4 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 1 objection and 3 comments.
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
address the site specific measures required at the planning
application stage, using policies within both the Planning
Strategy and Development Management Plan. Infrastructure
concerns, and particularly the capacity to accommodate the
overall level of development, are addressed in the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the Planning
Strategy. The site is required to protect it for the allocated
development and to meet the targets of the Planning Strategy.

This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan.
The suitability of developing the site has been established
through a resolution by the Planning Committee to approve a
planning application subject to a legal agreement. Despite
concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is considered that
sufficient traffic modelling has been undertaken to assess the
impact of the development overall. Infrastructure concerns,
and particularly the capacity to accommodate the overall level
of development, are addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan which accompanies the Planning Strategy. The site is
required to protect it for the allocated development and to
meet the targets of the Planning Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan.
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?

Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern was
the suitability of the site for flats if they lack private
garden and amenity space and a preference for
houses.

The suitability of developing the site has been established
through an earlier granting of planning permission. Despite
concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is considered that
sufficient traffic modelling has been undertaken to assess the
impact of the development overall. Infrastructure concerns,
and particularly the capacity to accommodate the overall level
of development, are addressed in the Infrastructure Plan
which accompanies the Planning Strategy. The site is required
in the Development Management Plan, to protect the land for
its allocated development and to meet the targets of the
Planning Strategy.
This site is no longer being proposed for an employment
development allocation in the Development Management Plan
due to the flood risk and site assembly issues.

There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.

Bulverhythe
Development Area

10 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising5 objections and 5 comments.
Objection related to the site being allocated for a
mixed use including residential development. Of
particular concern was the unsuitability of the site
for housing due to flooding, the impact on existing
business uses on the land and the traffic impact of
the uses.

Cinque Ports Way,
former Stamco Timber
Yard and TA Centre

In addition there were concerns about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.
8 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 1 support, 2 objection and 5
comments.
Objections related to the site being allocated for a
mixed use including housing development. Of
particular concern was the suitability of the site for
flats due to density and flood risk.
There was also concern about inadequate
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This site is still being proposed for a mixed use development
including housing in the Development Management Plan.
Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.
The site is in a flood risk area so in accordance with policy
SC7 of the Planning Strategy protection and mitigation
measures must be included in any scheme. Infrastructure
concerns, and particularly the capacity to accommodate the
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infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.

Former Hastings
College, St Saviours
Road

2 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 1 objection and 1 comment.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern was
inadequate infrastructure in terms of highways,
water supply, schools, doctors and hospitals.

Land South of
Crowhurst Road

10 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 1support, 6 objections and 3
comments.
Objection related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern was
the unsuitability of the site for housing due to it
being outside the built up area boundary in an
isolated location, minimal access to public
transport and erosion of open space.
In addition there were concerns about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
overall level of development, are addressed in the
Infrastructure Plan which accompanies the Planning Strategy.
The site is required to protect it for the allocated development
and to meet the targets of the Planning Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan.
The suitability of developing the site has been established
through a resolution by the Planning Committee to approve a
planning application. Despite concerns about potential traffic
impacts, it is considered that sufficient traffic modelling has
been undertaken to assess the impact of the development
overall. Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity
to accommodate the overall level of development, are
addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which
accompanies the Planning Strategy. The site is required in
the Development Management Plan, to protect the land for its
allocated development and to meet the targets of the Planning
Strategy.
This site is no longer being proposed as a housing allocation
in the Development Management Plan due to uncertainties
over the site’s availability. However, the northern part of the
site, immediately south of the Crowhurst Road, is being
allocated for a two pitch permanent Gypsy and Traveller
residential site.
Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.
Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy. The northern portion of the original site is
required to protect it for the allocated development and to
meet the targets of the Planning Strategy.
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The Grove School

10 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 1 support, 5 objections and 4
comments.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern was
highway access, loss of woodland and playing
fields/open space and the density of the proposed
development.
There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan.
Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.
Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy. A significant portion of green space can
remain undeveloped within the scheme and it is assumed that
the woodland in the south-west corner of the site would not
form part of any redevelopment. There is an adequate supply
of playing fields in the Borough even if these school playing
fields were no longer available when the school closes. The
site is required to protect it for the allocated development and
to meet the targets of the Planning Strategy.

Site Allocations (Focus Area 4 – St Helens)
Land at Osborne House,
The Ridge

10 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 1 support, 4 objections and 5
comments.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern were
overdevelopment, traffic impact, and loss of
Osborne House considered to be a heritage asset.
There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.
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This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan.
The suitability of developing the site has been established
through a resolution by the Planning Committee to approve a
planning application subject to a legal agreement. The
proposed net capacity of 55 dwellings for the site of 2.97
hectares is considered acceptable and not overdevelopment.
Osborne House is not a listed building, in a conservation area
or defined as a heritage asset by the Council. Despite
concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is considered that
sufficient traffic modelling has been undertaken to assess the
impact of the development overall. Infrastructure concerns,
and particularly the capacity to accommodate the overall level
of development, are addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery
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191 The Ridge

9 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 1 support, 4 objections and 4
comments.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern were
overdevelopment and traffic impact.
There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.

195 The Ridge

6 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising2 objections and 4 comments.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern were
overdevelopment and traffic impact.
There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
Plan which accompanies the Planning Strategy. A significant
portion of green space can remain undeveloped within the
scheme. The site is required to protect it for the allocated
development and to meet the targets of the Planning Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan with a possible net capacity
of 13 dwellings.
The suitability of developing the site has been established
through a resolution by the Planning Committee to approve a
planning application. Despite concerns about potential traffic
impacts, it is considered that sufficient traffic modelling has
been undertaken to assess the impact of the development
overall. Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity
to accommodate the overall level of development, are
addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which
accompanies the Planning Strategy. The site is required in the
Development Management Plan, to protect the land for its
allocated development and to meet the targets of the Planning
Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan with a possible net capacity
of 14 dwellings.
The suitability of developing the site has been established
through a resolution by the Planning Committee to approve a
planning application. Despite concerns about potential traffic
impacts, it is considered that sufficient traffic modelling has
been undertaken to assess the impact of the development
overall. Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity
to accommodate the overall level of development, are
addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which
accompanies the Planning Strategy. The site is required in the
Development Management Plan, to protect the land for its
allocated development and to meet the targets of the Planning
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Mount Denys, Pinehill &
Ridgeway

10 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising1 support, 3 objections and 6
comments.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern was
the traffic impact of the development and the
amount of housing proposed with a view that the
site should be developed with low density housing
to match those in the area.

Rear of Linley Drive

There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.
12 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 1 support, 7 objections and 4
comments.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern was
the highway access to the site, ecological impact to
wildlife habitats, over development, loss of existing
scout hall, loss of parking and children’s play area,
impact on existing residents and traffic impact.
There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.

Hurst Court, The Ridge

12 representations were received in relation to this
site, comprising 1 support, 8 objections and 3
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan.
The site is considered suitable for the possible net capacity of
31 dwellings proposed. Despite concerns about potential
traffic impacts, it is considered that sufficient traffic modelling
has been undertaken to assess the impact of the development
overall. Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity
to accommodate the overall level of development, are
addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which
accompanies the Planning Strategy. The site is required in
the Development Management Plan, to protect the land for its
allocated development and to meet the targets of the Planning
Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan with a possible net capacity
of 14 dwellings.
The suitability of developing the site has been established
through a resolution by the Planning Committee to approve a
planning application. Despite concerns about potential traffic
impacts, it is considered that sufficient traffic modelling has
been undertaken to assess the impact of the development
overall. Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity
to accommodate the overall level of development, are
addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which
accompanies the Planning Strategy. The concerns about the
loss of an existing scout hall and children’s play area were
addressed when the planning application was determined. The
site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan.
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?

comments.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern was
the loss of Hurst Court (now demolished), impact
on wildlife habitats, loss of open space, traffic
impact of the development and the amount of
housing proposed with a view that the site should
be developed with low density housing to match
those in the area.
There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.

Land adjacent to
Sandrock Park, The
Ridge

42 representations were received, comprising of 1
support, 37 objections and 4 comments.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern was
the capacity of The Ridge to accommodate
additional traffic from the development, highway
access issues, the level of development proposed,
loss of open space, landscape impact and the
impact on the adjacent Local Wildlife Site.
There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.
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Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.
Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy. In terms of traffic impact we will address
the site specific measures required at the planning application
stage using policies within both the Planning Strategy and the
Development Management Plan. A community facilities policy
will assess the loss of any community facility such as scout
facilties. Any potential scheme will be required to include
detailed ecological studies and show how links in the green
infrastructure network will be retained in accordance with
policies in the Planning Strategy and the Development
Management Plan. Further assessments have resulted in
reducing the possible net capacity from 40 to 30 dwellings in
order to allow for existing wildlife habitats. The site is required
to protect it for the allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.
We will however address the site specific measures required
at the planning application stage, using policies within both the
Planning Strategy and the Development Management Plan
and the allocation details specifically refer to the need for a
traffic impact assessment.
Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy.
Ecology issues, including potential impact on the Local Wildlife
Site and tree retention are also referred to in the site allocation
details. Open space provision will be required as part of new
development.
The site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.

Site Allocations (Focus Area 5 – Silverhill & Alexandra Park)
Horntye Park

8 representations were received in relation to this
site - 1 support, 4 objections and 3 comments.

This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan.

Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern were
over development and traffic impact.

The suitability of developing the site has been established
through a resolution by the Planning Committee to approve a
planning application which took into account the scale and
form of the proposed flatted development. Despite concerns
about potential traffic impacts, it is considered that sufficient
traffic modelling has been undertaken to assess the impact of
the development overall. Infrastructure concerns, and
particularly the capacity to accommodate the overall level of
development, are addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan
which accompanies the Planning Strategy.

There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.

12-19 Braybrooke
Crescent

8 representations were received in relation to this
site - 1 support, 4 objections and 3 comments.

The site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan.

Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern was

The suitability of developing the site has been established
through a resolution by the Planning Committee to approve a
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over development and that the scheme would be
for flats.
There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.

Hollingsworth Garage,
Braybrooke Road

9 representations were received in relation to this
site - 1 support, 5 objections and 3 comments.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern was
over development and that the scheme would be
for flats.
There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
planning application which took into account the scale and
form of the proposed flatted development. Despite concerns
about potential traffic impacts, it is considered that sufficient
traffic modelling has been undertaken to assess the impact of
the development overall. Infrastructure concerns, and
particularly the capacity to accommodate the overall level of
development, are addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan
which accompanies the Planning Strategy. Site specific issues
such as the scale and form of the development will be
addressed at the planning application stage guided by the site
allocation note, site design brief and policies included in the
Development Management Plan and Planning Strategy .
The site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan.
In arriving at the possible net capacity for the site, account
was made of possible scale and form of the proposed
development accepting that it is likely to be for flats which is
considered suitable on this site. Despite concerns about
potential traffic impacts, it is considered that sufficient traffic
modelling has been undertaken to assess the impact of the
development overall. Infrastructure concerns, and particularly
the capacity to accommodate the overall level of development,
are addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which
accompanies the Planning Strategy. Site specific issues such
as the scale and form of the development will be addressed at
the planning application stage guided by the site allocation
note, site design brief and policies included in the
Development Management Plan and Planning Strategy .
The site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
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The Langham Hotel, 16
Elphinstone Road

4 representations were received in relation to this
site – 2 supports, 1 objection and 1 comment.
Of general concern was inadequate infrastructure
in terms of highways, water supply, schools,
doctors and hospitals. There was support for a
redevelopment as well as for residential use.

