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Land South of Bramber (ADS16)

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 issues and questions for Examination identified by the Inspectors, which are as follows:

· The extent of the site

· How would the objective of reducing the need to travel be satisfied?

· Flood risk, nature conservation, archaeology, drainage, water supply, traffic and access

· Effect on the AONB landscape setting of Bramber and its Conservation Area

· Evidence of local need and the ability to deliver affordable / self build housing.

2.
Site Description

2.1
A 23ha greenfield, river valley site, predominantly grassland with a limited number of trees and shrubs.  The site is located north of the A283 and south of the village of Bramber.
3.
Existing Policy Designation

3.1
The site lies outside the built up area as defined in The Core Strategy 2007 and Proposals Map 2006.  It therefore lies within an area which is designated as countryside.  The site also lies within the South Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and flood zone 3 (a high risk of flooding from rivers of the sea), and abuts the Bramber Conservation Area.
4.
Relevant Planning History

4.1
Land South of Bramber has been promoted throughout the progression of the Local Development Framework; however, no relevant planning applications have been submitted.  An Article 4 Direction was confirmed by the Secretary of State on the land on the 24th July 2003 to require permission to be sought for the erection of gates, walls etc in order to enclose parcels of the land and to hold markets or motor car / motorcycle racing.
5.
Principal Issues

5.1 The Council submits that any form of residential development on this site would be unnecessary and result in significant environmental damage.  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.  Furthermore, there are a number of constraints on this site which, if developed, could result in significant adverse environmental consequences which would override any more general housing development requirement considerations.

5.2
A number of issues were identified by the Inspectors and these will be addressed individually in the following paragraphs.
5.3
The extent of the site – Godfrey Chapples Limited (1792) state in its Hearing Statement that the site is 10ha in size.  This is incorrect; the site is almost 23ha in size as confirmed in the concept report attached to its statement.
5.4
It is proposed by the Godfrey Chapples Limited that the site would accommodate around 320 homes; however, this would be at a density some way below the level normally expected.  The Council estimates that at a minimum density of 35 dwellings per hectare (and assuming as a base line figure that 2/3rds of the site would be used for residential development), this site would be expected to accommodate around 540 homes.  This is a wholly inappropriate location for this level of development and does not comply with the Core Strategy objective of small greenfield allocations that assist in the evolution of rural communities by meeting identified needs.

5.5
How would the objective of reducing the need to travel be satisfied? – Godfrey Chapples Limited proposes 4 shops within the site to reduce the need to travel.  Whilst this is welcomed in theory, it is felt in practice, that they would be financially unviable given the relatively large population needed to sustain even a single local / corner shop and that the Council would be unwise to assume, as part of an assessment of the sustainability of the site, that this would take place.  In addition this is a simplistic approach to reducing the need to travel and does not recognise that people travel for a variety of reasons, much of which is more than just shopping.  There are many elements to a sustainable community that remain unaddressed by this proposal e.g. education, health, employment and recreation provision.
5.6
The Council welcomes and supports the potential working from home set out in the Hearing Statement, but again there is no guarantee that this would take place and it is considered that it would be unwise to permit an inherently unsustainable development on the basis of such a presumption.
5.7
Flood risk – The site is completely within flood zone 3 as set out in the SFRA.  The land is classified as having a high risk of annual flooding from river and sea, and floods regularly.  In line with the statements in PPS25 (CDNat16), development of this area could result in risk to life and substantial damage to property and possessions.  Annex D of PPS25 sets out the sequential and exception tests that should be applied to all stages of the planning process when it relates to areas of flood risk.  Paragraph D5 (PPS25) states that;


‘Only where there are no reasonably available sites in Flood Zones 1 or 2 should decision-makers consider the suitability of sites in Flood Zone 3, taking into account the flood risk vulnerability of land uses and applying the Exception Test if required.’


The Council considers that it has already allocated sufficient land to meet the requirements of the Core Strategy and that there is no need to consider further sites of this nature; in addition, even if a need were identified, taking on board the requirements of the sequential test, there are more suitable alternative locations within flood zones 1 and 2.  Godfrey Chapples Limited has not demonstrated that the alternatives have been examined and that this is the only available site, nor has it demonstrated that for residential development it has met the exception test set out in D9 of Annex D (PPS25).

