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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 these Alternative Development Sites and to address the issues raised in the submitted representations in support of, or against, the suggested allocation.  

2.
Site Description

2.1
ADS 108, West Side of Georges Lane Site A is approximately 0.5 ha in area. It comprises the curtilages of two dwellings, Nos. 1 and 2 Bohemia Cottages. The dwellings are situated towards the rear of the plots which are heavily wooded.

2.2
ADS 109, West Side of Georges Lane Site B is approximately 0.74ha in area. It comprises Nos. 1 and 2 Bohemia Cottages and an undeveloped area of land immediately to the north which is also wooded.

2.3
Heath Common is an area of low density housing set in woodland. The defined built-up area boundary runs along the southern boundary of the sites where development is characterised by mainly detached dwellings set on spacious plots and accessed via lanes and tracks. The area is semi rural in character and to the north of the built-up area, in the vicinity of the sites, development is more sporadic.
.  
3.
Existing Policy Designation

3.1
The sites are located outside of the built-up area boundary as defined in the adopted Core Strategy 2007, the Proposals Map 2006 and the Local Plan 1997.  They are therefore within an area designated as countryside.

4.
Relevant Planning History

4.1
There are no relevant planning applications but the site was considered by the Inspector who held the Horsham District Local Plan Inquiry in 1995. 
5.
Principal Issues

5.1 The Council submits that any form of residential development on these sites 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.

5.2
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.
5.3
Furthermore, there are constraints on these sites which, if developed, would result in significant adverse environmental consequences which would override any more general housing development requirement considerations.

5.4
The existing dwellings on the sites are set well back into the plots so that they appear subordinate to the vegetation and the immediate area has an attractive sylvan, semi rural character. Inclusion of this land within the built-up area would be likely to result in pressure for development which would erode this character by extending the more developed character of the existing built-up area further northwards. 

5.5
The existing built-up area boundary represents a logical and natural break between the built-up area and countryside and it would be undesirable and harmful to the character of the area to extend this as proposed. In this respect, in his Report on the objections to the Local Plan (December 1996), the Inspector commented with regard to the land now covered by these sites that:


‘The presence of the built development is not immediately evident and the overall impression is that this is an attractive area of rising woodland, part of a more extensive wooded area extending northwards to Rock Road…....This contrasts with the character and appearance of the defined built-up area where the density of development is generally much higher and the buildings themselves have a far greater visual impact.


Inclusion of the land within the built-up area would increase pressure for its development, albeit subject to Policy T1…….which even on a very modest scale, would materially change the character of the objection land and seriously erode the attractive woodland setting of Heath Common.’

5.6
It is considered that these conclusions remain well founded and that they support the Council’s continued opposition to amendment of the built-up area boundary as proposed.

6.
Response to Submitted Statements
6.1
The promoters of these sites consider that the LDF is not sound as the reasons for not including them within the built-up area similarly apply to the proposed allocation at RMC Engineering Works (AL6) - i.e. the requirement for sensitive design and layout due to the eventual proximity of the country park.

6.2 
The Council’s reasons for opposing the inclusion of the alternative development sites are set out in section 5 above and have been previously endorsed by the Inspector who considered the Local Plan Inquiry. The justification for allocation of the RMC Engineering Works site is set out in the relevant Response Statement. However, that site is within the defined built-up area boundary. It is also considered to be unique as a previously developed site in a sustainable location, close to a large settlement with a particular justification for development. For these reasons, it is not therefore considered that these sites are comparable.

6.3
The promoters also refer to the Pit Area of Thakeham Tiles site (ADS99) in support of their case. This site was shown for inclusion in the built-up area within the ‘Issues and Options’ document when it was published for preliminary consultation. However, following the consultation process, it was decided that due to the character of the land with a substantial part of it being woodland, that the proposed change would not be carried forward and that the boundary would remain in its existing position.  As a result, the site was not carried forward into the ‘Preferred Options’ document.  
6.4
Representations have also been received from Washington Parish Council (1185) and Heath Common Residents Association (2281) objecting to the proposed boundary changes.
7.
Conclusions

7.1 The Council opposes the inclusion of these sites within the built-up area boundary. Given the particular characteristics of the sites, it is considered that they are more appropriately maintained outside the built-up area.
7.2
The inclusion of these sites in the built-up area boundary 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 be consistent with national planning policy, particularly PPS3, by virtue of their location and potential impacts (Test 4);

· they would not be coherent and consistent with the Core Strategy, particularly Policies CP1, CP5 and CP8 (Test 6);

· they do not represent the most appropriate approach in all the circumstances (Test 7).
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