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Abbreviations used in this Report  

¶

paragraph


2004 Act
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004

ADS

Alternative Development Site

AONB

Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty


BUAB

Built-up Area Boundary

CD

Core Document
CP

Core Policy

CS

Core Strategy

DC Policies
General Development Control Policies DPD
DPD

Development Plan Document

LDF

Local Development Framework

LDS

Local Development Scheme
LP

Horsham District Local Plan

PDL

Previously-developed land


PPG

Planning Policy Guidance Note

  3 – Housing, 2000 (cancelled November 2006)
  4 – Industrial and Commercial Development and Small Firms, 1992

13 – Transport, 2001

17 – Sport and Recreation, 1991

24 – Planning and Noise, 1994

PPS

Planning Policy Statement

  1 – Delivering Sustainable Development, 2005

  3 – Housing, 2006
  7 – Sustainable Development in Rural Areas, 2004
12 – Local Development Frameworks, 2004
25 – Development and Flood Risk, 2006
Regulations
Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004
RHS
Reserve Housing Sites DPD

RSS

Regional Spatial Strategy


SA

Sustainability Appraisal


SEP

South East Plan

SSAL 
Site Specific Allocations of Land DPD

SoS

Secretary of State


SPD

Supplementary Planning Document


Test

Test of Soundness (PPS12 ¶ 4.24)

Procedural 

1 – it has been prepared in accordance with the local development scheme

2 – it has been prepared in compliance with the statement of community involvement 

3 – the plan and its policies have been subjected to sustainability appraisal 

Conformity 

4 – it is a spatial plan which is consistent with national planning policy and in general conformity with the regional spatial strategy for the region . . . and it has properly had regard to any other relevant plans, policies and strategies relating to the area or to adjoining areas
5 – it has had regard to the authority's community strategy; 

Coherence, consistency and effectiveness 

6 – the strategies/policies/allocations in the plan are coherent and consistent within and between development plan documents prepared by the authority and by neighbouring authorities, where cross boundary issues are relevant

7 – the strategies/policies/allocations represent the most appropriate in all the circumstances, having considered the relevant alternatives, and they are founded on a robust and credible evidence base 

8 – there are clear mechanisms for implementation and monitoring

9 – the plan is reasonably flexible to enable it to deal with changing circumstances

1. Introduction

1.1 Under the terms of Section 20(5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (the 2004 Act), the purpose of the Independent Examination of a development plan document (DPD) is to determine (a) whether it satisfies the requirements of s19 and s24(1) of the Act, the regulations under s17(7), and any regulations relating to s36 concerning the preparation of the document; and (b) whether it is sound.

1.2 Following on from our Examination of the Core Strategy (CS) and its adoption by the Council in February this year, we have carried out an independent Examination into the statutory compliance and soundness of the Council’s Site Specific Allocations of Land Development Plan Document (SSAL).  The Examination
 was conducted by way of written representations and by hearing sessions held at Park North, Horsham.  We have had regard to the issues raised in all the representations duly made both on the DPD following its submission to the Secretary of State (SoS) and on the Alternative Development Sites & Boundary Changes published by the Council in January 2006.  Essentially, we have concentrated on the issues that go to the heart of whether this DPD is sound or not and thus the representations may not be specifically referred to in our Report.
1.3 This SSAL was submitted at the same time as the CS in November 2005.  The Council was in the forefront of preparing its Local Development Framework (LDF) under the 2004 Act and thus it has had to undertake pioneering work.  Whilst the decision at the time to submit both documents together is fully understandable, in the light of experience we believe it is now common ground that there are better ways of achieving progress.  The Council rightly wished to demonstrate that its CS was realistic and achievable by underpinning it with the detail contained in the submitted SSAL.  Another way of achieving this would have been to stop short of submitting the SSAL and rely on the Preferred Options document or a pre-submission draft of the SSAL as part of the evidence base.  The SSAL, amended if necessary, could then progress to submission following adoption of the CS.

1.4 Our agreement with the Council to first examine the CS now means that the SSAL must be considered in the light of the adopted CS.  Consequently a number of changes are required to satisfy Tests of Soundness 4 and 6 and these are set out, with others, in Annex A.  We are grateful to the Council’s officers for their positive and constructive response to the need for changes and the preparation of draft texts, often in collaboration with those who have made representations, and their publication on the Council’s website. 

