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ADS 1, 5, 14, 15, 45, 54, 55, 56, 57, 70, 71 and 107
1. 
Introduction

1.1 Following the submission by the Council in November 2005 of the Site 

Specific Allocations of Land document (SSAL) (CDHor11) a number of alternative development sites or amendments to the built-up area boundaries were put forward by respondents for consideration as allocations. These sites were included within the Alternative Development Sites and Boundary Changes document (CDHor15), published for consultation in January 2006.

1.2 Of these Alternative Development Sites, the Council has identified 12 sites that, because of their isolated and/or unsustainable location and divorced nature from any Categorised settlements, or generally unsuitable locations are considered completely inappropriate when judged against the provisions of the Adopted Core Strategy. The purpose of this Response Statement is to explain the Council’s collective position on these 12 Alternative Development Sites and to address the issues raised in the submitted representations in support of, or against, the suggested allocation.  The Inspectors have not identified any likely key issue or question for Examination for any of these sites, although the Council puts forward that in the case of these sites a key question should be: 
· What are the exceptional circumstances that justify a recommendation other than one in conformity and consistent with the Core Strategy, as indicated under tests of soundness 4 and 6?

2.
Site Descriptions
2.1
ADS 1, 15, 45, 54, 55, 56, 57, 71 and 107 are sites outside any of the built-up area boundaries as set out in Policy CP5 of the Core Strategy and are therefore classified as Countryside. They are sites that are predominantly greenfield in nature, perhaps with some limited former use other than agriculture, and obviously divorced from any currently Categorised settlement.
2.2
ADS 5 is situated on land between the A24 dual carriageway and an associated slip road. 

2.3
ADS 14 and ADS 70 is proposing a built-up area boundary for the small settlements of Five Oaks and Coolham respectively, both of which are un-Categorised in the Core Strategy. 

3.
Existing Policy Designations
3.1
The common policy characteristic of all of these sites is that they are classified as Countryside, and the vast majority are completely unrelated to any Categorised settlement. However, ADS 5 was previously allocated for roadside services/facilities in the 1997 Horsham District Local Plan.
4.
Relevant Planning History

4.1
There have been planning applications submitted for some of the sites, but they have been minor applications associated with the existing uses of the sites. Several of the sites have not previously had planning applications submitted.  

4.2
It is worth noting that ADS 5, Land North of Ashington, has an unimplemented outline planning permission for a petrol filling station and restaurant and that permission was refused for office buildings. 
4.3
ADS 15, Grainingfold Farm Five Oaks, had an application for planning permission for 19 residential dwellings refused. 

4.4
ADS 57, Nutbourne C, had an application for planning permission for 1 residential dwelling refused.

5.
Principal Issues

5.1 These sites have been grouped together in this Statement due to their inherent unsuitability in sustainability terms. It is the Council’s firm belief that these proposed allocations or built-up area boundary designations fail to represent the most appropriate in all the circumstances and the proposals are not founded on a robust and credible evidence base. The allocation of any of these sites for the uses proposed would be in conflict with the principles of the Core Strategy, particularly in terms of the approach and principles set out in Policy CP5, and the nature of built-up area boundaries. This would not be the case, however, for ADS 5, Land North of Ashington, which has an unimplemented outline planning permission for a petrol filling station and restaurant. For this particular site the Council applies the position set out in paragraph 5.3 below.
5.2 Furthermore, the Council submits that any form of residential development on this site would be unnecessary at this stage.  The position on housing land supply is set out in the Council’s Overall Position Statement and the Response Statement on Matter 1.  This demonstrates that the Council has allocated sufficient previously developed land sites and smaller scale greenfield sites to meet the requirement of Policy CP4 of the adopted Core Strategy over the period to 2018.  It is further considered that the Council does not need additional greenfield site allocations at this stage but, if there is a need to address the small unidentified site allowance, or any other deficiency that might be identified, through new allocations, this should be undertaken through the programmed Reserve Housing Sites DPD and review of the Core Strategy. 

5.3
The Council considers that there is no current overriding need to allocate these sites and that there are the correct policy mechanisms in place to judge any planning applications for these sites on their own merits on an individual basis. In the case of ADS 5, should the current planning permission lapse, the Council considers that the basis for the allocation of the site for the use intended should be reviewed completely, rather than assuming that some other form of development is acceptable in principle. The site is not considered to be appropriate for residential development in the light of its location and, in any case, there would have to be a specific local needs justification for any development proposed. 
5.4
In relation to the proposed built-up area boundary designation for Five Oaks, Monks Gate and Coolham, the Inspectors have already rejected any such designation in their Report on the Core Strategy DPD Examination (paragraph 5.13). 
5.5
In the case of North Farm, Washington (ADS 107), where the proposals are intended to enhance the existing farm facilities the Council considers that it is not necessary for such a proposal to be considered within the context of the SSAL DPD. The Council contends that the existing policy framework as set out in the Core Strategy in Policy CP15, and in the General Development Control Policies DPD, particularly Policies DC 28 (Sustainable Farm Diversification) and DC 29 (Conversion of Agricultural and Rural Buildings for Industrial, Business or Residential uses, is adequate. 
5.6
In the light of the above context, it is submitted that there is no need for additional greenfield sites to be included within the built up area boundary, or indeed, for any new built-up area boundaries to be introduced. 
6.
Response to Submitted Statements
6.1
There have been no Statements submitted for these sites. 
7.
Conclusions

7.1
In answer to the key question posed in paragraph 1.2, there are clearly no exceptional circumstances that justify a recommendation other than one in conformity and consistent with the Core Strategy.

7.2
The allocation of these sites or designation of built-up area boundaries would not comply with the relevant Tests of Soundness and would make the Site Specific Allocations of Land Document less sound because:
· they would not have regard for other relevant plans, policies and strategies and would not be in conformity with national planning policies in PPS3 and PPG13 (Test 4);
· their allocation would not coherent and consistent within and between other DPDs prepared by Horsham District Council, particularly the Core Strategy in Policies CP5 and CP8 (Test 6); and

· the allocations fail to represent the most appropriate in all the circumstances and are not founded on a robust and credible evidence base (Test 7).
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