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LAND SOUTH OF CHANCTONBURY VIEW, HENFIELD (ADS26)

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:
· Effect on the landscape setting of Henfield, including tree preservation and views from rights of way.
· Nature conservation, drainage and water supply.

· Suitability of access.

· Agricultural land quality.

2.
Site Description

2.1
The site comprises a wedge shaped parcel of land of approximately 2.1ha, located on the south west side of the village of Henfield.  Its northern boundary abuts the existing built up area, the edge of which is defined be the rear gardens of the properties in Chanctonbury View.  The western boundary is delineated by a field boundary including mature trees; a public footpath also runs along this boundary in a north-south direction (FP2560).  To the south lies Sandy Lane, a single track rural lane which serves sporadic residential properties and a commercial nursery, Rushmear Nursery.  The lane also forms a public footpath (FP2563).  The land converges at its eastern end at the road frontage to Mill End/Dropping Holms.  Immediately to the east, on the eastern side of Sandy Lane, lies Henfield Conservation Area.
2.2
The site presently comprises open agricultural land which forms part of the gently undulating landscape on this side of Henfield.  The north western part of the site is the lowest part of the site with land rising quite significantly towards the east.  The former railway line, now a long distance bridlepath route is located to the west of the site, close to its south western corner.

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.  Henfield 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
None relevant but a smaller part of the site was considered by the Inspector who held the Local Plan Inquiry in 1995 and he recommended against the allocation of the land for any development.
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 no need for additional greenfield sites to be included within the built up area boundary.   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. 

Effect on the landscape setting of Henfield, including tree preservation and views from right of way.
5.3 Although this site is relatively well screened by existing mature trees which protect it from longer distance views, it is prominent in its local context due to the topography of the site.  In this respect, views of the site are readily available from public rights of way particularly from the south-west and north-west corners of the site.  From these locations the land can be seen to rise quite significantly towards the east and, if developed, would result in a form of development which would be visually prominent and represent an urban incursion into the countryside unrelated to the existing settlement pattern.

5.4 The site is also visible at its eastern end where it meets Mill End/Dropping Holms.  At this point, the land, being in agricultural use, provides a rural setting to the village and acts as a buffer between the rural nature of Sandy Lane and the horticultural uses to the south from the suburban development in Chanctonbury View to the north.  From this perspective, any residential development would diminish this role and appear as an intrusion of urban development into the countryside.
5.5 A smaller part of this site was considered by an Inspector at the Local Plan Inquiry in respect of the previous development plan; the Horsham District Local Plan 1997.  The Inspector concluded that the site was not suitable for development due to its particular characteristics and setting.  He commented that:

“The objector proposes the development of the north western part of the site (about 1ha) with the remainder being landscaping or public open space.  Although the suggested housing would occupy the lowest part of the site, I consider it would result in a prominent extension of the built up area into the countryside.  The recent housing at Chanctonbury View relates well to the pattern of development to the west, along Lower Station Road and Dropping Holms, and is not unduly intrusive in views towards the village.  The proposal would represent an incongruous extension of this relatively inoffensive development, beyond what I consider to be a well defined boundary of the built up area.  Trees to the west and rising ground to the east would afford some degree of screening but would not effectively reduce the seriously harmful effect of the proposed development on the wider countryside to the south and south west.”
5.6 It is submitted that this larger site, which is more visually prominent, would exacerbate the harmful effects identified by this Inspector.

5.7 The site itself does not contain any trees; however, there are a number of mature trees to the boundaries of the site.  Any development would have to meet BS5837: Trees in Relation to Construction in terms of the distance of development from trees to ensure their retention.
 

Nature conservation, drainage and water supply

5.8
The indicative flood plain map shows the site not to be at risk from flooding.  

There is no indication from Southern Water that appropriate drainage or a water supply could not be provided to any development on the site.

5.8 The Sussex Biodiversity Records Centre has records of the following species on this site:

Water Vole (2005)

Grass snake (1992)

Adder (1992)

Slow worm (1991)

Common Lizard (1991).


Suitability of access

5.9
A transport assessment has not been submitted for the development of this site.  Without detailed information relating to the point of access, sustainability and accessibility the Highway Authority (West Sussex County Council) cannot support the site based on the limited information currently submitted.

5.10
Any subsequent planning application would be required to be supported by a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit, Transport Assessment or Statement and associated Travel Plan.  If any transport assessment highlights issues that cannot be addressed in terms of safety, capacity or sustainable access then the Highway Authority would object to the development of this site.

Agricultural land quality

5.11
The site comprises Grade 2 agricultural land (according to the land classification information prepared by the Agricultural Development Advisory Service of MAFF with the assistance of the Soil Survey of England and Wales 1972).  Planning Policy Statement 7 requires Local Planning Authorities to take the presence of the best and most versatile land into account alongside other sustainability considerations in considering land for development.  The Council therefore submits that the development of this Grade 2 land, in the absence of any clear identified need for additional housing sites, would be contrary to this advice.  Should the need arise for additional housing sites, the approach outlined in paragraph 5.2 for the preparation of a Reserve Housing Sites DPD would be the most appropriate method for assessing the most suitable sites.  This site would then need to be assessed against other available sites within the District which may be of a lower land classification, to meet the objectives of PPS7.
6.
Response to Representations

6.1
Lee Evans Planning on behalf of the Trustees of CH Smith (2079) submits that greenfield development sites will be required to meet the spatial objectives of the Core Strategy; that the Core Strategy is not flexible enough to deal with changing circumstances; that this site is in a sustainable location and deliverable and less harmful than the allocated site north of Henfield (AL13).
6.2
In response, the Council emphasises its statements made here and in the Council’s Overall Position Statement and the Response Statement on Matter 1 with regard the issue of housing land supply.  There is flexibility in the Core Strategy for additional allocations should these prove necessary either through its early review or by the production of a Reserve Housing Sites DPD.  The Council’s position on the site at Parsonage Farm/St. Peter’s Meadow (AL13) is clearly set out in the response statement on Matter 3 – Greenfield Sites/AL13.  That Response Statement confirms that the site is suitable and sustainable for development in the form and at the scale indicated, having previously been part of a wider allocation for development to deliver a range of local community benefits, and is capable of being delivered over the next five years as a further phase of the existing development in that location.  The Council maintains that it is preferable to this site which is unsatisfactory for all the reasons set out in Section 5 of this statement.

6.3
With regard to landscape setting, the respondent claims that the development of this site would result in a ‘rounding off’ of built development.  On the contrary, the Council maintains that this would represent an unnecessary urban extension into the countryside demonstrated by the fact that only one side of the side will abut existing built development.  The visual impact of the development of a smaller part of this site has already been acknowledged by a previous Local Plan Inspector.

6.4
The ecological scoping survey submitted by the respondent confirms that the site margins are potential habitats for bats, reptiles, nesting birds and dormouse.  The report is inconclusive on the location and proliferation of such species, possibly due to the time of year it has been carried out, and it suggests further survey work would be required.  What is clear is that the field margins represent valuable habitat and the records from the Sussex Biodiversity Record Centre confirm the presence of protected species.  The puncturing of the northern boundary to provide access to this site would severe this wildlife corridor and the impact of this would have to be assessed.  Furthermore, the development potential of the site could be curtailed by the need to provide minimum distances to ensure preservation of existing habitats.  
6.5
Henfield Parish Council (2351) 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, there would be implications for the landscape setting of Henfield and for the general character of the countryside should this site be developed for residential development. 
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 Policies CP5 and CP8 (Test 6);

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