1.5 It also has to be acknowledged that it is now approaching 2 years since the SSAL was submitted, setting out decisions made even longer ago following an extensive consultation period of “front loading” effectively commenced in 2002.  Since the CS and the SSAL were submitted, the Panel’s Report on the Draft Regional Spatial Strategy for the South East – The South East Plan (SEP) – and a new Planning Policy Statement 3, Housing, (PPS3) have been published, together with PPS25, Development and Flood Risk.  However, the SoS may not accept all the Panel’s recommendations on the SEP, and she will not be consulting on any proposed changes until early next year.  And whilst these PPSs are now material considerations, they were both published in their final form after the hearings into the CS had closed and clearly could not have been taken into account in decisions by the Council on the CS or the SSAL.  Our recommendations on the CS reflected this situation and also that we had neither read nor heard any evidence on these new statements.  However, we have considered the advice in both PPSs in our Examination of the SSAL. 
1.6 The national policies set out in PPS25 are relevant to sites included in the SSAL and we are confident that the General Development Control Policies DPD (DC Policies), when adopted, will contain the appropriate references to Flood Risk Assessments.  We find no need to duplicate this in the criteria relating to individual sites set out in this SSAL.

1.7 The long awaited Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment: Practice Guidance was published by the Department for Communities and Local Government near the end of the Examination process, well after the last of the hearing sessions.  It clearly could not have been taken into account in the preparation of the SSAL and we have not considered it in this Report.  However, as mentioned above, its parent document PPS3 has been taken into account. 
Review of the Core Strategy and preparation of a Reserve Housing Sites DPD (RHS)

1.8 The Council is fully committed to undertaking a review of the CS once the SEP has been finally published by the SoS, which is expected to be in the latter part of 2008.  The Council’s 2007 Local Development Scheme (LDS) confirms this commitment, with work already underway.  Submission to the SoS is envisaged in 2009, but will be subject to the progress of the SEP.  The LDS also confirms the early preparation of a RHS which will identify and prioritise further sites for residential development and their mechanism for release should annual monitoring show that development is not taking place at the rate required.  This is in line with ¶s 4.13 and 4.14 of our report on the CS and embodied in Policy CP 4, supported by ¶ 4.57 of the adopted CS.  The need to prepare a full Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment in line with the Practice Guidance referred to above should not hinder the preparation of the RHS as programmed in the current LDS where it would be of limited value:  its relevance will be in the review of the CS.
Our Overall Conclusion

1.9 Subject to the document being changed in accordance with Annex A: Schedule of Changes, we find the SSAL sound and recommend the Council to adopt the DPD.  The adopted SSAL will set out a satisfactory framework for the delivery of sites for housing, employment and other uses, subject to prompt action being taken on issues raised through rigorous annual monitoring.

1.10 In summary, the key changes we recommend are:

· the confirmation of Policy AL 14 Centre of Rural Excellence at Brinsbury, but the deletion of the employment allocation and Inset Map 26;

· the deletion of Policy AL 6 RMC Engineering Works, Washington as an allocation for some 75 dwellings in the second half of the plan period;

· the deletion of Policy AL 1 sites at Oddstones, Stane Street, Pulborough and Greenfield Depot, Upper Beeding.

Our Approach
1.11 Our starting point, in accordance with Government policy, is that the SSAL is presumed sound unless it is shown to be otherwise as a result of the evidence considered at the Examination (PPS12 ¶ 4.24).  The term “Examination” refers to the whole period from the submission of the DPD to the dispatch of this binding Report to the Council.  

1.12 Our Report firstly deals with the statutory requirements under s20 of the 2004 Act, including the procedural Tests of Soundness (1 to 5) set out in PPS12 ¶ 4.24.  The Report goes on to consider whether the SSAL makes adequate provision for the housing elements identified in Policy CP 4, excluding the strategic proposals at Crawley and Horsham.  The appropriateness of sites allocated under Policies AL 1 to AL 20 is then considered, followed by examination of the Alternative Development Sites (ADSs) put forward by those seeking a change to the DPD.  Some 107 ADSs remained to be considered at the close of the hearing sessions and we considered whether any of these are more appropriate than sites allocated in the SSAL.  About two-thirds of these clearly do not comply with the CS and so we have considered these as a group.  We then examined those ADSs with a potential to comply with the CS, normally those well related to Category 1 Settlements.  We conclude with the topic of monitoring and any remaining outstanding matters.