Silver Springs Medical
Practice, Beaufort Road

2 representations were received in relation to this
site - 1 objection and 1 comment.
Of general concern was inadequate infrastructure
in terms of highways, water supply, schools,
doctors and hospitals. There was support for a
redevelopment as well as for residential use.

347-349 London Road

4 representations were received in relation to this
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan.
The suitability of developing the site has been established
through a resolution by the Planning Committee to approve a
planning application. Despite concerns about potential traffic
impacts, it is considered that sufficient traffic modelling has
been undertaken to assess the impact of the development
overall. Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity
to accommodate the overall level of development, are
addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which
accompanies the Planning Strategy.
The site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
Development Management Plan.
The suitability of developing the site has been established
through a resolution by the Planning Committee to approve a
planning application. Despite concerns about potential traffic
impacts, it is considered that sufficient traffic modelling has
been undertaken to assess the impact of the development
overall. Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity
to accommodate the overall level of development, are
addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which
accompanies the Planning Strategy.
The site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for housing development in the
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
Development Management Plan.

site - 3 objections and 1 comment.
Objections related to the site being allocated for
housing development. Of particular concern was
over development and that the scheme would be
for flats.
There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.

In arriving at the possible net capacity for the site account was
made of possible scale and form of the proposed development
accepting that it is likely to be for flats which is considered
suitable on this site. Despite concerns about potential traffic
impacts, it is considered that sufficient traffic modelling has
been undertaken to assess the impact of the development
overall. Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity
to accommodate the overall level of development, are
addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which
accompanies the Planning Strategy. Site specific issues such
as the scale and form of the development will be addressed at
the planning application stage guided by the site allocation
note, site design brief and policies included in the
Development Management Plan and Planning Strategy .
The site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.

Site Allocations (Focus Area 6 – Maze Hill & Burtons St Leonards)
49-52 Caves Road

36-40 Caves Road

This site only received one response and this was
an objection. It was an objection that was lodged
against many sites across the borough and it
raised concerns about the general level of
infrastructure available to support development.

This site only received one response and this was
an objection. It was an objection that was lodged
against many sites across the borough and it
raised concerns about the general level of
infrastructure available to support development.
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This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
The suitability of developing the site has been established
through a resolution by the Planning Committee to approve a
planning application.
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
The site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.

27 Dane Road

This site also only received one response and this
was an objection. It was the same objection that
was lodged against many sites across the borough
and it raised concerns about the general level of
infrastructure available to support development.

It should also be noted that the supporting evidence base for
the Hastings Local Plan documents includes traffic modelling
work and an Infrastructure Delivery Plan that will support
development across the borough.
This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
The suitability of developing the site has been established
through a resolution by the Planning Committee to approve a
planning application.
The site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.

37 Charles Road West,
Filsham Nurseries

This site also only received one response and this
was an objection. It was the same objection that
was lodged against many sites across the borough
and it raised concerns about the general level of
infrastructure available to support development.

It should also be noted that the supporting evidence base for
the Hastings Local Plan documents includes traffic modelling
work and an Infrastructure Delivery Plan that will support
development across the borough.
This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
The suitability of developing the site has been established
through a resolution by the Planning Committee to approve a
planning application.
The site is required in the Development Management Plan, to
protect the land for its allocated development and to meet the
targets of the Planning Strategy.
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Gambier House, West
Hill Road

2 representations were received about this site; 1
was an objection and the other a comment. The
objection was a general concern over the level of
infrastructure available to support the development
and the comment related to the preservation of
Gambier House.

West Hill Road
Reservoir

Former Hastings
College, Archery Road

2 representations were received on this site, 1
objection and 1 comment.
The objection was the same as that lodged for
many sites across the borough, which related to
concerns about the general level of infrastructure
available to support development. It was also
noted that development should retain existing brick
water tanks.
15 representations were received in relation to this
site. 9 were objections, 2 were supporting the
proposed allocation, and 4 comments were
received.
The majority of the objections were against the
figure of 155 dwellings being set out in the
consultation document. It was suggested that this
would result in significant overdevelopment in a
conservation area, and that the area did not need
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
It should also be noted that the supporting evidence base for
the Hastings Local Plan documents includes traffic modelling
work and an Infrastructure Delivery Plan that will support
development across the borough.
This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
The allocation details will include reference to the fact that our
preference is to see Gambier House retained and that
demolition proposals will require evidence, based on the site’s
situation in a Conservation Area.
It should also be noted that the supporting evidence base for
the Hastings Local Plan documents includes traffic modelling
work and an Infrastructure Delivery Plan that will support
development across the borough.
This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan. It already has full planning
permission for development which means the design and
capacity of the proposed development has already been
determined.

This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan. The minimum site capacity
has been reduced to 100 dwellings, and the allocation details
require full account to be taken of heritage issues associated
with its location in a conservation area, and the need for good
design.
Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
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more flatted development. Infrastructure capacity,
design and landscape also featured in the
objections.

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
Planning Strategy.

Some support for the inclusion of this site was also
raised.
Site Allocations (Focus Area 7 – Central St Leonards & Bohemia)
Taxi Office/B.R Social
Club, St Johns Road

Crystal Square

1-3 Chapel Park Road

13 representations were received on this site - 4
supports, 5 objections and 4 comments.

This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.

The main objections and concerns were that the
site should be developed for purely commercial
use, that density of the development proposed is
too high, that the existing buildings make an
important contribution to the Conservation Area
and should not be demolished and that part of the
site could be used for recreational purposes.
There was also a concern about the inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.
10 representations were received on this site - 2
supports, 5 objections and 3 comments.

The significance of the site’s location within a Conservation
Area, and the manor in which this must be addressed, is now
discussed in the site text.

Objections to this site centred on concerns
regarding the density of development, the existing
commercial uses that would have to be relocated
before the site could be redeveloped, and the
importance of the exiting car park to the shopping
area. There was also a concern about the
inadequate infrastructure in terms of highways,
water supply, schools, doctors and hospitals.
2 objections were received on this site
Objections to this site included concerns about
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Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy.

This site is not being proposed as a housing allocation in the
Development Management Plan. Because land acquisition
will be involved in the development of this site, and having
regard to comments made by existing landowners, the Council
does not believe there is sufficient certainty at this time that
the site is capable of coming forward for development during
the Plan period. In view of this site will not be allocated for
development at this present time.

This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
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over development and the inadequacy of
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.

College of Holy Child
Jesus, Magdalen Road

31 representations were received on this site – 1
support, 25 objections and 5 comments
A number of objections received were directed to
the current planning application which is under
consideration and has not yet been determined.

Sorting Office Site,
Kings Road

Those objections which relate to the Development
Management Plan consultation centred on the
impact of development on the Conservation Area,
objections to development in those areas to the
north and south of the current convent buildings. A
call instead for the designation of the northern
portion of the site as ‘private open space’ with
public access for the benefit of the local
community, and consideration of alternative uses
for the site other than housing, such as a hotel,
college, or retirement village for example.
There was also a concern about the inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.
1 objection was received on this site
This was a concern about the inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals in general and was
made against all sites proposed in the document
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
The suitability of developing this site for housing with an
estimated net capacity of 27 units has been established
through the approval of a planning permission. Though this
permission has now lapsed, the potential for this site to come
forward remains. Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the
capacity to accommodate the overall level of development, are
addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which
accompanies the Planning Strategy.
The Development Management Plan needs to provide a
planning framework for the long term future of this site should
the current use of the former Convent of Holy Child Jesus,
Magdalen Road as a summer language school cease. In
recognition of this site’s importance from a heritage
perspective, the Council wishes to manage any future
development of this site through an enabling development
approach as a last resort. A policy will be included in the Plan
to provide for this approach.

This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
The suitability of developing this site has already been
established through an approved planning permission. The
allocation of this site is required to protect the land for housing

Chapter/policy

Comments made

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
development.

4-5 Stockleigh Road

2 objections were received on this site

This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.

Objections to this site included concerns about
over development and the inadequacy of
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.

The suitability of developing this site has already been
established through an approved planning application. The
allocation of this site is required to protect the land for housing
development.

Hastings Station Yard
(part)

Site Allocations (Focus Area 8 – Hastings Town Centre)
7 representations were received on this site – 4
This site is still being proposed for development in the
objections and 3 comments
Development Management Plan.
The site has an extant planning permission for 103 units but
owing to viability issues this scheme has not come forward. It
is therefore recommended that a flexible approach is adopted
and that the site is allocated for a mix of uses compatible with
residential development, and that the site is allocated for a
minimum of 27 units.

The Observer building
(part)

Objections to this site included a preference for
commercial development rather than housing, the
scale of housing development proposed, the need
to ensure the Greenway towards Alexandra Park is
achieved and concerns about over the inadequacy
of infrastructure in terms of highways, water
supply, schools, doctors and hospitals.
8 representations were received on this site – 2 in
support, 3 objections and 3 comments
The objections raised centred on the need to retain
the building or at least its frontage rather than
allowing demolish. A preference to convert the
building to residential use was expressed.
There was also concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals.

The Council’s position is that the site remains suitable for a
mixed use scheme involving a housing element. The
significance of the site’s location within a Conservation Area,
and the manor in which this must be addressed, is now
discussed in the site text.
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This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.

Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy.

Chapter/policy

Comments made

Cornwallis Street Car
Park

2 representations were received on this site – 2
objections and 1 comment
Objections to site included the importance of the
present car park to St Andrew’s Passage
businesses, and concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals

Braybrooke House,
Holmesdale Gardens

4 representations were received on this site – 1 in
support, 2 objections and 1 comment

Westwood House,
Holmesdale Gardens

The objections related to a preference for the
retention and conversion of the existing building,
and concern about inadequate infrastructure in
terms of highways, water supply, schools, doctors
and hospitals
3 representations were received on this site – 1 in
support, 2 objections

40 & 41 Wellington
Square

The objections related to a preference for the
retention and conversion of the existing building,
and concern about inadequate infrastructure in
terms of highways, water supply, schools, doctors
and hospitals.
2 representations were received on this site – 1
support and 1 objection
The 1 objection to this site was a concern about
inadequate infrastructure in terms of highways,
water supply, schools, doctors and hospitals

36 & 37 Wellington
Square

2 representations were received on this site – 1
support and 1 objection
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
The Council’s position is that this site remains suitable for
housing development.
Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy.
This site is not being proposed as a housing allocation in the
Development Management Plan. This is because it has
recently received planning permission for a non-residential
use.

