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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.  The Statement sets out the Council’s view on the likely key issue and question for Examination which it considers is as follows:
· What are the exceptional circumstances that justify a recommendation other than one in conformity with the Core Strategy, as indicated under Tests 4 and 6?

2.
Site Description

2.1
ADS 64, Land North of Faygate, includes Faygate Timber Yard, and then to the north existing larger-scale residential properties and their gardens along with wooded areas. The Timber Yard area adjoins the built-up area boundary of Faygate, which is a Category 2 settlement. ADS 65, the Timber Yard and Surrounding Area, also covers the Timber Yard (excluding the residential areas mentioned above) but extends to include the land to the west which are open grassed areas and wooded areas. 
3.
Existing Policy Designation

3.1
Both sites lie outside the built up area boundary as defined in The Core Strategy 2007 and Proposals Map 2006. They are therefore within an area which is designated as countryside. Furthermore, Faygate is covered by Policy DC23, of the General Development Control Policies DPD, which places it wholly within the Horsham – Crawley Strategic Gap, a policy which is in place to prevent actual and perceived settlement coalescence in accordance with Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy. 
4.
Relevant Planning History

4.1
The Timber Yard area of the site has been subject to two previous applications for residential development and assisted living units and associated care facilities, both of which were refused. A recent permission has been granted for a temporary office on the site. 
5.
Principal Issues

5.1 The Council submits that there is no current need to extend the built-up area boundary of Faygate. The Council presumes that any extension of the built up area boundary would potentially precipitate development proposals, which would place further pressure on the Horsham – Crawley Strategic Gap. 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 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.

5.2
In the light of the above context, it is submitted that there is no need for additional land to be included within the built up area boundary. A development proposal resulting would have to demonstrate a local need for this Category 2 settlement which has not been substantiated.    Furthermore, if this site was developed, it could result in significant encroachment on the Strategic Gap resulting in settlement coalescence, which would override any more general housing development requirement considerations in this location.
5.3
The timber yard is an appropriate use within a countryside location and its existence to the north of Faygate does not justify inclusion of the land, either in terms of the main operational area or the wider site, within the built-up area boundary of the village. The operator of the timber yard is a significant local employer and the loss of the site for any residential development would be a major concern. The part of the site(s) occupied by any buildings is limited and there is no logical basis to extend the built-up area boundary in the way suggested. Such an approach would present a wholly artificial representation of the extent of built-up area boundaries to ensure they are logical, consistent and reflect planning policy intentions. As stated in the Core Strategy 2007 (CDHor2), paragraph 4.34, they do not necessarily include all ‘developed areas’. 
6.
Response to Submitted Statements
6.1
No further Statements were submitted.
7.
Conclusions

7.1 The Council considers that because there has been no evidence of a local need to allocate these two sites for residential development; the extent of the proposed built-up area is not justified; and considering the surrounding Strategic Gap designation, there are no exceptional circumstances that justify a recommendation other than one in conformity with the Core Strategy.

7.2
The allocation of these sites 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 have regard to national planning policies, particularly PPS3 and PPS7, or to other relevant plans, policies and strategies relating to the area (Test 4). 

· the allocation of this site would not be consistent with the Adopted Core Strategy Policies (particularly CP5 and CP8) prepared by the Authority, and also the submitted General Development Control Policies policies, especially DC 23 (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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