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RUSHFIELDS NURSERY, THAKEHAM (ADS102)

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 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 The Council does not support these suggested sites and maintains that 

they are neither necessary nor appropriate in the context of both the provisions of The Core Strategy 2007 (CDHor2) and the site specific considerations.  The purpose of this Response Statement is to explain the Council’s position on this Alternative Development Site and to address the issues raised in the submitted representations in support of, or against, the suggested allocation.  The Statement sets out the Council’s view on the likely key issue and question for Examination identified by the Inspectors, which is as follows:
· 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 Description

2.1
The village of Thakeham is comprised of two distinct areas; The Street which is the historic village centre located to the north and, High Bar Lane, an estate of more modern housing located to the south.  This proposed development site is located on the northern side of the High Bar Lane part of the village.  There are no services in this part of the village other than playing fields and children’s playground; the reminder (primary school and pub) being located in The Street.
2.2
The Rushfield Nursery site comprises an area of land of approximately 1.5ha which fronts onto High Bar Lane.  There is a pair of semi detached properties on the road frontage and conifer hedging which largely screens the site.  The site is also well screened from the west and east by mature hedgerows.  The land gently rises to the north of the site towards the mushroom farm.  Public footpath 2474 runs in a north-south direction close to the eastern boundary although views of the site are restricted by the mushroom buildings.  High Bar Lane itself is a public bridleway (2473).
2.3
The site was formerly occupied by a number of horticultural glasshouses but these have since been removed.  There are now only a few redundant agricultural buildings.  A further residential property is located towards the northern end of the site which is largely screened by hedgerows.

3.
Existing Policy Designation

3.1
The site lies outside the built-up area as defined in the adopted Horsham Core Strategy 2007 and the Proposals Map 2006.  It therefore lies within an area designated as countryside.  Thakeham is classified as a Category 2 Settlement as set out in Core Strategy Policy CP5 (Built-up Areas and Previously developed Land).
4.
Relevant Planning History

4.1
None relevant
5.
Principal Issues

5.1 The principal issue in relation to this site is whether this land is required for housing to fulfil the requirements of Policy CP4 of the adopted Core Strategy and whether it is an appropriate site for development. 

5.2 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
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.   Although this site is located on the edge of the existing built up area, Thakeham is designated as a Category 2 settlement in the Core Strategy Policy CP5 (Built-up Areas and Previously developed Land).  In this location, the policy requires any new development to address a specific local need as there is only a limited level of services.  In this instance no such local need has been identified and as such, any housing development on this site would be prejudicial to that policy.

5.4
It is further submitted that the residential development of this site would encourage further unsustainable patterns of travel.  Thakeham is poorly served by public transport, and, the majority of the services it does have are located in The Street part of the village.  The two parts of the village are not well connected by pedestrian routes and therefore car journeys are most likely.  Furthermore, residents would have to travel to Storrington or Pulborough for shopping and medical facilities which are again likely to be undertaken by car.  The introduction of additional households in this location would therefore serve to increase the number of car journeys which do not meet the overall objectives of the adopted Core Strategy 2007.  

5.5
The allocation of this site would also result in pressure for additional housing to the east, to infill the gap between this site and the residential development at Hardbarrow Woods.  The effect of this would be to further intensify residential development in a relatively unsustainable location contrary to the aims of Central Government Policy and the objectives of the Core Strategy.
6.
Response to Representations

6.1
Mr R. Maile on behalf of Mr and Mrs Preston (566), the landowners, has submitted that his clients are only seeking frontage development to replace the existing bungalows and redundant agricultural buildings.  This does not change the Council’s position as detailed above, particularly in that a specific local need has not been identified.  In this respect, Mr Maile refers to a need for ‘high quality dwellings’ but there is no evidence to substantiate this.
6.2
The former glasshouses on this site have been removed, however Mr Maile submits that residential development on this site could result in the removal of further substandard buildings and the provision of an area ‘landscaped as paddock attached to Rushfield House’.  The Council submits that these cosmetic improvements to the site do not require, and certainly do not justify, residential development to meet those objectives.

6.3
Thakeham Village Action (1572) raises a number of concerns in opposition to the proposal, including from the local perspective, which the Council notes.

7.
Conclusions

7.1 The Council opposes the inclusion of this site within the built-up area boundary and its allocation for residential development.  It has been demonstrated that there is no need to allocate smaller greenfield sites at this stage to meet the housing need indicated in Policy CP4.  Furthermore, no exceptional circumstances have been put forward to justify its allocation for residential development and without such justification, there would be pressure for further development on adjoining land contrary to the requirements of Policy CP5.  
7.2
The allocation of this site would not comply with the relevant Tests of 
Soundness and would make the Site Specific Allocations of Land Document less sound because:
· it would not be consistent with national planning policy, particularly PPS3 and PPS7, by virtue of its location and impacts (Test 4);

· it would not be coherent and consistent with the Core Strategy, particularly Policy CP5 (Test 6);

· it does not represent the most appropriate allocation in all the circumstances (Test 7).
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