This site is not being proposed as a housing allocation in the
Development Management Plan. This is because it has
recently received planning permission for a non-residential
use.

This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
The suitability of developing this site has already been
established through an approved planning application. The
allocation of this site is required to protect the land for housing
development.
This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.

Chapter/policy
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?

The 1 objection to this site was a concern about
inadequate infrastructure in terms of highways,
water supply, schools, doctors and hospitals

The suitability of developing this site has already been
established through an approved planning application. The
allocation of this site is required to protect the land for housing
development.
This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.

Priory Quarter, Havelock 4 representations were received on this site – 1
Road
support, 2 objections and 1 comment
The main concern was the loss of the multi-storey
car park in Priory Street and how this will be
mitigated. There was also concern about
inadequate infrastructure in terms of highways,
water supply, schools, doctors and hospitals

The suitability of developing this site has already been
established through an approved outline planning application.
The need to address the issue of replacement car park is now
set out in the allocation details.

Site Allocations (Focus Area 9 – Old Town)
No site allocations proposed for this focus area
Site Allocations (Focus Area 10 – West Hill)
No site allocations proposed for this focus area
Site Allocations (Focus Area 11 – Hillcrest & Ore Valley)
Ore Valley

5 representations were received on this site – 2
objections and 3 comments

This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.

Objections to this site focused on the scale of
development and the potential cumulative traffic
impact of the development of this site together with
other sites in Planning Focus Areas 1, 4 and 11.

Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.

There was a concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals. There was also a
comment relating to the protection and construction
of the cycle route in relation to this site as shown
on the proposed cycle way plan 2010.
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In terms of traffic impact arising from this site, we will address
the site specific measures required at the planning application
stage, using policies within both the Planning Strategy and the
Development Management Plan. The allocation details
specifically reference a cycle link. Infrastructure concerns, and
particularly the capacity to accommodate the overall level of
development, are addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan
which accompanies the Planning Strategy.

Chapter/policy
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?

Former Stills Factory
(part)

4 representations were received on this site – 2
objections and 2 comments

This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.

Objections to this site focused on the scale of
development and the potential cumulative traffic
impact of the development of this site together with
other sites in Planning Focus Areas 1, 4 and 11.

Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.

There was also a concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals

The Cheviots/Cotswold
Close

4 representations were received on this site –1
support, 1 objection and 2 comments

2-20 (evens) Fellows
Road

The objection to this site focused a concern about
inadequate infrastructure in terms of highways,
water supply, schools, doctors and hospitals. In
addition comments were raised regarding the
potential cumulative traffic impact of the
development of this site together with other sites in
Planning Focus Areas 1, 4 and 11. A suggested
alternative use for site was for informal play and
dog walking.
4 representations were received on this site – 1
support, 2 objections and 1 comment
Objections to this site focused on the scale of
development and the potential cumulative traffic
impact of the development of this site together with
other sites in Planning Focus Areas 1, 4 and 11.
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In terms of traffic impact arising from this site, we will address
the site specific measures required at the planning application
stage, using policies within both the Planning Strategy and the
Development Management Plan. Infrastructure concerns, and
particularly the capacity to accommodate the overall level of
development, are addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan
which accompanies the Planning Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.
Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
The suitability of developing this site for 17 units has already
been established through a planning approval. Despite
concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is considered that
sufficient traffic modelling has been undertaken to assess the
impact of the development overall.
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Comments made

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?

There was also a concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals

5-15 (odds) Fellows
Road

3 representations were received on this site – 2
objections and 1 comment
Objections to this site focused on the scale of
development and the potential cumulative traffic
impact of the development of this site together with
other sites in Planning Focus Areas 1, 4 and 11.
There was also a concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals

Upper Broomgrove
Road

5 representations were received on this site – 1
support, 2 objections and 2 comments
Objections to this site focused on the scale of
development and the potential cumulative traffic
impact of the development of this site together with
other sites in Planning Focus Areas 1, 4 and 11.
There was also a concern about inadequate
infrastructure in terms of highways, water supply,
schools, doctors and hospitals

107 The Ridge (Simes
and Sons)

Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
The suitability of developing this site for 12 units has already
been established through a planning approval. Despite
concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is considered that
sufficient traffic modelling has been undertaken to assess the
impact of the development overall.
Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
The suitability of developing this site for 12 units has already
been established through a planning approval. Despite
concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is considered that
sufficient traffic modelling has been undertaken to assess the
impact of the development overall.

4 representations were received on this site – 1
support, 1 objection and 2 comments

Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.

The objection to this site focused a concern about

The suitability of developing this site has already been
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Comments made
inadequate infrastructure in terms of highways,
water supply, schools, doctors and hospitals. In
addition comments were raised regarding the
potential cumulative traffic impact of the
development of this site together with other sites in
Planning Focus Areas 1, 4 and 11.

Mount Pleasant
Hospital, Frederick
Road

87-221 (odds) Farley
Bank

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
established through a planning approval. Infrastructure
concerns, and particularly the capacity to accommodate the
overall level of development, are addressed in the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the Planning
Strategy. Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development overall.

6 representations were received on this site – 2
support, 1 objection and 3 comments

This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.

The objection to this site focused on a concern
about inadequate infrastructure in terms of
highways, water supply, schools, doctors and
hospitals. There was also concern regarding the
potential cumulative traffic impact of the
development of this site together with other sites in
Planning Focus Areas 1, 4 and 11.

Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy. Despite concerns about potential traffic
impacts, it is considered that sufficient traffic modelling has
been undertaken to assess the impact of the development
overall.

There was also a comment relating to the
protection and construction of the cycle route in
relation to this site as shown on the proposed cycle
way plan 2010.
5 representations were received on this site – 2
supports, 1 objections and 2 comments

In terms of traffic impact arising from this site, we will address
the site specific measures required at the planning application
stage, using policies within both the Planning Strategy and the
Development Management Plan.
This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.

The objection to this site focused on a concern
about inadequate infrastructure in terms of
highways, water supply, schools, doctors and
hospitals. There was also concern regarding the
potential cumulative traffic impact of the
development of this site together with other sites in
Planning Focus Areas 1, 4 and 11. One comment
raised the prospect of a scheme coming forward

The site already has an extant permission for 44 units.
Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy. Despite concerns about potential traffic
impacts, it is considered that sufficient traffic modelling has
been undertaken to assess the impact of the development
overall.
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?

with a reduced number of units.

Ore Business Park,
Farley Bank

6 representations were received on this site – 1
support, 2 objections and 3 comments

This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.

The main objections relate to the retention of the
site for employment purposes and a concern about
inadequate infrastructure in terms of highways,
water supply, schools, doctors and hospitals.
There was also concern regarding the potential
cumulative traffic impact of the development of this
site together with other sites in Planning Focus
Areas 1, 4 and 11.

The suitability of developing this site for residential purposes
has already been established the through a resolution to
approve planning permission subject to a legal agreement.
Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy. Despite concerns about potential traffic
impacts, it is considered that sufficient traffic modelling has
been undertaken to assess the impact of the development
overall.

There was also a comment relating to the
protection and construction of the cycle route in the
vicinity of the site as shown on the proposed cycle
way plan 2010.
Ivyhouse Lane, Northern 7 representations were received on this site – 1
Extension
support, 3 objections and 3 comments
The main objections centre on the possible conflict
with the NPPF, the likelihood of the site being
developed for employment purposes, the lack of
holistic approach between developing this site and
adjoining land in Rother District Council,
consideration of developing the land for uses, the
desirability of protecting the green lane that
crosses the site, and finally a concern about
inadequate infrastructure in terms of highways,
water supply, schools, doctors and hospitals.
Additional comments included the need to have
regard to the site’s location within the AONB and
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This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
The allocation text now references how future development
must take into account the site’s location within the AONB,
including the intrinsic value of existing tress and hedges,
together with other significant policy considerations including
transport. Specific reference is made to joint working with
Rother District Council and the expectation of producing a
supplementary planning document.
Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy.
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?

Land east of Burgess
Road, Ivyhouse

traffic management arising from new development.
6 representations were received on this site – 1
support, 3 objections and 2 comments

This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.

Objections focus on development within the ANOB
and a concern about inadequate infrastructure in
terms of highways, water supply, schools, doctors
and hospitals. Comments included the desirability
of working with Rother District Council (RDC) in
bringing forward this land and adjoining land in
RDC’s area and traffic management arising from
new development.

The allocation text now references how future development
must take into account the site’s location within the AONB,
including the intrinsic value of existing tress and hedges,
together with other significant policy considerations including
transport. Specific reference is made to joint working with
Rother District Council (RDC) in respect of adjoining land in
the RDC area and the expectation of producing a
supplementary planning document.
Infrastructure concerns, and particularly the capacity to
accommodate the overall level of development, are addressed
in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the
Planning Strategy.

Site Allocations (Focus Area 12 – Clive Vale & Ore Village)
Hare & Hounds, 391 Old
London Road

309-311 Harold Road

Just one objection was received regarding the
development of this site. This raised concern over
the availability of infrastructure to support
additional development, in terms of water supply,
schools, doctors and hospital capacity, as well as
the impact of additional traffic on The Ridge.

Just 2 representations were received in relation to
this site, 1 objection and 1 comment. Concern was
raised regarding the design of any forthcoming
development, and also that there wasn’t enough
infrastructure to support additional housing,
particularly in terms of increased traffic, schools,
water supply and health care.
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This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan. It already has an outline
permission which means the principle of residential
development has already been determined.
Concerns regarding the capacity of the town’s infrastructure to
accommodate the overall level of development generally, are
addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which
accompanies the Planning Strategy.
This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan. It already has full planning
permission for development (subject to a legal agreement)
which means the design and capacity of the proposed
development has already been determined.
Concerns regarding the capacity of the town’s infrastructure to
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Upper Ore Valley

176 representations were received on this site – 1
support, 171 objections and 4 comments

Land west of Frederick
Road

The main the objection was that there should be no
development on this site and instead it should be
retained as green space.
4 representations were received, comprising 3
objections and 1 comment.
Concern was raised with regard to the capacity of
infrastructure to accommodate additional
development, and more specifically, objections to
the density of the proposed allocation.

Rear of Old London
Road

161 objections were received on this site
The main the objection was that there should be no
development on this site and instead it should be
retained as green space.

