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PIT AREA OF THAKEHAM TILES, SULLINGTON (ADS99)
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 or changes to defined built-up areas 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 or changes 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 built-up area boundary change.  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:
· is the built-up area boundary correct here?

· suitability of access

· loss of open area and woodland

· compliance with Village Design Statement
2.
Site Description

2.1
The site is located on the southern side of Rock Road, to the east of the village of Storrington.  It is located within an area known as Heath Common, which is characterised by low density residential development set amongst mature landscaping and woodland and served mostly by private single track lanes.  The site itself reaches back from Rock Road a significant distance and has two parts to its character.  The northern part of the site contains the buildings and storage areas associated with the manufacturing, product storage, distribution and office uses.  At the southern end, on the site of a former pit which has been filled at some point in the past, there is an area used for the open storage and processing of aggregates imported onto the site.  Around this storage area is a large belt of mixed deciduous and coniferous woodland which is the subject of a Tree Preservation Order.  

2.2
A Site of Nature Conservation Interest is located to the south and south east of the site although it does not immediately abut the boundaries.  A public footpath linking Hillside Walk to the west with Bracken Lane to the east dissects the site in an east-west direction (FP2625). 

3.
Existing Policy Designation

3.1
The southern part of the site, comprising the open aggregate storage area and the surrounding woodland, is located 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.
3.2
The previous Local Plan for this area was the Horsham District Local Plan 1997.  The built-up area boundary defined on that Proposals Map was the same as currently proposed.  At the start of the process of reviewing the Local Plan, an Issues and Options document was produced for preliminary consultation.  This suggested the inclusion of the southern part of the site within the built-up area to create a more logical boundary.  Following the consultation process, it was decided that the proposed change would not be carried forward and that the boundary would remain in its existing position.  As a result, the site was not carried forward into the Preferred Options document.  

3.3
Thakeham Tile Works falls within the area known as Heath Common.  The residents of Heath Common embarked upon the preparation of a Village Design Statement to define the characteristics of the locality in an attempt to provide an input into the planning process and thereby protect that character.  The document was produced and adopted as Supplementary Planning Guidance by this Council in January 1999.

4.
Relevant Planning History

4.1
It is understood that the manufacturing of roof tiles commenced on this site prior to the introduction of the first Planning Act with the introduction of building blocks and decorative products during the post-War years.  There are therefore no planning permissions relating to the original uses.  
4.2
As a result of the above, the owners in 2005, submitted an application for a Certificate of Lawfulness of Existing Use for the manufacture, storage and distribution of concrete products.  In 2006, a Certificate was issued for the use of the northern part of the site for the manufacture, storage and distribution of concrete products and associated office use and for the use of the "pit area" at the southern end of the site for the storage and processing of aggregates.

5.
Principal Issues

5.1
The principal issue in relation to this site is whether the built-up area boundary should be amended to include the southern part of the site within the boundary.  This is largely dependent upon an assessment of the character of this part of the site and whether it is more akin to the built development immediately surrounding it or whether its particular characteristics make it more rural in appearance.  


Is the built-up area boundary correct here?

5.2
The built-up area boundary on the Proposals Map 2006 reflects that which was set out in the Horsham District Local Plan 1997.  This delineation does result in the land holding of Thakeham Tiles being divided into two separate areas in terms of its character.  The Council submits that there are particular site characteristics which justify the site being separated in this way.  

5.3
As previously described, the northern part of the site, which lies within the built-up area, is where the permanent structures relating to the business are located.  There is a significant amount of built development on this part of the site which associates it with the surrounding built development.  The Council accepts that this land constitutes previously-developed land.  Whilst the southern part of the site may be associated with this land in terms of ownership and use, there are differences in the site characteristics which the Council considers warrants a separate designation.  In this respect, there are no permanent buildings on this land and the open storage of aggregates only utilises part of the site, with the most substantial part of it being woodland.  It is this woodland that the Council submits forms the principal characteristic of the site and certainly, to the numerous residents who live around the periphery of the site, this woodland has a rural feel and forms a buffer to the industrial processes within.  The importance of this woodland to the amenities of those properties has been recognised by the imposition of a Tree Preservation Order. 

