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LAND AT SOPERS LANE, STEYNING (ADS18)

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 changes to defined built-up areas 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 or changes 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 built-up area boundary change.  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:
· Effect on the AONB landscape, the gateway setting of Steyning (from Annington Road and the South Downs Way) and archaeological interest.
· Is the BUAB correct here?

2.
Site Description

2.1
The village of Steyning lies at the foot of the Sussex Downs.  It has an historic core but extensive areas of more modern housing estates on all sides.  The site at Sopers Lane lies at the southern most point of the existing built-up area boundary to the village and falls outside that boundary but within the boundary of the Sussex Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).

2.2
The site comprises an area of land of approximately 2.5ha and lies to the west of Kingsmead Close.  It fronts onto Sopers Lane which is a narrow single lane track serving Kingsmead Close, properties on the proposal site and some isolated properties beyond.  The Lane is a bridleway (BW 2292).  The residential properties on the proposal site comprise spacious detached dwellings set back from the road, some at a lower level, with many having mature landscaping to their road frontages.
2.4
The land to the south of the proposal site comprises gently undulating arable fields before meeting the rising scarp footslopes of the South Downs.  The long distance bridleway, the South Downs Way lies to the south and west. 

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.  The site also falls within the Sussex Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and is in an area proposed for inclusion in the South Downs National Park.  Steyning is classified as a Category 1 Settlement as set out in Core Strategy Policy CP5 (Built-up Areas and Previously Developed Land).
4.
Relevant Planning History

4.1
There are no relevant planning applications relating to the overall site at Sopers Lane, although there have been individual household extension applications, one of which was refused for the raising of the roof on the basis of its impact on the rural character and visual quality of the locality.
5.
Principal Issues

5.1 The principal issue in relation to this site is whether the built-up area boundary should be amended to include this site.  This is largely dependent upon an assessment of the character of the site and whether it is more akin to the built development to the east and north or whether its particular characteristics make it more rural in appearance.  
Effect on the AONB landscape, the gateway setting of Steyning (from Annington Road and the South Downs Way)
5.2
The site is not visible from Annington Road; however, long distance views can be obtained from the South Downs Way.  From here, the existing development on the site is quite visible as the land falls away from the rear of the properties and it appears to almost sit on a ‘ridge’.  It also has the appearance of ribbon development as there is no development immediately to the north which results in it being viewed almost in isolation from the main settlement and hence appearing more prominent in the landscape.  The inclusion of this site within the built-up area boundary could imply that further development of this land is acceptable in principle when in fact it is the impact of any development on the character of the area and the visual quality of the AONB which is paramount.  It is therefore maintained that the site is more appropriately located outside the built-up area in the interests of preserving its existing character.
Archaeological interest
During house building in Maudlyn Parkway in 1959-1960, on the north side of Sopers Lane, a number of human burials were found, along with medieval pottery and rubbish pit. The burials are apparently Christian, and thought to be from the graveyard of the 13th- to 14th-century male lepers’ Hospital of St Mary Magdalene, Bidlington, later an almshouse (until 1535). The medieval Hospital building is likely to have adjoined the cemetery, and may have been situated in the back gardens of nos. 23 and 24 Maudlyn Parkway but the full extent of the medieval Hospital and burial ground remains to be ascertained. 
Sopers Lane existed as a trackway in 1806-7 (draft Ordnance Survey map), and if it also existed in the Middle Ages, the Hospital may most feasibly have fronted the Lane. It is possible that the Hospital and cemetery extended across to the southern side of Sopers Lane although the balance of probability is that they were situated wholly on the north side of Sopers Lane. 

Given the archaeological and historical significance of the medieval Hospital and burial ground, and the ethical sensitivities and legal requirements involved in discoveries of human remains care should be taken in respect of any development along the Lane in case the Hospital site did extend across Sopers Lane. 

It would therefore be necessary, should any development proposal come forward for a trial archaeological investigation to be carried out prior to determination of any planning proposals, to ascertain whether any remains of the Hospital and burials are present, and to allow a suitable mitigation of impact strategy to be prepared.
Is the BUAB correct here?


As previously described, the existing development within this proposal area is of a lower density than that to the east in Kingsmead Close, and on the north side of Sopers Lane.  There is also a very different character to this part of the lane.  On approaching from the east, there are open views the estate development of Kingsmead Close after which the lane narrows, and a combination of mature landscaping, the existing topography and the dwellings being set back from the lane gives a distinctly more rural ambience to the proposal site.  Additionally, the site is seen in the context of its setting within the Sussex Downs when seen from both within the settlement and from long distance views towards Steyning.  Given these particular characteristics, it is submitted that this site is more appropriately located outside the built-up area boundary. 

6.
Response to Representations

6.1
Mr Richard Maile (1905) refers to the built up area boundaries in the Steyning, Bramber and Upper Beeding Local Plan 1978-1988 and to an earlier draft of the South Downs National Park boundary.  It is submitted that these boundaries are out of date and should not affect the consideration of the issues as set out in this statement.
6.2
The built-up area boundary on the Proposals Map 2006 reflects that which was set out in the Horsham District Local Plan 1997.  Whilst the amendment was included in the Issues and Options document for consultation, it was not carried forward into the Preferred Options due to the reconsideration of the boundary having regard to the rural nature of the site.
7.
Conclusions

7.1 The Council opposes the inclusion of this site within the built-up area boundary and submits that, given the particular characteristics of the site and its location in the AONB, it is considered more appropriately maintained outside the built-up area.

7.2
The inclusion 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 approach in all the circumstances (Test 7).

_1211359827.bin