How were they taken into account in the drafting of the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan?
accommodate the overall level of development generally are
addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which
accompanies the Planning Strategy.
This site was the subject of further consultation –
Development Management Plan Focused Consultation
Document 6th July – 17th August. See appendix C of the
Consultation Report

This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan. It already has full planning
permission for development which means the design and
capacity of the proposed development has already been
determined.
Concerns regarding the capacity of the town’s infrastructure to
accommodate the overall level of development generally are
addressed in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which
accompanies the Planning Strategy.
This site was the subject of further consultation –
Development Management Plan Focused Consultation
Document 6th July – 17th August. See appendix C of the
Consultation Report

Site Allocations (Focus Area 13 – Hastings Country Park)
No site allocations proposed for this focus area
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Appendix C – Focused consultation representations
Chapter/policy
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of
the Proposed Submission Development
Management Plan?
Planning Focus Areas – Spatial Portraits

Focus areas/spatial portraits
general comments

Little Ridge & Ashdown

Greater Hollington

7 representations were received in relation to this
focus area, made up of 6 objections and 1 comment.
It was suggested that there is no credible evidence
base for the focus areas or the choices made in the
visions. It was thought that the boundaries should not
diverge from the Super Output Area boundaries, and
that it was not appropriate to sub-divide a town the
size of Hastings.
9 representations were received for this focus area,
comprising 4 objections and 5 comments. Most of the
comments and objections centred on the increased
levels of traffic in the area as a result of the proposed
new development, particularly along The Ridge. The
Highways Agency specifically referred to the need for
Transport Assessments in some cases. The potential
impacts of the Link Road were also mentioned.
In terms of site specific comments, the area behind
Holmhurst was raised as a site that should not be
developed.
Only 2 comments were received in relation to this
focus area.
Robsack A was highlighted as a site that should not be
proposed for development.
Support for new employment development in Greater
Hollington was given, which is reflected in the vision
for the area
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No changes have been made as a direct result of
these comments. The boundaries are considered to
make logical areas for spatial planning, and in some
cases have common problems or issues. They have
been drawn as close as possible to Super Output Area
boundaries.

No changes to the spatial portrait or vision have been
made as a result of these comments.
The allocation details require traffic impact
assessments as part of future applications to address
the Highways Agency comments.
Holmhurst St Mary is still being proposed for housing
development, although the allocation details and
design brief make clear the need for any development
to take into account heritage and ecological issues in
particular.
No changes to the spatial portrait or vision have been
made as a result of these comments.
Robsack A is still being proposed for housing
development, and the allocation details make clear the
ecology issues that need to be taken into account.
The vision supports the need for employment
development in the area, so no change is needed.
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Filsham Valley &
Bulverhythe

5 representations were received, comprising 2
supports, 1 objection and 2 comments.
Bourne Leisure expressed support for the vision for
this focus area, and particularly the references to
retaining tourist accommodation at Come Haven.
However, they also suggest that expansion also be
supported.

St Helens
Silverhill & Alexandra Park

Maze Hill & Burtons St
Leonards

It was also stressed that transport improvements in the
form of a new Railway station and increased bus
frequency is needed in the area. The potential impact
of the Link Road was also mentioned.
No comments were received in relation to St Helens
Just 1 objection was received, which related to the
inclusion of Horntye Park and Summerfields in the
Silverhill & Alexandra Park focus area, rather than
Central St Leonards.

7 representations were received for this focus area, 6
objections and 1 support.
All of the objections were from a single respondent.
They centred mainly on the value given to the heritage
of Burtons’ St Leonards, the focus area name and the
boundaries proposed for the area

Central St Leonards &
Bohemia

Hastings Town Centre

4 objections were received from a single respondent.
These centred on the removal of Mercatoria from this
focus area and the lack of open space in Central St
Leonards, as well as some site specific issues.
3 representations have been received, 2 objections
and 1 support.
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of
the Proposed Submission Development
Management Plan?
No changes to the spatial portrait or vision have been
made as a result of these comments.
It is considered that the expansion of tourist
accommodation and facilities is adequately covered by
other policies in both the Planning Strategy and the
Development Management Plan, as is our commitment
to lobbying for improved rail and public transport
provision.

No amendments necessary.
No change has been made to the focus area boundary
as a result of these comments. This is because the
boundaries have been drawn taking into account SOA
boundaries and areas of identifiable community and
geography, and it is not considered appropriate to
change it for the reason suggested.
The focus area text has been amended to take account
of the location of Mercatoria as suggested by the
respondent. It has not been considered appropriate to
change the name of the focus area, as this has already
been established through the Planning Strategy and is
considered to adequately cover the area proposed. Nor
have we considered it appropriate to amend the focus
area boundary.
Amendments to the focus area text to remove
reference to Mercatoria have been made. The other
points are noted, but it has not been necessary to
make any changes in the document itself.
No amendments were necessary to the focus area text
as a result of these representations. Amendments

Chapter/policy

Old Town
West Hill
Hillcrest & Ore Valley
Clive Vale & Ore Village
Hastings Country Park

Comments made

Support for the mention of the White Rock Theatre,
although no mention is made of the Stables Theatre in
Focus Area 9. The responsibility of the Council to
reduce parking and car dependency was also noted.
No comments were received in relation to Old Town
No comments were received in relation to West Hill
No comments were received in relation to Hillcrest &
Ore Valley
No comments were received in relation to Clive Vale &
Ore Village
3 representations were received in relation to this
focus area, 2 comments and 1 objection.

How were they taken into account in the drafting of
the Proposed Submission Development
Management Plan?
have however, been made to focus area 9 to make
reference to the Stables Theatre.

No amendments necessary.
No amendments necessary.
No amendments necessary.
No amendments necessary.
The vision of the focus area has been amended to
include sentence suggested by East Sussex County
Council in relation to the Special Area of Conservation.

Comments supported the reference made to green
spaces, and the recognition of Shearbarn as one of the
primary tourist accommodation sites. East Sussex
County Council objected on the basis of some wording
amendments that were required in relation to the
Hastings Cliffs Special Area of Conservation.
Policy Issues
Access (Lifts)

3 representations were received that supported the
inclusion of provision for powered lift systems.

Community Facilities

5 representations were received, comprising 2
comments, 2 supports and 1 objection.
The Theatres Trust objected to the suggested policy
wording, and provided some new text to support the
retention of community facilities, even if they were not
economically viable. They also suggest that a
definition of community facilities is included.
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No amendments necessary. Powered lift systems are
included as criteria within the Access policy in the
Development Management Plan.
Minor wording amendments have been incorporated
into the supporting text to the policy, as has a definition
of community facilities. The revised policy wording
suggested by the Theatres Trust has not been taken
on board as it is considered that the policy already
meets the requirements of national planning policy, so
no change is needed.

Chapter/policy

Comments made

Shopping Areas

Support was given to the inclusion of a policy and the
importance of community facilities as part of the wider
infrastructure for residents. Some minor wording
amendments were suggested.
1 objection was received from Bourne Leisure,
although this related to the site allocations section
(general comments), detailed below.
2 objections and 1 comment were submitted in relation
to Hastings Town Centre.

Hastings Town Centre
Shopping Area

District Centre, Local Centre
and Neighbourhood Centre
Shopping Areas

How were they taken into account in the drafting of
the Proposed Submission Development
Management Plan?

It was suggested that the mapping provided could
show areas of high footfall, and that D2 uses be
specifically referenced as complimentary uses in the
town centre. East Sussex County Council also raised
concern that introducing percentages for non A1 uses
would impact on their ability to provide library services.
2 objections and 1 supporting comment were received
for this policy area. It was suggested that the Norman
Road extension is not appropriate, and that the
threshold for Marine Court was too low given the
desire for cafes and restaurants in that area.
Whilst the St Leonards policy was supported, it was
suggested that the figures should be reassessed in
order to ensure growth of cafes and restaurants can be
achieved without breaching the threshold.

No amendments necessary

No changes are necessary as a result of these
comments. It is not appropriate to look at footfall
specifically within the Development Management Plan
text, although this could be something we take forward
at a later date. D2 uses are considered as part of the
term “non A1 uses” and so do not need to be
specifically mentioned. Potential plans for the library
will not involve the loss of A1 floorspace so will not be
affected by the policy.
The Norman Road extension has now been removed,
and the threshold for Marine Court increased to 40%
as a result of these comments and further
investigation. We consider the proposed threshold in
Central St Leonards to still be appropriate, without
restricting the development of alternative uses as set
out in the vision for the area.

Site Allocations – General
Tourism allocations

Bourne Leisure request that tourism development is
included within site allocations
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No change has been made as a result of this objection.
The Planning Strategy tourism and spatial area policies
provide the framework for encouraging tourism
development in the town, and there are currently no
site specific opportunities for new development to be
located. This does not however preclude development
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Site at Rock Lane

It was suggested that this site be included within the
housing land supply, in line with Rother District Council
who have included it in their Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment.

How were they taken into account in the drafting of
the Proposed Submission Development
Management Plan?
coming forward in line with other policies in the
Planning Strategy and Development Management
Plan.
The site is still not being proposed as housing site due
to its impacts on the AONB.

Site Allocations – Additional potential sites for development
Land at Breadsell Lane

11 representations were received regarding Breadsell
Lane, 3 objections, 1 support and 7 comments.
The main areas of concern centred on accessibility to
the site, requirements for additional bus services (and
problems with the viability of this), and the
environmental and ecological impacts on the Marline
Valley SSSI. The AONB, sewerage capacity and
woodland were also identified as constraints to
development.

This site is not being proposed as a housing allocation
in the Development Management Plan as a result of
significant objections on environment and ecology
grounds from Natural England, and issues with
accessibility and ensuring sustainable development of
the site.

Rother District Council were concerned that this was a
strategic site that should have been dealt with through
the Planning Strategy process.

Land adjacent to Sandrock
Park (amendment)

Kember Loudon Williams objected strongly to the noninclusion of the site in the housing land supply, and
supplied detailed evidence to support its potential for
development.
7 representations were received, comprising 6
comments and 1 objection. Concerns raised included
the capacity of The Ridge to accommodate additional
traffic from the development, and the impact on the
adjacent Local Wildlife Site. It was suggested that
access to the site may be difficult without the
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This site is still being proposed for development in the
Development Management Plan.
Despite concerns about potential traffic impacts, it is
considered that sufficient traffic modelling has been
undertaken to assess the impact of the development
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substantial loss of trees, and that there is currently
inadequate capacity in terms of sewerage
development. A key objection however, was the loss
of open space.