1.13 Full details of the changes required to make the SSAL sound are set out for ease of reference in Annex A: Schedule of Changes.   In some cases, in the interests of simplicity, we have recommended the deletion and replacement of substantial blocks of text, even though the changes are relatively modest and much of the existing text is retained.  Annex A also contains changes to delete text which was relevant when the DPD was submitted to the SoS, but now requires updating in anticipation of adoption.
1.14 As mentioned in ¶ 1.4 above, during the course of the Examination the Council put forward a number of suggested changes to the SSAL.  These are mainly based on the representations made by various parties, the need to remove duplication as a result of policies in the DC Policies DPD (which was submitted to the SoS in September 2006) or of national planning policies, or to update and bring the SSAL into line with the CS, and so are necessary for soundness.  These were either sent to all those present at the hearing sessions for their comments, or were published on the Council's web site.  Nearly all of the Council’s suggested changes are either minor changes of policy wording, additions or deletions of text, or are otherwise editorial in nature.  They do not alter the basis of the SSAL and so we are satisfied that a fresh Sustainability Appraisal (SA) is not required.

1.15 Whilst we have attempted to identify as many consequential amendments as possible that may follow from our recommendations, issues of consistency may arise.  In the event of any doubt, we are content for such matters, including paragraph and Policy numbering, plus any minor spelling or grammatical points to be amended by the Council so long as the underlying meaning of the DPD is not altered.
Procedural and Conformity Soundness Tests

2. Tests 1 to 5
Test 1 – Consistency with the Local Development Scheme

2.1 The SSAL is properly identified in the Council’s approved LDS (CDHor16).  It has been prepared in accordance with the principles and profile set out in the LDS.  Therefore, we conclude that this Test is satisfied.

Test 2 – Compliance with the Statement of Community Involvement (SCI)
2.2 Initially, the Council did not consult all adjoining parish councils as required under Regulations 25/26 and its now adopted SCI (CDHor14).  However, it subsequently consulted these parish councils at the submission stage under Regulation 28, and none replied.  Given this, we agree with the Council that there was no substantial prejudice to these councils.
2.3 It is evident from the documents submitted by the Council, including the Regulation 28 and 31 Statements and its Self Assessment paper, that the Council has met the other Regulation requirements.  We conclude that Test 2 is met.

Test 3 – Sustainability Appraisal
2.4 The Council has carried out a process of SA and so the SSAL meets Test 3.   We remind the Council of the possible need to amend the SA at adoption to include the alternative site SAs prepared by respondents during the Examination (see Regulation 36, the box after ¶ 4.30 in PPS12, and ¶ 3.5.10 of the SA Guidance).

Test 4a – A Spatial Plan, having regard to other relevant plans
2.5 In its allocation of sites for specific purposes the Council requires information from a wide range of other bodies.  We find no clear evidence that the relevant plans, policies and strategies of other stakeholders have not been properly coordinated with the SSAL proposals.  We conclude below that the SSAL is, or can be made, coherent and consistent with the adopted CS.  We are satisfied that Test 4a is met.

Test 4b – Consistent with national planning policy

2.6 Except in the circumstances specifically justified below, we find the DPD consistent with national policy, satisfying this Test.

Test 4c – General Conformity with the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS)

2.7 By letter dated 16th December 2005, the South East England Regional Assembly has confirmed the SSAL’s general conformity with the published RSS (RPG9), so Test 4c is met.

Test 5 – Regard to the Community Strategy

2.8 As in our examination of the CS, we have no compelling reasons to doubt that proper regard has not been paid to the Council’s Community Strategy.  We believe Test 5 is satisfied.

