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BUILT-UP AREA BOUNDARY AMENDMENTS - AMBERLEY AND WASHINGTON (ADS 114 & 115)
1. 
Introduction

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

Specific Allocations of Land document (SSAL) (CDHor11) a number of proposed amendments to the defined built-up area boundaries were put forward by respondents for consideration.  The majority of these, particularly where they proposed an extended boundary, were included within the Alternative Development Sites and Boundary Changes document (CDHor15), published for consultation in January 2006.  However, primarily because it proposed a reversion to a previously defined boundary (that of the adopted Local Plan) for Amberley and Washington, the representation by the South Downs Joint Committee in this respect was inadvertently not included.  In order to ensure that the representation, as amended with respect to the land at The Old Vicarage, Amberley, had been the subject of consultation, the Council published the details of the proposed amendments through local advertisement on 25th May 2007.  The closing date for any representations to be received on these proposals is 6th July 2007.
1.2 The Council does not believe that these proposed amendments to the built-up area boundaries for Amberley and Washington are necessary or appropriate and the approach suggested would be inconsistent with the philosophy applied across the rest of the District, in accordance with the Core Strategy 2007 (DHor2) and the approach set out in paragraphs  3.1 to 3.5 of the SSAL document itself.  The purpose of this Response Statement is to explain further the Council's position on the definition of such built-up area boundaries and to address the issues raised in the submitted statement by the South Downs Joint Committee.

2.
Description of Built-Up Area Boundaries

2.1
The proposed built-up area boundary for Amberley extends further to the south in a number of locations than that shown in the Local Plan (Inset Map 27).  In particular, it extends south to include properties and their curtilages west of School Lane, at the entrance to the village from the B2135 road and includes the whole site occupied by the primary school.  The proposed boundary also includes the whole curtilage of properties east of High Street and south of East Street, as well as the curtilage of The Old Vicarage south of Church Street and the land relating to St Michael's Church (including the graveyard) and Amberley Castle.

2.2
The proposed built-up area boundary for Washington extends further to the west to include properties and their curtilages west of School Lane, including the primary school (St Mary's) and its grounds.

3.
Principal issues

3.1
The principal issue in relation to these two built-up area boundaries relates to the purpose of the definition and the extent to which the policy distinction amounts to a presumption in favour of development such that proposals for redevelopment are encouraged which would be detrimental to the character of the two villages.

3.2
The Council submits that it is perfectly appropriate for there to be a distinction between the areas of the District that are primarily built form, relating closely to a recognisable settlement within one of the two defined categories, and the countryside beyond.  Within these defined 'built-up' areas, there will be a different planning policy regime applying from the more restrictive approach in the wider countryside, but this is not the same as a 'presumption in favour of development'.  The Council considers that it is no longer appropriate to view the application of the built-up area boundary approach as such a presumption; there are a variety of other factors or material considerations which come into play, including the overall planning policy principles set out in the Core Strategy.  The definition of built-up area boundaries in the Glossary to both the adopted Core Strategy and the SSAL document itself makes it clear that they do not include a presumption in favour of the development of greenfield land or imply that any development is necessarily acceptable.  It is, however, important that any boundaries are clearly identifiable, logical and consistent in their approach, in order that the appropriate planning policies can be applied to the areas of primarily built form comprising sustainable communities.  

3.3
Paragraphs 4.34 to 4.37 of the Core Strategy 2007 (CDHor2) make it clear that the definition of appropriate 'built-up areas' with specific boundaries enables a clear and identifiable policy distinction related to the form and structure of settlements, which can then be used to assess the continuing potential for development on previously developed land within these settlements.  They also indicate that any appropriate development will be determined on the basis of the impact on the character of the area and the environment, resources and assets of the District being acceptable and, in the case of Category 2 settlements, the development addressing specific local needs.  The Council submits that this is clearly not a blanket presumption in favour of development.

3.4
The Council also does not accept that the appropriate definition of built-up areas will invite or encourage applications for redevelopment.  There is no evidence to suggest that this is the case, other than when specific areas have been put forward for inclusion within a built-up area boundary with the stated intention of securing some form of development.  For the vast majority of the buildings within the built-up areas there is no significant change or any prospect of redevelopment, but the fact that they are part of the built form should be taken into account in determining more minor proposals for change or development.  It would appear that the fear of inappropriate development proposals is more of a concern than the reality, either in terms of the number of any such proposals or the actual impacts involved.