Land to the north west of
Winchelsea Lane

Hastings Garden Centre,
Bexhill Road

Land at Barley Avenue

37 representations were received in relation to this
site, from 35 different respondents. The majority of
people objected to the development of this site on the
grounds of its location within the AONB and the
subsequent environmental and landscape impacts.
Many people also objected in terms of the potential
traffic impacts and the capacity of the existing road
network to accommodate the traffic generated by the
development.
8 representations were received regarding this site.
Whilst there were no specific objections, comments
centred on the flood risk associated with the site and
its proximity to the Glyne Gap Local Wildlife Site
It was however noted that this is an available
brownfield site, which would have less of a negative
impact than sites outside the built up area.
8 representations were received regarding this site.
Whilst there were no specific objections, comments
centred on the need to provide access improvements
and environmental impacts in terms of its location
within a Local Wildlife Site, and its proximity to a SSSI
and the Hastings Cliffs SAC.
The sites potential as a green infrastructure
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How were they taken into account in the drafting of
the Proposed Submission Development
Management Plan?
overall. We will however address the site specific
measures required at the planning application stage,
and the allocation details specifically refer to the need
for a traffic impact assessment.
Ecology issues, including potential impact on the Local
Wildlife Site and tree retention are also referred to in
the site allocation details. Open space provision will be
required as part of new development.
This site is not being proposed as a housing allocation
in the Development Management Plan. This is in
response to the comments made, our own assessment
that shows that there are other available sites that
have less of an impact on the AONB, and the results of
the Sustainability Appraisal.

This site is not being proposed as a housing allocation
in the Development Management Plan due to its
location within Flood Zone 3, and the availability of
other sites in areas at a lesser risk of flooding to
provide such residential development (in accordance
with National Planning Policy).

This site is not being proposed as a housing allocation
in the Development Management Plan. This is due to
the availability of alternative sites within the town that
have less of an impact on the environment.

Chapter/policy

Wychnour, Battle Road

Comments made

How were they taken into account in the drafting of
the Proposed Submission Development
Management Plan?

contribution was noted.
9 representations were received, comprising 1
objection and 8 comments. It was suggested by many
of the respondents that this site should be considered
in the same context as the Breadsell Lane site (above,
and would have similar constraints. In the main, this
includes the need for funding to be secured for public
transport, and improved accessibility, its proximity to a
SSSI and Local Wildlife Site, concern over traffic
impacts and the need for further hydrological study.

This site is not being proposed as a housing allocation
in the Development Management Plan. This is due to
the availability of alternative sites within the town that
are more sustainable, and have less of an impact on
the environment.

Site Allocations – Additional potential sites for protection
The Upper Ore Valley

Land at the junction of
Edinburgh Road and Harley
Shute Road

We received 1384 representations in total in relation to
this site. 1368 representations objected to the
development of any housing at all on this site, and
proposed an additional option to this effect. These
objections related mainly to the loss of a wooded area
and valued open space for residents, as well as
concern for overdevelopment in that area.
The remaining representations made comments about
the 3 options put forward, with support being made for
the protection of all woodland that doesn’t currently
have permission, or protecting land in the centre of the
existing allocation only.
3 representations were received, supporting this site
for allocation as a Local Green Space

There are now 3 smaller separate parcels of land
which are proposed for housing development. These
revised allocations take account of an extant planning
permission, all the comments received, the need for
housing to be provided within the town, and site
deliverability.

Site now identified as a Local Green Space (based on
its amenity value) in accordance with Development
Management Policy HN8.

Site Allocations – Additional potential site for harnessing of wind energy
Land within Combe Valley
Countryside Park

7 representations were received in relation to this site,
comprising 5 comments and 1 objection.
Concern was raised regarding potential harm to the
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Land South of Wilting Farm has been identified as a
potential site for the harnessing of wind energy. The
allocations details make clear that this is subject to
additional work regarding landscape and ecological

Chapter/policy

Comments made

SSSI and birds as a result of such development.
Further investigation would also be needed to
determine the vulnerability of bats.

How were they taken into account in the drafting of
the Proposed Submission Development
Management Plan?
impact and viability.

Rother District Council raised concern about the
potential location of the site within their boundary.
They suggest additional work be undertaken to
determine landscape and ecological impacts, as well
as consideration of alternative sites. East Sussex
County Council also objects on landscape grounds.

Amendment – Land at
Glenview Close and Barley
Lane

Access and traffic impact would also need to be
assessed should development come forward.
The Development Boundary
Comment requested inclusion of 309 The Ridge within The final version of the Development Management
the Development Boundary.
Plan excludes a policy for the development boundary.
It is considered that a development boundary is not
necessary as other local, national and international
policies for the protection and enhancement of the
natural environment are applied to the majority of the
sites outside of it.
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Appendix D – Proposed Submission Draft Representations (Regulation 19)
Chapter/policy

Main issues raised
Development Management Policies

Development Management

Paragraph 2.10 and Policy DM1 do not read well, as such the language and structure makes the policy
ambiguous and un-usable. In its current form the policy will not assist the Council in delivering sustainable
development as required by national policy.
Flood risk - support cross reference to the Planning Strategy
Development boundary – objection to omission of policy
Telecommunications – support for inclusion of a policy although alternative wording supplied
Amenity - Policy should permit development adjacent to sewage infrastructure only if the distance between
them is sufficient to allow adequate odour dispersion. Internal and external space standards are too
prescriptive and don’t make allowance for preference or site constraints. Also issues with cost. No
evidence supporting claims made has been provided
Access - Policy needs to be simpler and refer to ESCC parking standards or equivalent and Manual for
Streets, Lifetime Homes and DDA. Lift requirements will drive up costs of properties, also in terms of
maintenance etc. Support for policy from ESCC. Support for cycle routes
Ground conditions - Include reasons for policy in supporting text. Council should not allow applications to
be submitted without information regarding land stability and contamination

Housing and the Community

Historic and Natural Environment

Pollution and Hazards – support from the Environment Agency, although some clarity required
Conversion of existing dwellings – need to demonstrate what the evidence is that we would require to be
able to demonstrate that the building can no longer be retained as a single family dwelling. Concern that
policy is contrary to NPPF, which seeks to boost supply. Policy HC2 should contain a fourth criterion which
relates to need and demand for student accommodation. In appropriate locations, where there is a shortfall
of purpose-built student accommodation, such uses should be encouraged. The inclusion of a 4th criterion
will ensure that need factors are a consideration in the determination of applications for student
accommodation.
Heritage policies (general) - concern that policies are over complicated, especially the term “archaeological
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and historic interest”. Policies seem overly strong for simple alterations that might not include actual
demolition, while at the same time not covering alterations. Policies should include the term “will not be
permitted”. Also concern that policies are not implemented. Policies HN1 & HN3 misinterpret the
desirability to preserve and enhance set out in Paragraph 126 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) and the statutory tests set out Sections 66(1) and 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990. References to 'sustain(s) and enhance(s)' should be changed to 'sustain(s)
and/or enhance(s)' – text changes proposed. Policy HN5 is inconsistent with Paragraph 126, 135 or 138 of
the NPPF. There is no requirement in national policy for proposals affecting heritage assets to enhance –
text changes proposed.
Green infrastructure – Policies are not applied properly and habitats and species are not protected. Policy
should be strengthened to ensure BAP habitat identified, and watercourses included in list of habitats.
Private Open Space – restrictive nature of policy compromises the delivery of water and wastewater
infrastructure

The Economy

Local Green Space – Support for designation of Speckled Wood as Local Green Space. Suggest out of
date evidence in regard of greenspaces. Issues with access to Ore Valley local green space and whether
we can designate it legally. Significant number of respondents who whished to see the whole of Speckled
Wood as a designated greenspace
Shopping – clarification required of terms used to measure change in retail areas (floorspace or units).
Caravan, Camping and Chalet Sites – Policy generally well supported although some amendments
required. In particular, the recognition of contribution to tourism is supported, together with approach to
intensification and accessibility. However, amendments suggested taking into account the need to balance
environmental matters with the economic and social benefits of development proposals. Specifically,
should allow for the expansion of existing caravan and camping sites, including on sites within areas
adjacent to sensitive areas, provided mitigation measures are implemented. The criteria for expansion
should be amended. Suggest that restricting the range and choice of accommodation on each site is
inappropriate. Also need to ensure no adverse impact on accessible greenspace.
Cultural Quarters – should include greenway concept. Extend to include Bohemia, Convent site, Pier and
White Rock to include the recreation area east of Falaise Road and Hastings Museum and Art Gallery.
Support for Policy CQ1.
Site Allocations

General comments

Sites - Exclusion of Breadsell Lane makes plan unsound, although comment also received in support of its
exclusion Suggest publication of DM Plan is premature. Objection to the omission of sites at Barley
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Avenue, Rock Lane. Support for allocations within Focus Areas 1, 2 and 3 that provide opportunities for
significant growth following implementation of the Link Road
Site policies and site specific requirements – objections to some sites having policy wording, with the
majority not being subject to the same approach. Concern is raised regarding whether these sites which
only benefit from supporting text, hold weight in any assessment of a subsequent planning application.
Policy references are given but no names included. Approach of identifying site specific measures in
Design Briefs is however, supported. Each site needs to identify site specific requirements (particularly in
terms of identification of sewerage capacity and water/waste water infrastructure) and the measures that
need to be taken
Development on The Ridge - relevant text in the vision for relevant focus areas should be amended
regarding the delivery of appropriate mitigation measures in association with development on the Ridge
Bowls Centre – no provision has been made for a replacement indoor bowls facility as contained in the
adopted Local Plan 2004

LRA1 - Holmhurst St Mary
LRA2 – Harrow Lane Playing
Fields
LRA3 – Land adjacent to 777 The
Ridge
LRA7 – Land at Junction of The
Ridge West and Queensway
LRA8 – Land in Whitworth Road

Sequential Test – Support from the Environment Agency that this has been undertaken and that the risks
have been adequately assessed
Site Allocations (Focus Area 1 – Little Ridge & Ashdown)
Unsuitable for development – traffic impact on The Ridge, loss of open space, flood risk, no community
facilities e.g. doctors dentists etc.
Unsuitable for development – traffic impact on The Ridge, loss of open space and informal play, no
community facilities e.g. doctors dentists etc
Unsuitable for development – traffic impact on The Ridge, loss of open space, no community facilities e.g.
doctors dentists etc
Object to use solely for employment – safeguard for Baldslow Link and other highway improvements?
Object to use solely for employment – safeguard for Baldslow Link and other highway improvements? Too
many units proposed (density too high)
Site Allocations (Focus Area 2 – Greater Hollington)

GH1 – Robsack A, Church Wood
Drive

GH3 – Spyways School,

Not a suitable site for development – significant ecological issues, need to protect ancient woodland, flora
and fauna. Should be included as Local Wildlife Site. Maps are incorrect and don’t show roadway or
buffer zones that would be required. Bungalows nearby that have not been acknowledged. Reduce
density and increase parking. Flood risk issues need to be addressed.
Ecology issues are being ignored
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Gillsmans Hill
Site Allocations (Focus Area 3 – Filsham Valley & Bulverhythe)
FB1 – The Grove School
FB3 – Seaside Road
FB6 – Cinque Ports Way
FB7 - Former Malmesbury House
FB9 – 190 Bexhill Road
FB10 – Land South of Crowhurst
Road
FB12 – Land South of Upper
Wilting Farm

