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LAND NORTH OF RECTORY LANE, ASHINGTON (ADS3)

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 issue and question for Examination identified by the Inspectors, which is as follows:
· What are the exceptional circumstances that justify a recommendation other than one in conformity and consistent with the Core Strategy, as indicated under tests of soundness 4 and 6?

2.
Site Description

2.1
The site is located at the north western edge of the village of Ashington.  It forms an L-shaped area of land extending westwards from Ivy Lane and wrapping around the rear of properties in Rectory Close and Rectory Lane to the south. The site abuts the existing built-up area boundary and has an area of about 2.15ha.
2.2
With the exception of the access point off Ivy Lane, the site forms part of the open countryside which extends to the west and north of the existing built-up area. The northern part of the site comprises Oakwood Copse, a heavily wooded area which is the subject of a Tree Preservation Order (TPO/1060). The remainder is composed of small fields bounded by mature hedgerows and small patches of woodland. 

2.3
Garden boundaries to dwellings principally in Rectory Close form the eastern and southern boundaries to the site. Trees protected by a Tree Preservation Order define the eastern site boundary (TPO/0811) and a public footpath (ROW 2491) runs north/south through the copse and along the eastern boundary. To the north beyond the copse and to the west is open countryside. 
3.
Existing Policy Designation

3.1
The site lies largely 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 access off Ivy Lane is within the built-up area.
3.2
Other than Ivy Lane, the site is also outside the built-up area of Ashington and is within the countryside as defined in the Horsham District Local Plan 1997.   
4.
Relevant Planning History

4.1
There is no planning history for this land.  However, in considering an objection to the non-allocation of land in this area (this site plus ADS 2 & 4) in the context of the provisions of the Horsham District Local Plan, the Inspector commented in his Report (December 2006):

“The objection site is an attractive area of countryside, with a pattern of small fields and hedgerows with mature trees, which is very important to the rural setting of the village.  Its value in landscape terms and relationship to the wider countryside is evident in views north-eastward from Rectory Lane and northward from the end of Sparrow Lane. It generally slopes gradually away from the village, and its more intimate character makes it a sensitive area of countryside, where built development would have a harmful impact…………  
I therefore consider that the development of the objection land would be an unacceptable incursion into the countryside in a manner unrelated to the existing pattern of development, and would result in serious harm to the appearance of a pleasant rural area which makes an important contribution to the setting of Ashington.” (paragraphs 5.3.257 & 5.3.258)
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 if so, whether this site should be allocated at this stage, given the particular characteristics 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 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 addition, under Policy CP5 of the Core Strategy Ashington is indicated as a 


Category 2 settlement where any development should be small-scale and 


should address specific local needs.  This principle is carried through in 


relation to additional greenfield allocations under Policy CP8.  No local need 


sufficient to justify the allocation and development of this land has been 


identified.  The confirmed local housing need from the Ashington Housing 


Needs Survey 2007 will be addressed through the release of the Meiros Farm 


site, which is in a more appropriate and accessible location with minimal 


impact on the character of the area or the local environment.  It would be 


inappropriate and contrary to the objectives of Policies CP5 and CP8 to 


release this land for residential development in the absence of the 


substantiated local needs being met.
5.4
In the light of the above context, it is submitted that there is no need for additional greenfield sites to be included within the built up area boundary.   Furthermore, there are a number of site specific issues as outlined below which indicate that this site is not suitable for residential development.  

Effect on character of area and existing trees
5.5
The site boundaries to the existing built-up area are generally well defined by trees and vegetation and given that visually, the site forms part of a larger area of relatively flat open countryside which extends to the west and north, it is not considered that development of this land would form a natural or logical extension to the existing built-up area. Development of this site therefore represents undesirable encroachment into the countryside to which there are no clearly defined boundaries to create a satisfactory edge and limit further development. The provision of a new landscape buffer on the western side of the site would not be a satisfactory solution in these circumstances.

5.6 
There is no obvious access to the site. Ivy Lane is a rural lane which ends at Oakwood Copse. Removal of part of the copse to provide a new road into the site would be likely to result in the loss of trees of amenity value and would harm the rural character of the area and the amenities of existing residential properties at the northern end of Rectory Close.


Access
5.7 
Given the limited options available for access to the site, it is not clear how access would be achieved in a way that would be acceptable in highway safety and capacity terms. 

5.8
In this context, development of the site for housing would result in a development that would not be integrated well into the existing village and would extend estate development into the open countryside with potentially unsatisfactory and restricted access arrangements.

6.
Response to Submitted Statement
6.1
Independent Town Planning Services (2026) submit that the Council’s adopted Core Strategy in relation to development within Category 2 settlements does not follow guidance set out in PPS3. They consider that there are exceptional circumstances to justify release of land on the edge of Category 2 settlements to meet housing targets having regard to PPS3.  
6.2
The Council has already commented briefly on this issue earlier in this statement. In particular, the implications of PPS3 and the contribution to be made by development in Category 2 settlements to the overall housing land supply in the District is outlined in the Council’s overall Position Statement and in the Response Statement on Matter 1.  

7.
Conclusions

7.1 The Council opposes the inclusion of this site within the built-up area boundary and a specific allocation of the site 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 and no local need has been identified in accordance with Policies CP5 and CP8.  Furthermore, the development of this site would have implications for the landscape character of Ashington and the wider countryside having regard to the existing policy context.  
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, 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 CP1, CP5 and CP8 (Test 6);

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