European sites

2.9 An “Appropriate Assessment” had been carried out as required by Article 6 (3) of Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Fauna and Flora (Habitats Directive).  There are European Sites within and beyond the District boundary, but the latter are generally too far away to be significantly impacted by proposals arising from this Plan.  Regarding the Arun Valley Special Protection Area, the Council considered that the SSAL is unlikely to significantly affect water quality or cause air pollution.  We find no reason to disagree.

Coherence, Consistency and Effectiveness Soundness Tests

3. Does the Housing Provision comply with the Core Strategy?
3.1 The adopted CS at Policy CP 4 makes provision for at least 10,575 homes and associated infrastructure in the period 2001-2018.  Strategic allocations West of Crawley (this being an area of search) and West of Horsham were included in the CS for some 4,500 dwellings.  This Report thus concentrates on the provision of the remaining new homes over the same period, of which 2,200 had been built and 1,390 committed or agreed for release up to March 2005.  Thus to be sound under Test 6 this DPD, amongst other things, needs to make provision for 2,485 homes in the period 2005-2018.

3.2 Table 1 in the SSAL, updated to a 1st April 2005 base date in our recommended Changes in Annex A to this Report, reveals that previously developed land (PDL) is expected to accommodate 2,250 homes and small scale greenfield allocations need to provide for a further 235 dwellings by 2018.  The actual provision in this latter category is 255 homes, a theoretical surplus of 20 dwellings.

3.3 The updated Policy AL 1 lists those PDL sites that could accommodate 10 or more dwellings in the period up to 2018, totalling just over 1,400 units.  However, as discussed below we find 3 of these sites unsound and so the total in Policy AL 1 falls to some 1,280 dwellings.  The deliverability of some of these sites was called into question during the Examination but on balance we find the Council’s knowledge of its area more convincing.  That said, there are clear examples where little progress has been achieved over many years and the Council may now have to take a much more proactive approach to maintaining housing delivery in accordance with the CS.  This would include the use of its statutory powers to acquire land to achieve the proper planning of its area.

3.4 The remaining 970 or so dwellings now required to meet the PDL forecast are expected to arise from unidentified windfall sites, which averages around 75 homes per year.  Over the 5 years to 2006 the annual average contribution from unidentified sites has been in excess of 280, including during the final 2 years.  Even allowing for the Council’s estimated 22% falloff in permissions granted as a result of a more rigorous assessment of proposals in Category 2 Settlements, we consider there to be a realistic level of flexibility in the Council’s approach, satisfying Test 9.  This flexibility may also be required as the more balanced approach to family housing advised in PPS3 is interpreted into future planning applications.

3.5 PPS3 at ¶ 59 seeks robust evidence of genuine local circumstances that prevent specific sites being identified and windfalls being included in land supply forecasts.  The significant contribution currently made by windfalls in this District is set out above.  The Council took a cautious approach in its Urban Housing Potential Study in order to be reasonably confident that identified sites were genuinely deliverable.  By way of example of this caution, since April 2006 ten sites have come forward – all for more than 10 units – which were not identified in the Study but are likely to add over 200 dwellings to the supply during the next 5 years.  The Study also did not identify sites with a capacity below 10 units on the Inset Maps or include them in Policy AL 1.  Thus we consider there to be ample and robust evidence which demonstrates that, in the particular circumstances of this District, windfalls should be taken into account in this current DPD.  We agree with the Council that to update the SSAL at this stage to meet the objective underlying the first line of ¶ 59 would involve major changes which could slow down housing delivery.  Such an approach is advised against in the letter from Joan Bailey of 29th November 2006 which accompanied PPS3.

3.6 Even making allowance for the sites we find unsound, the Council’s Housing Trajectories demonstrate satisfactory delivery for the next 5 years, continuing into the period towards 2018.  Net completions during 2005/06 were 44% above the annualised rate.  Even if windfalls are removed from the forecast, land supply does not go into deficit until after 2012.