5.4
The open area of the former pit does not in its own right, fall within the definition of previously-developed land and there is no requirement for such land to be included within the built-up area.  Such an inclusion could imply that further development of this land is acceptable in principle when in fact it is the impact of any development on the character of the area which is paramount.  It is therefore maintained that this part of the site is more appropriately located outside the built-up area and there is no reason to suggest that such designation would stifle the lawful business activities on the site.  Indeed, there has been no suggestion of a desire to redevelop this site for any other use which might justify its inclusion within the built-up area boundary.  


Suitability of access

5.5
As detailed above, this proposal is for an amendment to the built-up area and there is no indication from the site owner whether there is an intention to redevelop the land.  Currently, there is no separate access to this part of the site and therefore the only means of access is the main entrance onto Rock Road.  If any alternative development proposals were put forward by the land owner then a transport assessment would be required.  


Loss of open area and woodland

5.6
The Sussex Biodiversity Records Centre has a record of a common Pipistrelle bat on this land.  It is likely that this woodland has some nature conservation value even if this value is low, as there it is likely that the woodland acts as a wildlife corridor .    

5.7
Notwithstanding the above, the Council submits that it is not just the nature conservation value of the woodland that is important.  As described earlier, it is considered that the woodland provides an important amenity value and buffer to the numerous properties situated around the boundaries of the site.  Having protected the trees by the imposition of a Tree Preservation Order, the Council is unlikely to support the removal of any of these trees.  There is a concern that the inclusion of the site within the built-up area could imply a development potential for the site and resultant pressure to remove trees.  


Compliance with Village Design Statement

5.8
The Heath Common Village Design Statement principally provides guidance criteria to help inform the decision-making process on planning applications within the Heath Common area.  Whilst there is no particular development proposal for this site at the present time, the spirit of the guidance can be applied which aims, amongst other matters, to protect the particular character of the area.  Furthermore, with particular regard to the tile works, it does recognise that given the size and sensitivity of the site, any change in use would have a greater impact on the Heath Common area. 
6.
Response to Submitted Statements
6.1
DPDS Consulting on behalf of Thakeham Tiles Ltd (1989) submits that the built-up area boundary has been incorrectly drawn as it is claimed that the pit area of the site falls within the curtilage of the Thakeham Tiles industrial site.  The Council would reiterate that the definition of built-up area boundaries as set out in the Site Specific Allocations of Land Document and the Core Strategy which states that they identify the areas in the District of primarily built form, rather than countryside.  It is therefore maintained that the boundary is entirely appropriate given the location of the built development on this site as detailed in this statement.
6.2
It is further questioned by the Council whether the statement by the respondent that the use of the pit area is ancillary to the Thakeham Tiles use is correct as, the Certificate of Lawfulness of Existing Use separates the aggregate storage and processing area from the reminder of the site both in the description of the lawful uses and on the associated plan.  There has been a clear distinction between the two parts of the site in considering its lawfulness and it is maintained this is now reflected in the built-up area boundary designation.
6.3
It is noted that the ecological survey carried out on behalf of the respondent identifies the woodland on the site as being of low ecological value.  However, it does refer to its interlinkage with surrounding habitats, to it providing a buffer to the Heath Common SNCI to the south and to the fact that it helps maintain a more extensive area of wooded heath within the local area.  The Council therefore maintains that the woodland is of importance in the context of the locality and for the reasons set out in this statement should not be included within the built-up area boundary.
6.4
The respondents have made a number of additional points in their statement; however, the Council considers that the comments set out in Section 5 of this statement clearly address those issues and clearly set out the Council’s position.

7.
Conclusions

7.1 The Council opposes the inclusion of this site within the built-up area boundary.  The landowner has not submitted any justification in development terms for its inclusion and, therefore, given the particular characteristics of the site it is considered more appropriately maintained outside the built-up area.
7.2 The inclusion of this site in the built-up area boundary 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, by virtue of its location and potential 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 approach in all the circumstances (Test 7).
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