Objection to development of the site – keep for educational purposes only
Too many units proposed (density too high). Parking will be a problem and there will be significant traffic
impacts
Too many units proposed (density too high)
Too many units proposed (density too high)
Overdevelopment of the site
Site unsuitable for any form of residential use. Busy road and ecological issues
Too close to residential. Noise contamination, alternatives (tidal energy) can be used instead. Suggest
criteria-based policy to ensure that there is no adverse impact on the Strategic Gap. Also cross reference
with Planning Strategy Policy FA1 relating to Combe Valley Countryside Park
Site Allocations (Focus Area 4 – St Helens)

SH1 - Land adjacent to Sandrock
Park, The Ridge

SH2 – Land at Osborne House
SH3 – Hurst Court, The Ridge
SH4 – Mount Denys, Pine Hill &
Ridgeway
SH7 – 191 The Ridge

Should be moved to end of Plan period if developed at all. Potential for adverse traffic impacts on The
Ridge, and would result in loss of space for recreation, woodland, wildlife. Traffic impacts of the Link Road
need to be understood. Also suggested extension of site to create a larger area, including land at 309 the
Ridge and land to west of existing veterinary surgery
Must consider heritage and wildlife issues associated with the site
Objection to allocation as a development site
Too many units proposed (density too high), and will impact on traffic on The Ridge. Suggest need
reviewing against heritage policies as these are heritage assets
Too many units proposed (density too high). Increase traffic on The Ridge
Site Allocations (Focus Area 5 – Silverhill & Alexandra Park)

SAP1 – Horntye Park
SAP2 – Hollingsworth Garage

Too many units proposed (density too high). Site not previously included in the 2004 Local Plan
Too many units proposed (density too high). Potential contamination
Site Allocations (Focus Area 6 – Maze Hill & Burtons’ St Leonards)

MBL1 – Former Hastings
College, Archery Road

Support for the level of development on this site. The possible net capacity of the site allocation for MBL1
should be changed to 150 units to reflect the level of development that the Inspector found acceptable at
the recent appeal.
Site Allocations (Focus Area 7 – Central St Leonards & Bohemia)

CLB1 – 1-3 Chapel Park Road

St Leonards already has a high population density, and is located too close to railway. Would be too noisy
for residents and density is too high. No more affordable housing. Should retain existing dwellings, and
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CLB2 - Taxi Office/B.R. Social
Club, St Johns Road

refer to heritage policies – proposals would be contrary to these as set out in the document. Concern over
wording and language used
The proposed density is too high, and would create an unacceptable mass of development. Policy should
include height restrictions. St Leonards already has high population density, and is located too close to
railway. Would be too noisy for residents, and new development would encourage further anti-social
behaviour. Family housing is not being encouraged. Concern over wording and language used, and
proposals being contrary to own heritage policies
Suggested use instead as extension to play area, commercial, green space and car park.

CLB3 – Sorting Office Site, Kings
Road
CLB5/CLBX – Former Convent of
Holy Child Jesus, Magdalen
Road

Inappropriate development for an already densely populated area. Alternative suggestions include a mixed
use development that could be a landmark for the Station Area and Kings Road. Shouldn’t be any
affordable housing, and development should be high quality.
Site should not be allocated (for reasons relating to density, population, heritage, available infrastructure,
detriment to character of conservation area, tourism, lack of evidence base), should be designated as
Private Open Space instead. Cannot risk over development. Enabling development should be undertaken
within English Heritage procedures, and English Heritage should have been notified. Change of use could
be considered – business/language school, and wording needs to be less complicated and policy easier to
understand. Separate, general enabling development policy could be included. Identified use should not
say “enabling development”
Site Allocations (Focus Area 8 – Hastings Town Centre)

HTC1 – Hastings Station Yard
(part)

HTC3 – The Observer Building
HTC6 – Priory Quarter, Havelock
Road

The policy conflicts with the Council's Statement of Consultation (2012), which recommends reference to
mixed-use, but the site remains allocated solely for residential. The policy should acknowledge that one
option would be to deliver the consented 103 units, and an alternative option would be mixed-use
redevelopment. The site owners are currently promoting a development involving student accommodation
on part of the site. Consequently, the mixed-use redevelopment option of the site ought to make specific
reference to student accommodation.
Capacity has increased with no clear evidence. The building is a heritage asset that should be retained
Objection to the creation of new offices, when there are still vacancies in the town. Object to the
allocations unless the Delivery Office and vehicle parks that fall within the site are relocated/re-provided for
at suitable alternative sites or retained as part of a proposed scheme – change to Policy text suggested.
Site Allocations (Focus Area 11 – Hillcrest & Ore Valley)

HOV3 - Former Mount Pleasant
Hospital

Should be retained as open space for public use
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HOV4 - The Cheviots/Cotswold
Close
HOV5 - 87-221 (odds) Farley
Bank
HOV11 - Ivyhouse Lane,
Northern Extension
HOV12 - Land East of Burgess
Road, Ivyhouse

Maps should be amended to correspond with land in the site owners control. Potential capacity too high,
should be amended to 63
Suggest capacity is halved to accord with 30dph
Cannot set out type of development until joint work has been carried out. Premature. Joint approach is
however, supported
Cannot set out type of development until joint work has been carried out. Premature. Joint approach is
however, supported
Site Allocations (Focus Area 12 – Clive Vale & Ore Village)

CVO1 – Victoria Avenue
CVO2 – Land West of Frederick
Road
CVO3 – Rear of Old London
Road
CVO4 – Church Street

Concerns over the site’s suitability for development, particularly due to access and the need to preserve
the woodland/greenspace. Include in LNR or Local Green Space designations.
Development as proposed is an overdevelopment of the site, which has several constraints
Concerns over the site’s suitability for development, particularly due to access restrictions, busy roads and
the need to preserve the woodland/greenspace. Allocation will undermine greenspace at Speckled Wood.
Include in LNR or Local Green Space designations
Concerns over the site’s suitability for development, particularly due to access restrictions, its links with the
Greenway and new cycle routes identified on the Policies Map. Require this to be kept as greenspace to
preserve the woodland. Any development should ensure trees preserved on the boundaries. Include in
LNR or Local Green Space designations
Implementation and Monitoring

Implementation and Monitoring

Concern that policies are disregarded and breaches are not managed.
Policies Map (comments not included in sites above)

Policies Map

Cycle routes - General support for cycle routes. References should include both walking and cycling.
However, routes should be re-considered by altering the section from Waterworks Road to Hughenden
Road to run alongside the railway line, changing the route at Parkstone Road to Gyhllside Avenue, and
from the NCN2, route should go via Robertson Street, Harold Place, Station Road, Middle Street up to the
Station, but also extending along the Stade and up to High Street.
Sandrock Park area – extend site allocation and delete woodland in northern part of conservation area,
adjacent to SH1. Amend boundary of St Helens Wood LNR and wildlife site to include full boundary as part
is currently missing
Sustainability Appraisal Report

Sustainability Appraisal Report

Is a generic report that could be applied anywhere. Objection to the way the report is written and its
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contents generally. No evidence of monitoring
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Appendix E – Revised Proposed Submission Development Management Plan
Consultation 10 March – 22 April 2014: Summary of main issues raised
Chapter/policy

Main issues raised

Contents
Contents page

List of contents should be more detailed, as set out in earlier version of Development Management Plan
Section One - Introduction

The Consultation

Policies Map

Policies Map Omission
sites

Consultation period insufficient and not enough effort was made to contact local people or organisations.
Consultation unacceptably restrictive as a result of not being able to comment on housing allocations for
each area, and underlying statistics being unavailable
HN6 former Convent of Holy Child Jesus, Magdalen Road – all of the Convent grounds should be designated
as Private Open Space / the north field of the Convent should be private open space. HN6 should be
removed from the Policies Map.
LRA2 Harrow Lane –playing fields should be protected
6-8 Ellensea Road should be included in the boundary of the Kings Road Conservation Area.
The Central St Leonards Cultural quarter should include the Convent of the Holy Child Jesus.
GH1 Robsack A – should be designated as open space
The area known as Speckled Wood should not just be Local Green Space but should be a Local Nature
Reserve and the woodland reconsidered as a Site of Special Scientific Interest.
Support Option 1B for the Baldslow Link Road Scheme (Focus Area 1) and identify as residential housing
land the land between option 1B The Ridge West (Focus Area 1).
Summerfields Business Park (Focus Area 5) should be included and consultation carried out on this site and
its future.
General and Development Management Guidance (Section heading)

General comments

Need policies stopping back land development and garden grabbing
Need policies on sport and recreation as set out in the 2004 Local Plan. There is a lack of open space in the
town and play facilities not being provided.
Need policy on open space as new sites are being proposed in areas of deficiency
Need policy on unstable land
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Chapter/policy

Main issues raised
Development Management Policies

Overall Approach

General Guidance

Policy LP1 – Infrastructure for all development is not up to standard, particularly in terms of roads, sewerage
system. LP1 is unnecessary as there is a statutory requirement for the Council to have regard to the
development plan and other material considerations under the provision of the Planning & Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004. LP1 should be deleted. The current wording of Policy LP1 could be amended to provide
for further flexibility for alternative uses should residential not be viable. The partner organisations should
include English Heritage.
Policy DM1: Original objection from Rother District Council withdrawn. Policy DM1 the detail rings hollow.
Policy DM2: Support for revised telecommunications policy
Policy DM3(g): General Amenity – amend to include flatted development requiring 10m gardens. The
requirement for a minimum 10m garden length for smaller 2 bedroom dwellings creates inflexibility and will
reduce provision of much needed smaller units. The threshold should be changed to properties with 4 or
more bedrooms. DM3(f) the introduction of internal space standards is too prescriptive and too inflexible.
The Council has produced no evidence that the absence of standards has given rise poor or unsatisfactory
accommodation.
Policy DM4: General Access – Should ensure private roads are up to East Sussex County Council
standards, Manual for Streets requirements and appropriate access for refuse and emergency vehicles.