3.7 It will be for the Council to decide in the committed review of the CS and subsequent DPDs, if not in the RHS, how it will identify more deliverable housing sites and reduce reliance on windfalls, as sought by PPS3.  As discussed at the hearing sessions, to totally disregard windfalls in this District, which will always occur in changing circumstances, could lead to premature or avoidable releases of greenfield land, increase uncertainty and the potential blighting of land.
3.8 We therefore conclude that this DPD provides sufficient housing land in conformity with the CS and thus satisfies Test 6 on this issue.  Thus there is no compelling need to allocate additional housing sites at this stage.  Further small scale greenfield allocations will be a matter for the RHS, such sites being subject to proper public consultation and only to be released in response to a failing in the forecast delivery of homes as revealed by Annual Monitoring.
4. Are the Allocated Sites Sound?
Housing Allocations
AL 1 Previously Developed Land

4.1 Following the adoption of the CS and the submission of the DC Policies, there is now potential overlap and lack of coherence between the criteria contained in sub-paragraphs a. to f. and other policies and national planning policies.  Thus we generally accept the Council’s suggested editing of this Policy to satisfy Tests 4 and 6 and the necessary Changes are set out in Annex A.  We also agree for the same reasons with similar suggested Changes to the policies and reasoned justifications of AL 2 to AL 5 inclusive and AL 7 to AL 13 inclusive.

4.2 The Council updated its Table 1 of PDL sites under AL 1 to take account of a number of factors, including density changes as a result of planning permissions, some of which have been implemented.  These Changes are sound under Test 7 (clear and robust evidence base) and so we have recommended them in Annex A.
4.3 Policy AL 1 contains a list of 36 sites with a capacity for more than 10 dwellings.  Some 18 of these sites had the benefit of planning permission at the time of the hearing sessions and we have no evidence that these will not be implemented during the plan period.  Indeed, a number of sites were either under construction or complete.  Sites AL 2 to AL 6 are dealt with in more detail below.

4.4 Of the remaining sites, we are satisfied that the relocation of the existing business from the Charles Wadey Builder’s Yard, Stane Street, Billingshurst and the achievement of adequate access is under active discussion with the Councils.  Development within 5 years now appears possible.  Access to the Trees, East Street, Billingshurst is believed to be the subject of a long-standing ransom situation.  As mentioned in ¶ 3.3 above this may be a case where the Council needs to consider its acquisition powers to achieve development within 5 years.  The Vauxhall Stevens, Broadbridge Heath site is programmed for the post 2012 period of the DPD and given the changes that will occur in this locality, we do not consider it unreasonable to expect redevelopment within the plan period.  The reduction of 17 units on the Horsham Football Club, Horsham site seems to us to reasonably reflect the complexity of the situation there.
4.5 Oddstones, Stane Street, Pulborough is a single dwelling with outbuildings in a large garden.  We have considerable doubts whether the area shown on Inset Map 14 can reasonably be described as its curtilage but, even accepting this is the case, Annex B to PPS3 is quite clear that there is no presumption that PDL is necessarily suitable for housing development nor that the whole of a curtilage should be developed.  Whilst we recognise the changes occurring to the east of the A29 and the convenience of major shopping facilities, we consider this allocation a contrived and prominent extension to the somewhat unsympathetically sited housing of Stane Street Close.  We conclude that this allocation is inappropriate, would not satisfy Test 7 and should be deleted at this stage.  As discussed at the hearing session, Pulborough has an unconventional urban form and now requires a comprehensive study to determine the optimum locations for further development.

4.6 There is now some doubt whether Greenfield Depot, Upper Beeding is likely to be available for redevelopment.  Whilst appreciating the Council’s wish to retain an opportunity for affordable housing on PDL, we find this site an anomaly.  On the southern side of the A2037, the site is poorly related to the village and projects into open countryside lying within the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), and the proposed National Park, as an unduly apparent annexation.  We again consider this site as being unsound under Test 7 and should be deleted, with the Built-up Area Boundary (BUAB) returned to that in the adopted Local Plan (LP). 
4.7 We conclude that the allocated sites listed in Policy AL 1, incorporating the Changes as set out in Annex A, offer a reasonable prospect of being delivered in accordance with the Council’s forecasts.  Other than at Oddstones and Greenfield Depot, discussed above, we find they are founded on a robust and credible evidence base and are the most appropriate in all the circumstances, satisfying Test 7.  Even if we are wrong on the timing of delivery, we consider any shortfall is likely to be made good by the emergence of windfalls.  Moreover, the RHS is programmed to be in the public domain next year and adopted in mid 2009, possibly earlier, thereby providing the reasonable flexibility sought by Test 9.
AL 2 Lifestyle Ford, Bishopric, Horsham

