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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 and amendments to the built-up area boundary were put forward by respondents for consideration. These 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 alterations 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 these Boundary Changes 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 is as follows:
· What are the exceptional circumstances that justify a recommendation other than one in conformity and consistent with the Core Strategy and national policy, as indicated under tests of soundness 4, 6 and 7?

2.
Site Description

2.1
ADS 73, Gatefield Cottages, is a mainly wooded garden belonging to 4 Gatefield Cottage, which runs to the rear of several other gardens. A small watercourse, which is actually classified as a drain, flows through the garden. 
2.2
The area discussed under Spring Lane built-up area boundary, ADS 74, consists of gardens to the rear of three large properties with mature trees and hedgerow forming a boundary with the open fields to the south. 
3.
Existing Policy Designation

3.1
ADS 73 is currently defined as within the built-up area boundary and ADS 74 is predominantly within the built-up area boundary as shown in the Proposals Map September 2006, although two small parts to either side are outside of the built-up area boundary. The principles of the built-up area boundary are set out in the Adopted Core Strategy, with further details in the SSAL DPD. 
4.
Relevant Planning History

4.1
Neither of these sites were included within the built-up area boundary either in the 1997 Horsham District Local Plan, or the Issues and Options Document – Preliminary Consultation June 2004. ADS 74 was then largely included as within the built-up area boundary in the SSAL Preferred Options document, with ADS 73 being brought into the built-up area boundary at the Submission stage. There have been no relevant planning applications made on either site. 
5.
Principal Issues

5.1 The Council’s position on curtilages and built-up area boundaries is set out further in paragraph 3.8 of the Matter 1 Response Statement. In essence, the SSAL was prepared in accordance with PPG3, which has been consequently superseded by PPS3. It is not considered that the revised wording of PPS3 alters the fundamental approach of defining built up area boundaries by reference to physical boundaries which relate to the entire curtilage of homes and other buildings.  There is no reason in principle to amend certain built-up area boundaries to remove parts of existing curtilages as sought in some representations, although each case will still need to be examined on its merits in the context of local circumstances. In these cases, the areas concerned are clearly part of the curtilages to properties which relate to the built form of the village and to clearly recognisable boundaries.  

5.2
It is the intention of the Council to ensure a consistent approach has been taken to the identification of built-up area boundaries across the District in line with national policy. It should also be noted that being within the built-up area boundary does not necessarily signify that development will occur on the site; the Council has in place, in the Core Strategy and the General Development Control Policies, appropriate policy mechanisms to prevent development in inappropriate locations. Much of the concern in these cases appears to relate to the fear of potential future development rather than to the logic and justification for the consistent approach to the boundary definition. 
6.
Response to Submitted Statements
6.1
There were no Statements submitted on either for either of these proposals. 
7.
Conclusions

7.1 There has been no proven local justification for the reduction of the built-up area boundary in these two locations. The suggestion that inclusion within the built-up area will encourage inappropriate development is not justified.  Therefore, the Council opposes the reduction as it would not conform to PPS3 and the approach set out in the Adopted Core Strategy. 
7.2
The reduction of built-up area boundaries at these two locations 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 (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).
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