Housing and the
Community
Historic and Natural
Environment

Policy DM5: Ground Conditions – policies need to ensure that new development is appropriate for its
location, and not propose development in areas of instability. There is concern that this has already
happened in some instances.
Opposition in principle to Policy HC1 – HMOs are well known as a symptom of urban decay. Who will decide
a dwelling can no longer be retained for single family occupancy?
2 additional policies are required in this section: a policy is required which explicitly recognises the
importance of protecting and enhancing the character of Burtons’ St Leonards. A second policy is required to
commit the Council to creating a plan, through a supplementary planning document, for Burtons’ St Leonards
aimed at supporting and enhancing the potential of the area.
Policy HN1: concern that the Policy is not robust, and that in respect of Burtons’ St Leonards there is
insufficient guidance on what would constitute appropriate development in that area.
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Chapter/policy

Main issues raised
HN2 supported
Paragraph 4.2 how will the Council achieve this when the Council has no Management Plan for any of the
Conservation Areas. Paragraph 4.3 – HN1 also outlines how there is a presumption in favour of
conservation of these assets and their settings. This is disingenuous at best, give the full text of Policy EN1.
Policy HN5 threatens the loss of the East Wing of the Convent and the Council’s treatment of ‘enabling
development’ needs to be clarified.
Policy HN6: Former Convent of Holy Child Jesus, Magdalen Road – General objections to the development
of the site, more specifically that HN6 does not accord with national guidance on enabling development.
English Heritage criteria on enabling development should be adopted, or an explanation given of why it isn’t
being adopted. All of the Convent grounds should be allocated as Private Open Space. Development would
have a detrimental impact on Conservation Area. HN6 is not consistent with national guidance with regard to
the provision of infrastructure necessary to support development – a change is sought to the Policy to ensure
that development at the site would not proceed before the infrastructure required to serve it is available.
Emphasis should be placed on revenue-raising uses of the site that does not involve creating new
accommodation units. The Plan should acknowledge that the chronic under-use of the site is not inevitable
and that better use could be made of the existing facilities. The need for enabling development has to be
credibly tested and not simply asserted. Reference to “all of the listed former Convent buildings” jeopardises
the Italianate East Wing and the integrity of the Conservation Area, the Council’s attitude to the East Wing
should be clarified. HN6 does not treat the Convent as a single entity, it does the opposite. The Policy
should be rewritten to ensure clarity between the Policy wording and that of the preamble to HN6.
Policy HN8 – Plan does not safeguard open spaces within 300m of homes, ancient woodland and wildlife
laws are being ignored e.g. badgers. Speckled Wood should be a protected site with higher status.
Policy HN9 – The Policy text should recognise that essential utility development will be permitted if the
benefit of the development outweighs the harm, and no reasonable alternative site is available. Rother
District Council support policy.
Policy HN10 - The Policy text should recognise that essential utility development will be permitted if the
benefit of the development outweighs the harm, and no reasonable alternative site is available. Point b) is
dangerously ambiguous, making the Policy unsound. Speckled Wood should not just be designated Local
Green Space but is named a Local Nature Reserve. It should be reconsidered as a Site of Special Scientific
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Chapter/policy

The Economy

Main issues raised
Interest. Whilst there is opposition to any development in Speckled Wood, there is support for proposed
Local Green Space designation which will, at least, ensure that a large part of the woodland valley is saved
from development and can be used for public access and the provision of community amenities.
Policy CC1: Caravan, Camping and Chalet Sites - Original objection from Rother District Council withdrawn,
policy now supported
Paragraph 5.39 a holistic approach is required to the cultural quarters strategy including better connectivity,
ie creating new Greenway links. Paragraph 5.45 and Policy CQ1 - the student accommodation development
should be part of the academic and cultural quarter, connected by a Greenway link. Policy CQ1: Cultural
Quarters – the Central St Leonards Cultural Quarter boundary should be extended to include the former
Convent. The significance of the “Academic Cultural Quarter” is unclear. What will it contribute and how?
Bohemia, with its Art Gallery and social and cultural spaces would offer so much more.
Site Allocations

General comments

Representations from several organisations that requested individual site policies for proposed allocated
sites during the 2013 Submission Consultation as they consider the issue is now addressed by the 2014
Revised Submission Version.
The provision of affordable housing provision queried in terms of how the Policy how the Policy will be
implemented, who collects the money and where the money will go.
There should be recognition that land supply is limited
Strong support for the amendments made to the site allocations part of the document, in particular the policy
clauses relating to connection to the sewerage network.
Support from Rother District Council that land at Breadsell Lane has not been included as a site allocation.

LRA1 - Holmhurst St

Omission sites:
Support should be shown for Option 1B for the Baldslow Link Road Scheme (Focus Area 1) and land
identified for housing between Option 1B and The Ridge West (Focus Area 1).
Summerfields Business Park (Focus Area 5) should be included and consultation carried out on this site and
its future.
Site Allocations (Focus Area 1 – Little Ridge & Ashdown)
Development will be detrimental to the Local Wildlife Site and open space, it will not benefit the green
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Chapter/policy

Main issues raised

Mary

infrastructure network, or add any ecological or recreation value as stated. The proposals will result in
overdevelopment, and mitigation measures do not work. The area is deficient in open space and
sport/recreation areas, and should not be lost. There will be detrimental impact on trees and wildlife. There
is concern over infrastructure provision, e.g. sewerage on The Ridge. Transport Assessments and Travel
Plans will not overcome traffic issues.
Development will be detrimental to the Local Wildlife Site and open space, it will not benefit the green
infrastructure network, or add any ecological or recreation value as stated. The proposals will result in
overdevelopment, and mitigation measures do not work. The site should be retained and protected for
playing field use – the development will not be able to provide suitable recreational provision. Inadequate
consideration has been given to traffic, services and impact on existing residents. There is disagreement
that the playing fields are surplus to requirements, as the area is already deficient in open space and sports
and recreation facilities. Transport Assessments and Travel Plans will not overcome traffic issues. There is
concern there no requirement for on-site play facilities and that existing play facilities are to be enhanced.
People need access to recreational spaces.
Development will be detrimental to the Local Wildlife Site and open space, it will not benefit green
infrastructure network, or add any ecological or recreation value as stated. The proposals will result in
overdevelopment, and mitigation measures do not work. Inadequate consideration has been given to traffic,
services and impact on existing residents. The area is already deficient in open space, and sports and
recreation facilities. There will a detrimental impact on trees and wildlife. There is concern over
infrastructure provision, e.g. sewerage on The Ridge. There will be an impact on AONB due to elevated
position of the site, and measures for compensating this are not stated. Transport Assessments and Travel
Plans will not overcome traffic issues
The number of units proposed for the site should be halved, and the trees and the garden kept.

LRA2 – Harrow Lane
Playing Fields

LRA3 – Land adjacent to
777 The Ridge

LRA4 – Old Roar House,
Old Roar Rd
LRA6 – Queensway
North, Queensway
LRA7 – Land at Junction
of The Ridge West and
Queensway
LRA8 – Land in Whitworth
Road
LRA9 – Marline Fields,
Enviro 21 Business Park,
Land West of Queensway

Wider screening of impacts on Marline Valley Site of Special Scientific Interest required.
Objection to development of the site. The 2013 Submission Version consultation objection from Rother
District Council is now withdrawn, and the Policy now supported subject to working with East Sussex County
Council to deliver necessary highway improvements
Objection to development of the site. The 2013 Submission Version consultation objection from Rother
District Council is now withdrawn, and the Policy now supported subject to working with East Sussex County
Council to deliver necessary highway improvements
Wider screening of impacts on Marline Valley Site of Special Scientific Interest required

87

Chapter/policy

Main issues raised

LRA10 – Land north of
Downey Close

The new sites added have all been granted planning permission, which means that the Inspector’s decision
has been pre-empted. This goes against the way it is supposed to work, in that the site is allocated,
consulted on, then given permission. This approach does not comply with Localism Act and Duty to Cooperate.
Site Allocations (Focus Area 2 – Greater Hollington)

GH1 – Robsack A,
Church Wood Drive

GH4 – Mayfield J,
Mayfield Lane
GH3 – Spyways School,
Gillsmans Hill
GH12 – 65 Wishing Tree
Road North (Former
Wishing Tree Public
House)
GH13 – 133 Battle Road
(Former Tivoli Tavern)

Objections to development of the site due to ecological impacts, loss of woodland and other habitats, and
loss of amenity. The inclusion of the site for development contravenes ancient woodland, green space and
biodiversity policies. Development would sever a wildlife corridor, and doesn’t have an appropriate access
route. Development would isolate Robsack Wood, and in creating an access would destroy ancient
woodland. There are other sites available that could be developed instead that are more suitable for
residential development. The site should not have been included in 2004 Local Plan either. The site should
be deleted. The allocation is inconsistent with Objective 3 of the Planning Strategy. The allocation should be
removed and clarified that the area is included in the local nature reserve of Robsack Wood & Church Wood.
The proposal is in contradiction of many Council policies including DM1; DM3; HN8 and EN1. Development
here would increase density in an already densely populated area. There are objections to scale of
development proposed.
It is questionable whether it is appropriate to include the site as a housing allocation in the Plan as it is now a
housing commitment given that it has an extant permission. The Policy should be deleted or alternatively
amended along with the explanatory text to refer to the extant permission.
The protection of ancient woodland here and hereabouts has been poor
The new sites added have all been granted planning permission, which means that the Inspector’s decision
has been pre-empted. This goes against the way it is supposed to work, in that the site is allocated,
consulted on, then given permission. The approach does not comply with Localism Act and Duty to Cooperate
The new sites added have all been granted planning permission, which means that the Inspector’s decision
has been pre-empted. This goes against the way it is supposed to work, in that the site is allocated,
consulted on, then given permission. The approach does not comply with Localism Act and Duty to Cooperate
Site Allocations (Focus Area 3 – Filsham Valley & Bulverhythe)

FB1 – The Grove School

Potential for impact on Combe Haven Site of Special Scientific Interest that should be screened out or tested.
Existing access via Darwell Close is unsuitable, development would need new access and play facilities. The
site should be used for educational or leisure purposes instead
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FB2 – Former West St
Leonards Primary School
FB3 – Seaside Road

Potential for impact on Combe Haven Site of Special Scientific Interest that should be screened out or tested

FB6 – Cinque Ports Way
FB7 - Former
Malmesbury House
FB9 – 190 Bexhill Road
FB10 – Land South of
Crowhurst Road
FB12 – Land South of
Upper Wilting Farm

In view of the flood risk on site, it is queried whether the site should be developed. Sea wall costs are
queried. There is objection to residential development; the site should be for leisure.
Flood risk on site, question whether it should be developed
Objections to development. The indicative site capacity is too high density. There is concern over impact of
development on cliff stability. The heritage asset should be retained and the building refurbished/repaired.
The planning permission for site has lapsed. There is concern over traffic issues and the need to consult
with ESCC. Development density should be reduced.
Outline consent has already been granted, why are we being asked to make comment? Remove this site for
travellers and source a more suitable site.
It is unclear whether site has been assessed for impact on the birds (inter alia) associated with the adjoining
Site of Special Scientific Interest. Impacts must be considered. This is an unsound proposal in an
environmentally sensitive area. It is not compliant with the law. There is objection to the allocation for wind
turbines, since too much development is having a negative impact on area. There will be a detrimental
impact on wildlife, intrusion of noise pollution, development will impact on the Combe Valley Countryside
Park and Site of Special Scientific Interest, and increase in flood risk. The proposed allocation does not
meet the requirements of National Planning Policy Framework. The Localism Act requires a pre-application
duty to consult for wind turbines. Solar power would be a better alterative; it is more environmentally friendly
and socially acceptable. It is documented that turbines emit a specific noise which could be detrimental to a
person’s health, a site should be sourced which is far away from residential premises.
The 2013 Submission Version Consultation objection from Rother District Council is now withdrawn, and the
policy is now supported subject to minor modifications to supporting text

FB13 – Hastings Garden
Centre, Bexhill Road

Support from the operators of Hastings Garden Centre for the site’s proposed allocation for housing
development.