5.9
The Environment Agency has supported the stance taken by the Council and has confirmed that no development should take place within this identified floodplain.  In addition, although it has not specifically commented on the proposal the Council can not it them supporting the raising of such a large piece of land, as proposed by Godfrey Chapples Limited, to a height above the levels of tidal and river flooding, particularly given the surface water drainage issues involved.
5.10
Nature conservation – Information supplied by the Sussex Biodiversity Records Centre show that in the last 5 years there have been recorded sightings of Barn Owls, Skylarks, Lapwings, Common Snape, a Firecrest and Little Egret all of which are classified by the RSPB as Amber or Red species (i.e. they are under some form of threat and there has been a drop in population); in addition a number are protected under Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981.  Adjoining the site there have been records of Water Voles and Grass Snakes, it is likely that due to the number of brooks / streams that these species also exist on the site.  No detailed wildlife surveys have been undertaken but this shows an indication of the likely importance of the site for wildlife and particularly birds. 
5.11
Archaeology – The site of an ancient monument exists to the north of Bramber, but does not appear to affect the site itself.  No objections were raised by the County Archaeologist.
5.12
Drainage, water supply – Southern Water has not raised any objections to the site; however the Council considers that drainage in this location, where the water table will be high for most of the year, will be difficult and will result in serious issues in other places along the river.  It is difficult to envisage how any ‘holding pond’ could be constructed on raised ground.
5.13
Traffic and access – Only a limited traffic impact or access analysis has been undertaken by the agent or landowners.  It is proposed that the site be accessed from a new junction on the A283; in the absence of a full Transport Assessment the Council can not comment in detail on the suitability in highways terms of this proposal but would be concerned that this may result in an outward looking site with limited linkages to Bramber and Upper Beeding.
5.14
Effect on the AONB landscape and setting of Bramber and its Conservation Area - The Council submits that development of this site would be contrary to the landscape character objectives and management guidelines set out in the Horsham District Landscape Character Assessment (CDHor9).  The site is within the Lower Adur Valley Landscape Character Area characterised by a broad open flat bottomed valley with few hedgerows / hedgerow trees.  The assessment considers that sensitivity to change is high and the planning and land management guidelines include the need to conserve the open character of the floodplain, maintain cross valley views and to conserve and manage watermeadows.  Development in this area would be contrary to these objectives and therefore contrary to Core Strategy Policy CP1 (Landscape and Townscape Character) (CDHor2).
5.15
The site is also within the Sussex Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).  The South Downs Joint Committee believes that development of this valley bottom landscape would be prominent, intrusive and detrimental in scale and character to Bramber.  This opinion is supported by the Council; it is not considered that tree planting (which would be contrary to the character of this area), grassed concrete roadways and turfed roofs will reduce the impact of the development on the AONB.

5.16
This scale of development will also clearly impact on the setting of the Bramber Conservation Area.  Bramber is characterised by its linear nature and location on a higher piece of land constrained by the floodplain, linking Upper Beeding with Steyning.  This development would effectively result in the appearance of the coalescence of Bramber with Upper Beeding, removing this historic settlement pattern.
5.17
Evidence of local need and ability to deliver affordable / self build housing – Recent Housing Needs information indicates a need for about 13 affordable homes in Upper Beeding (Housing Needs Survey 2nd Stage Report – Upper Beeding Parish); these homes are for people from the Parish.  The Council acknowledges that across the District the need is far higher, but it is a matter of finding the right sites in the right locations to meet the needs of the Districts residents.  The majority of need is in the Horsham area and a large scale development in Bramber will therefore not meet this need.  

5.18
The self-build housing being suggested by many respondents in support of ADS16 does not fulfil the definition of affordable housing and would not help to meet the needs of the local community, many of the ‘owners’ are from outside the District and do not meet the criteria for local need.  The Council would in any case expect that 40% of the development should be affordable housing in line with Policy CP12 of the Core Strategy (approx 215 homes).  At present no such housing is being offered albeit that there is no need for such high levels in this area.  The Council has already established mechanisms for addressing local housing needs, and continues to progress with the allocation of small sites for local needs and works with Parish Councils on identifying exceptions housing sites.  In addition the involvement of a national house builder in the development of the site, as set out in paragraph 11 of Godfrey Chapples Limited, Hearing Statement would appear to contradict with the self-build objectives of the scheme.
6.
Response to Submitted Statements
6.1
The Council has responded in the preceding paragraphs to the majority of the points set out in the Hearing Statement submitted by Godfrey Chapples Limited (1792); however, on a final point the Council would question the involvement of the ‘River Adur Authority’ in any work on flood alleviation.  To the best of our knowledge there is no such organisation and the Environment Agency has already stated its objections to the proposals.
7.
Conclusions

7.1
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 be contrary to Test of Soundness 6, in that development of a site this large and in this location would not accord with the development principles set out in the Core Strategy. 
· It would be contrary to Test 7 in that development of the site would not represent the most appropriate in all circumstances as is clearly demonstrated in the Council’s responses to the Hearing Statement submitted by Godfrey Chapples Limited.
· It would be contrary to Tests 4 in that development would be contrary to various elements of national planning policy and other plans and strategies through its detrimental impact on the environment and limited sustainability.
7.2
The Council would wish to reaffirm its strong opposition to the allocation of this land for development.  It would be contrary to many of the policies and objectives of not just the Council but other significant bodies.  It would result in a large, unsustainable and environmentally damaging development in a particularly sensitive location.  The Council realises that many people have aspirations to build their own homes and have invested money in this land; there are clearly many plot owners who have been misled over the development potential of the land and although their aspirations may be genuine, the Council has to weigh these up against the environmental consequences of the proposals and the wishes and needs of the local community.  It is considered that development in this location would be completely unsuitable and the Council will continue to work to ensure that this land remains as open countryside for the foreseeable future.
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