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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 this Alternative Development Site and to address the issues raised in the submitted representations in support of, or against, the suggested allocation.  
2.
Site Description

2.1
The site comprises ‘Vinalls Business Centre’ a group of small scale industrial/commercial buildings situated around the site boundaries with a central parking area accessed directly from Nep Town Road. The site is located within the defined built up area and the conservation area. It has an area of 0.26ha.

2.2
The surrounding area is mainly residential in character. The site is adjoined on its boundaries by residential properties in Nep Town Road, Nep Close to the east and Windmill Lane to the west.

3.
Existing Policy Designation

3.1
The site is located within the built up area of Henfield as defined in the adopted Core Strategy 2007 and the Proposals Map 2006. Henfield is a Category 1 settlement as defined under Policy CP5 of the Core Strategy.
4.
Relevant Planning History

4.1
There is no relevant planning history specifically in relation to this site. 
4.2
Of relevance is the planning history relating to Henfield Business Park. The main points are that:
a) Outline planning permission was granted for the Business Park in 1990. This was subject to a legal agreement which divided the Business Park into 2 parts, Area A and Area B and included an additional area of land to the east described as the ‘yellow’ land;

b) The principle of commercial development on Areas A and B for the relocation of badly sited uses were established by subsequent permissions and these areas have been developed but planning permission has not been granted for any development on the ‘yellow’ (greenfield) land;

c) The original legal agreement seeks to ensure that best endeavours are used to procure the use of the Nep Town Road site for no purpose other than a Funeral Directors business or for residential purposes after 28th February 2005. Following planning permissions granted for development on Area A, a further legal agreement restricts occupation of Area A to qualifying persons and part of the yellow land to R Vinall Builders Ltd and the remaining part of the yellow land to qualifying persons.
5.
Principal Issues

5.1 The principal issue in relation to this site is whether this area of land is required for housing to fulfil the requirements of Policy CP4 of the adopted Core Strategy and if so, whether this site should be allocated at this stage, given the particular characteristics and present use of the site, without a proper assessment of other possibly more appropriate sites.  

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 previously developed land or 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 relation to the existing employment use of the site, Policy CP11 of the Core Strategy aims to ensure that a range of locations, types and sizes of employment premises and sites are provided to meets the needs of the local economy. It states that more efficient use should be made of existing sites and premises which are not fully used because they are unsuited to modern business needs. Policy CP11 also makes it clear that the loss of existing employment sites will not be permitted where there retention is justified by the need to protect the stock of premises in the area and minimise the development of greenfield sites.
5.4 In this respect, the site is located within a Category 1 settlement within a relatively sustainable location. The industrial units provide accommodation for small businesses and appear well occupied. Whilst the site is located within a largely residential area, the commercial uses do not appear to be causing any significant nuisance or loss of amenity for nearby residential occupiers. In these circumstances, it is not considered that an allocation of the site for mixed use development comprising B1 units and affordable residential units is necessary or desirable. 
6.
Response to Submitted Statements
6.1
The Statement submitted by Brett Incorporated (2084) contends that the strategy on employment provision is not sound; additional employment floorspace is required in Henfield and that the extension to the Business Park is the only realistic option; and finally that the deletion of an allocation on this site from the Preferred Options was unsound. The following paragraphs address these three points in order.
6.2
The approach to employment provision within the District is set out in the adopted Core Strategy (2007) (CDHor2) and was found to be sound by the Inspectors in their report on the examination into the Core Strategy. Policy CP10 is clear under point ii that provision is made for development on existing sites including extensions to existing buildings or to sites within the boundaries of an existing industrial estate, redevelopment or intensification of use. Taken with Policy CP11, the adopted Core Strategy policy approach promotes the retention of the existing site and if appropriate, improvement and enhancement  through extension/refurbishment or redevelopment. The proposed development does not comply with this provision. 
6.3
The Council’s views with regard to the proposed expansion of Henfield Business Park are set out in the Response Statement for ADS30. In relation to the linkage between Vinalls and Henfield Business Park, the Council was unable to secure the relocation of the firm as originally envisaged by the outline planning permission and associated legal agreement. In preparing the SSAL DPD, it was concluded that more recent planning policies required a re-evaluation of the sustainability of the site, as well as the different circumstances relating to the relocation needs of the local firm. The Council was convinced that there was insufficient justification for the release of that land and that remains the position.
6.4
In relation to the deletion of the allocation at Nep Town Road being unsound, the Issues and Options Preliminary Consultation document (June 2004) and SSAL Preferred Options document (February 2005) identified this site for 13 dwellings. However, as set out in the Statement of Compliance (Regulation 28 Statement, document 6 in the Self Assessment Toolkit –CDHor27) for the SSAL, it was evident from the consideration of consultation responses that there was concern over the redevelopment of commercial sites, the loss of employment uses and increasing travel to work times.  For the reasons set out in section 5 above, it was not therefore considered appropriate to continue with the proposal to allocate this site for mixed use development.
7.
Conclusions

7.1 The Council opposes the allocation of this site for mixed use within the SSAL DPD. It has been demonstrated that there is no need to allocate additional previously developed land sites at this stage to meet the housing need indicated in Policy CP4. The Council considers that the policies of the adopted Core Strategy (2007) and the General Development Control Policies DPD provide the most appropriate mechanisms to deal with any planning applications for employment development or limited mixed use development within the plan period. 

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 PPS1 and PPS7, by virtue of its location and potential impacts (Test 4);

· the allocation of this site would not be coherent and consistent with the Core Strategy particularly Policies CP10 and CP11 (Test 6);

· The allocation would fail to represent the most appropriate in all the circumstances, having considered the relevant alternatives (Test 7). 
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