FB14 – Land north of 31
Fern Road

The new sites added have all been granted planning permission, which means that the Inspector’s decision
has been pre-empted. This goes against the way it is supposed to work, in that the site is allocated,
consulted on, then given permission. This approach does not comply with Localism Act and Duty to Cooperate
The new sites added have all been granted planning permission, which means that the Inspector’s decision
has been pre-empted. This goes against the way it is supposed to work, in that the site is allocated,
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FB15 – Land north of 14
Fern Road

consulted on, then given permission. The approach does not comply with Localism Act and Duty to Cooperate. It is questionable whether it is appropriate to include the site as a housing allocation in the Plan as
it is now a housing commitment given that it has an extant permission. The Policy should be deleted or
alternatively amended along with the explanatory text to refer to the extant permission.
The new sites added have all been granted planning permission, which means that the Inspector’s decision
has been pre-empted. This goes against the way it is supposed to work, in that the site is allocated,
consulted on, then given permission. This approach does not comply with Localism Act and Duty to Cooperate. It is questionable whether it is appropriate to include the site as a housing allocation in the Plan as it
is now a housing commitment given that it has an extant permission. The Policy should be deleted or
alternatively amended along with the explanatory text to refer to the extant permission.
Site Allocations (Focus Area 4 – St Helens)

SH1 - Land adjacent to
Sandrock Park, The
Ridge

SH2 – Land at Osborne
House
SH3 – Hurst Court, The
Ridge
SH4 – Mount Denys, Pine
Hill & Ridgeway
SH7 – 191 The Ridge

The site should not be developed. The area is already deficient in open space. There will be detrimental
impacts on trees and wildlife. There are concerns with impact on The Ridge and the available infrastructure.
In view of the new of proposed development sites on The Ridge, the allocation should be conditioned with
development delayed until the impact of traffic on The Ridge arising from the completion of the Link Road is
known
This site has involved the loss of Victorian assets despite protests. The wildlife area has not been properly
protected and enforcement not carried out. Other objections to development include loss of buildings, impact
on ecology, impact on residents of nursing home and indicative site capacity is too high a density.
The Policy should be amended to recognise alternative uses in the event of site being unviable for
residential. The splitting up of site has effected the provision of social housing, protection of wildlife and
responsibility for providing S106 improvements. The number of units for the site should be halved.
The indicative site capacity is too high density. The development should be for 19 dwellings only. Demolition
should not be carried out until planning permission has been granted
The decision on this site is likely to have been made by delegated powers which means that Members were
not involved in large development decision, this is undemocratic. It is questionable whether it is appropriate
to include the site as a housing allocation in the Plan as it is now a housing commitment given that it has an
extant permission. The Policy should be deleted or alternatively amended along with the explanatory text to
refer to the extant permission.
Site Allocations (Focus Area 5 – Silverhill & Alexandra Park)

SAP1 – Horntye Park

This represents overdevelopment of the site. There is concern about viability of cricket club on the site. The
new application must confirm to national and local planning policy. The site boundary should be altered to
exclude the listed Ice House building.
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SAP2 – Hollingsworth
Garage

The indicative density is too high. Development should include houses with gardens. A previous inspector
has already refused flatted development. There are too many flats in the town. This site should be
considered for future student accommodation.
The new sites added have all been granted planning permission, which means that the Inspector’s decision
has been pre-empted. This goes against the way it is supposed to work, in that the site is allocated,
consulted on, then given permission. The approach does not comply with Localism Act and Duty to Cooperate

SAP7 – Bilmore Corner,
Battle Road

Site Allocations (Focus Area 6 – Maze Hill & Burtons’ St Leonards)
MBL1 – Former Hastings
College, Archery Road
MBL3 – Gambier House,
West Hill Rd
MBL8 – Caple Ne Ferne,
2 Albany Road

Details of the most recent proposal should be shown for this allocation
The house should be left intact, the Plan should be about using the existing building.
The new sites added have all been granted planning permission, which means that the Inspector’s decision
has been pre-empted. This goes against the way it is supposed to work, in that the site is allocated,
consulted on, then given permission. The approach does not comply with Localism Act and Duty to Cooperate
Site Allocations (Focus Area 7 – Central St Leonards & Bohemia)

Introduction

CLB1 – 1-3 Chapel Park
Road

CLB2 - Taxi Office/B.R.
Social Club, St Johns
Road

Paragraph 6.191 concern about the use accurate and up-to-date information.
Paragraph 6.192 concern there is no discussion of the future of White Rock Gardens, the hinterland of the
Pier which is about to be the centrepiece of the Borough.
This is a controversial proposal on an unstable site. The existing dwellings/existing heritage assets should be
retained. There is no justification for demolition of existing buildings. There is a need to preserve historically
significant buildings and street architecture. This is already an overpopulated area. It is unlikely that proposal
will be delivered. The proposed development does not in any way “sustain and enhance the significance and
setting of the adjacent Kings Road Conservation area”. It is not environmentally friendly to knock down two
perfectly sound and substantial villas. Since the development has already been approved a more
aesthetically pleasing design should be demanded with fewer units.
Development will ruin the character and appearance of the Kings Road and the surrounding Conservation
Area. There is concern over the loss of Victorian buildings, they should remain in tact. Alternatively, the site
should be developed for fewer than 10 dwellings. The proposals will result in overcrowding and cause
further social problems. There are objections to tall buildings, particularly in terms of the impact on adjacent
buildings. A landmark feature already exists in the form of the station bowl opposite St John’s Road. Parking
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and congestion would cause significant problems. Development should be restricted to improving and
enhancing the existing buildings. Height and scale should be determined by the surrounding Victorian
structures. There are no details of how this development would impact vehicular access to the station.
There is concern that the requirements to meet building sustainability and affordable housing requirements
may not make for architecturally compatible development. Redevelopment of the existing housing stock
should be considered a priority to enhance the area’s character. More information is required on the
commercial element. There are a number of empty commercial properties of Kings Rd. A more imaginative
new build would be a much needed multi-use cultural space, this would support the plans for the Cultural
Quarter. The proposal would bring an unrealistic increase in traffic. The Policy represents a lack of vision for
the area.
Site Allocations (Focus Area 8 – Hastings Town Centre)

HTC1 – Hastings Station
Yard (part)
HTC2 – Cornwallis Street
Car Park
HTC3 – The Observer
Building
HTC6 – Priory Quarter,
Havelock Road

High density student accommodation as proposed is highly contentious
The Policy fails to identify play space requirements as shown in previous Inspectors report. The Policy
should also identify open space.
The density of development proposed too high. The Plan should re-instate 2004 Local Plan policy for this
site. The building should be used as a shared communal space for creative people – affordable space is
needed
Royal Mail Group object to the development of site until their existing operation is re-located
Site Allocations (Focus Area 11 – Hillcrest & Ore Valley)

HOV2 – Ore Valley
HOV4 - The
Cheviots/Cotswold Close

HOV5 - 87-221 (odds)
Farley Bank
HOV7 – Upper
Broomgrove road

This site would be better developed as a Techno Park complex, Network Rail’s potential Hastings to Ashford
line enhancement might trigger the viability of a network Rail training centre.
The density of development proposed is too high. No pre-application consultation has taken place, and the
decision on this site was made without Member involvement. It is questionable whether it is appropriate to
include the site as a housing allocation in the Plan as it is now a housing commitment given that it has an
extant permission. The Policy should be deleted or alternatively amended along with the explanatory text to
refer to the extant permission.
Development should include houses with gardens and not flats
It is questionable whether it is appropriate to include the site as a housing allocation in the Plan as it is now a
housing commitment given that it has an extant permission. The Policy should be deleted or alternatively
amended along with the explanatory text to refer to the extant permission.
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HOV11 - Ivyhouse Lane,
Northern Extension

This site allocation is supported – it is suitable for a comprehensive extension to the estate providing a range
of employment floorspace.

HOV12 - Land East of
Burgess Road, Ivyhouse

Original objection from Rother District Council withdrawn, policy now supported subject to minor changes to
supporting text and design brief
Support for the site allocation – suitable for additional employment space and comprises a natural extension
to the established Ivyhouse Lane Estate. Also provides opportunity to improve road and pedestrian links.
The 2013 Submission Version Consultation objection from Rother District Council is now withdrawn, the
Policy is now supported subject to minor changes to supporting text
Site Allocations (Focus Area 12 – Clive Vale & Ore Village)

CVO1 – Victoria Avenue
CVO2 – Land West of
Frederick Road
CVO3 – Rear of Old
London Road
CVO4 – Church Street
CVO5 – 309-311 Harold
Road

There is a high level of opposition to the development of this site for housing on the basis that it is part of a
wider wooded area which provides a locally valued amenity area and an important area for wildlife.
The density of development proposed is too high. New applications should accord with national and local
policy.
There is a high level of opposition to the development of this site for housing on the basis that it is part of a
wider wooded area which provides a locally valued amenity area and an important area for wildlife.
There is a high level of opposition to the development of this site for housing on the basis that it is part of a
wider wooded area which provides a locally valued amenity area and an important area for wildlife.
It is questionable whether it is appropriate to include the site as a housing allocation in the Plan as it is now a
housing commitment given that it has an extant permission. The Policy should be deleted or alternatively
amended along with the explanatory text to refer to the extant permission.
Focus Area 13: Hastings Country Park

Introduction to the
Hastings Country Park
Planning Focus Area

Start enforcing development controls

Glossary
Glossary

Definition of Use Classes Order should be included
Sustainability Appraisal Report

Sustainability Appraisal
Report

No representations were made on the SA

93

This page is intentionally blank

94

APPENDIX F - Statement of Representations Procedure for the
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan consultation 21
January – 15 April 2013
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APPENDIX G - Statutory notice placed in Hastings & St Leonards
Observer on 18.01.13 for the Proposed Submission Development
Management Plan consultation 21 January – 15 April 2013
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APPENDIX H - General adverts placed in Hastings & St Leonards
Observer on 18.01.13, 15.02.13, 22.03.13 and 12.04.13 for the Proposed
Submission Development Management Plan consultation 21 January –
15 April 2013
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APPENDIX I - Statement of Representations Procedure for the Revised
Proposed Submission Development Management Plan consultation 10
March – 22 April 2014
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APPENDIX J - General adverts placed in Hastings & St Leonards
Observer on 07.03.14 and 04.04.14 for the Revised Proposed
Submission Development Management Plan consultation 10 March – 22
April 2014
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