4.
Response to Submitted Statement

4.1
The South Downs Joint Committee (157) has submitted a written statement in which it elaborates on its original representations relating to the built-up area boundaries for Amberley and Washington.  In addition to the points of principle about the role of built-up area boundaries, the Joint Committee comments in detail on the areas proposed for inclusion in the revised boundaries for both villages and, in particular, considers that the proposed inclusion of land to the south of St Michael's Church and the Castle in Amberley is unnecessary and confuses the purpose and meaning of the boundary.  As explained in paragraphs 3.2 - 3.4 above, the Council does not accept these views and believes that the Joint Committee has fundamentally misunderstood the purpose and operation of the built-up area boundary designation.  The definition of built-up area boundaries to delineate the built form of villages does serve an important planning purpose as indicated in The Core Strategy, but they do not create an unencumbered presumption in favour of development or in some way encourage redevelopment proposals.  

4.2
With regard to the detailed consideration of the proposed extensions to the built-up area boundary for Amberley, the Council considers that the properties to the west of School Road are clearly part of the built form of the village at the 'gateway' entrance to the village; this is recognised to some extent by the Joint Committee.  The school and its grounds are also very much part of the built form of the village and are clearly distinguishable from the countryside beyond; the suggestion that this recognition somehow makes development in the future more attractive is both misplaced and without foundation.  In the event of any future closure of the school (which would continue to be resisted strongly) the future use of the whole site would need to be considered accordingly against all the relevant material considerations.  Similarly, the revised boundary east of the High Street and south of East Street is appropriate in order to recognise the clear physical demarcation of the built form of the villages (the properties and their curtilages) from the countryside beyond.  The Council also considers that the churchyard south of the Church and the area south of The Castle are closely related to the built form of the village, and are clearly recognisable as such, rather than the more open countryside beyond.  The importance of these areas to the setting of the Conservation Area and Listed Buildings is fully recognised and the definition of the built-up area boundary does nothing to change this; it does, however, distinguish their role and function in a consistent manner with other defined built-up areas.  It is not accepted that this definition confuses the purpose and meaning of the boundary; on the contrary it is the Joint Committee which has done that with its assumption that inclusion within the boundary is tantamount to allowing some form of inappropriate development.  

4.3
With regard to the revised built-up area boundary for Washington, there is some acceptance by the Joint Committee of the principle of including the properties west of School Lane, but not their curtilages.  Again, the proposed boundary represents a clearly defined demarcation between the predominantly built form of the village and the countryside beyond.  The same principle applies to the school site, with the Council's position being similar to that for Amberley's school.  The Joint Committee's fear of inappropriate redevelopment impacting on the character of the area at some stage in the future is quite simply misplaced and not a justification for failing to recognise the role and function of the whole school site within the built form of the village.

5.
Conclusions

5.1
The Council remains convinced that its consistent approach towards the definition of built-up area boundaries, and the revised boundaries for Amberley and Washington, is correct and justified.  The policy position has been rightly modified from one of a 'presumption in favour of development' to one which relates properly to the boundaries providing a clear distinction between the built form relating to a settlement, identified by recognisable boundaries on the ground, and the countryside beyond.  The proposed re-introduction of wholly artificial boundaries for Amberley and Washington would not reflect the reality on the ground or represent the appropriate distinction between the extent of the village and the more rural context or countryside beyond.  It would also be inconsistent with the approach adopted across the District and would not conform with the intentions for built-up area boundaries set out in the adopted Core Strategy.  The Joint Committee's concerns are based on a fundamental misunderstanding of the role of built-up area boundaries and are founded in unjustified fears about what might happen in certain circumstances; it appears to assume an absence of all the appropriate controls which continue to exist through the planning policies applying within built-up areas.  
5.2
The reversion of the built-up area boundaries for Amberley and Washington (with the exception of the Old Vicarage site in Amberley) to those shown on Inset Maps 27 and 35 of the Horsham District Local Plan 1997 would not comply with the relevant Tests of Soundness and would make the Site Specific Allocations of Land Document and Proposals Map less sound because:

· it would not be coherent and consistent with the Core Strategy (paragraph 4.34) (Test 6);

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