4.8   From the evidence we believe that the site would be developable within the stated timescale; that it would not adversely affect employment; that contamination matters can be dealt with; and that the proposed density would be acceptable.  The Council’s suggested Change placing informal open space within the flood zone is sensible.  There is no need to refer to sustainable drainage systems as a clear preference for them is expressed in national policy.
AL 3 Parsonage Farm, Horsham

4.9 Contamination, flood risk, noise, access and archaeological concerns are all manageable and would not prevent development.  The last concern, as suggested, should be included in the policy to satisfy Test 7.  In principle this is a good, sustainable, and suitable site for residential and employment development.

4.10 However, whether the site is developable in PPS3 terms due to the number of employment uses (many of an open nature) is a key question.  The implementation of the policy may involve the Council having to use its compulsory purchase powers.  We believe that the Council is willing to use these powers and that there is consequently a reasonable prospect, even in the worst case scenario, of the proposed development being completed by the end of the plan period.

4.11 There was some dispute as to whether alternative sites could be found for the existing employment uses.  We found the evidence inconclusive on this point.  But, as the Council indicated, there is more than sufficient employment land in general in the District, and the need for some of the more “dirty” or open employment uses to be located in the District was not proven.  Overall, we agree with the Council that collaborative working between the parties would probably enable the vast majority of the uses to successfully relocate.

4.12 We consider it right for the policy to set out, via a density calculation, the amount of housing land in order to provide certainty.  But the policy is unsound under Test 7 as it does not specify the amount of employment land or open space.  So the Council’s suggestion of specifying around 1.8 ha of employment land is welcome, especially as it would leave sufficient land for open space to preserve the character of the listed building (Parsonage Farm).  The rough location for the employment land seems to us to be logical, leaving sufficient flexibility for the exact locational details of that and the other uses to be decided by the required development brief.

4.13 There was general acceptance by the parties that a small area of existing residential curtilage to Clydesdale in the north-east corner should be excluded from the allocation.  We agree as including it would not be appropriate and so contrary to Test 7.  But excluding Parsonage Farm and its environs would make the site irregularly shaped and difficult to develop, and we are not convinced that development would harm this listed building or the occupants’ living conditions.

AL 4 Roffey Social and Sports Club, Horsham

4.14 There would be a loss of some informal open space, but this would be compensated for by an improved social club building and enhanced recreational facilities.  The latter would include a football pitch and a possible all-weather pitch, both of which facilities are lacking in North Horsham (PPG17 Assessment – CDHor17).  Amenity green space, which this proposal would remove, is above the basic provision level.  Therefore, we find that these benefits would outweigh the loss of open space, and so the proposed development would be acceptable in PPG17 terms.

4.15 The proposed residential density would be relatively high, but the existing urban form (which includes three storey buildings) and the existing landscaping would enable this to be accommodated.  We are satisfied that, with careful design, existing residential occupiers’ living conditions would not be harmed.  Access and other infrastructure could be provided.  Overall, we find this Policy sound.

AL 5 Riverside Concrete, Pulborough

4.16 This site has planning permission for 146 homes and work has commenced.  We are satisfied that it will be PPS3 deliverable and completed within the time programmed by the Council and included in its Housing Trajectory.  
AL 6 RMC Engineering Works, Washington

4.17 The SA assesses development here as leading to more car journeys, but says that it will have a generally positive effect as it will help to bring about a new country park (see AL 20) with benefits from the use of Sustainable Homes.  We consider that there are three major concerns under Tests 4 and 7 as set out below.

4.18 Firstly, the site is not well related to the built-up area of Sullington to the north, being separated from it by a large area of open ground and ponds.  Its location hidden at a lower level in an old sand quarry would emphasise its separateness from the rest of the community.  Thus, it would be a small, isolated residential enclave in a mainly rural location.

4.19 Secondly, it would be some distance from the facilities and services provided by this settlement – walking and cycling would be difficult along the busy main road with no footpaths.  So, despite the bus services, it would be inevitable that most journeys to the shops, schools and other facilities would be by private car.  It would be in an unsustainable location, contrary to advice in PPS1, PPS3 and PPG13.

4.20 Thirdly, the Council’s PPG17 Assessment (CDHor17) says on page 23 that there is no need for more accessible natural greenspace in the District for the foreseeable future.  Very few areas of the District lack at least reasonable accessibility to open space (page 97).  And there is no need locally in the Storrington and Sullington area for further provision of natural greenspaces to resolve deficiencies in accessibility (Table 12 on page 105).  The Sandgate Country Park Feasibility Study (CDOth2) does not identify a need for the country park.  Moreover, the majority of the country park land has permission for mineral extraction up to 2042.

4.21 To overcome these three major concerns, this allocation would have to show clear, positive planning benefits.  But the evidence base does not support the Council’s assertion that these exist.  There is no need for a country park either in the District or in this immediate area.  Even if there was a substantiated need, the country park would not be capable of implementation during the plan period.  Sustainable Homes could be implemented on any site – it is not peculiar to this site.  Overall, we find the allocation to be unsound as it fails Tests 4 and 7.

4.22 We recognise that most of the site is PDL.  But PPS3 says in Annex B that there is no presumption that PDL sites are necessarily suitable for housing development.  And, unfortunately, this site is unsuitable.

AL 7 Land at Meiros Farm, Ashington

4.23 This site, and also AL 9 and AL 10 discussed below, are in Category 2 Settlements where Policy CP 5 limits development to small schemes that address specific local needs.  All 3 sites have been under discussion for some years, predating the 2005 replacement paragraph 18 of PPG3 which introduced the concept of development plan allocations solely for affordable housing.

4.24 Ashington has a 2007 housing needs assessment identifying a requirement for 13 to 19 affordable homes.  There is also an identified need for an element of sheltered housing to allow local people to down-size.  Other studies indicate a deficiency in play areas.  The site is in the control of a developer who is prepared to provide for 14 affordable homes as part of a scheme for 35 dwellings and contribute to local play facilities.  Negotiations are in hand with a Housing Association for inclusion within the next financial round.  There are no identified PDL opportunities in the village.

4.25 Given the past negotiations about this site, the lack of other recognisable alternatives, the established local housing need and real prospects of delivery by a Housing Association, we are drawn to the conclusion that this is an appropriate allocation and satisfies Test 7.  Nonetheless it is a finely balanced judgement as the consequence is the location of some 20 market homes in a village which is likely to result in travel – predominantly by private car – to other areas for work, main shopping, secondary education and entertainment.  The aim of reducing the need to travel will not be met and schemes such as this should not be seen as any sort of precedent for future negotiations elsewhere.

AL 8 Land at Hammonds, East Street, Billingshurst

4.26 We find this allocation a logical small-scale extension to Billingshurst, well related to the village and contained by established woodland and boundary trees.  However, the site frontage falls within the Conservation Area at the particularly important eastern gateway to the village which has a significant proportion of pre-19th century buildings giving it a distinctive character.  The design success of a scheme here will depend on it being of the highest quality in terms of massing, materials, detailing and the relationship with neighbouring homes.  The detailing of the access on to the A272 will also be vitally important.  However, we are satisfied that Policy AL 8 has the necessary criteria and find this allocation sound under Test 7.

AL 9 Land at The Plough, Lower Beeding

4.27 Since 2003 Lower Beeding Parish Council has been working with the District Council, English Rural Housing Association, the owners of The Plough and the local village community to provide a package of measures which would achieve affordable housing, a reduction in traffic speeds, a pedestrian crossing, road changes to allow for a bus route to better serve the village and a shop as part of the refurbishment of the Grade II listed village pub. The ability of the Housing Association to achieve a successful affordable housing scheme was said to depend upon the availably of free serviced land.

4.28 Despite the well attended local meetings where the Parish Council considered it had a consensus of support for this package, it was evident from the discussion at the hearing session that there is a body of local opinion that consider the claimed benefits of this package would not justify the change in character of the village that would result.  Doubt was also expressed about the viability of a new local shop.

4.29 It is clear to us that the Councils, as the local democratically elected bodies, have put considerable effort over some years into attempting to involve the local community in ways of meeting identified local needs.  Such local initiative warrants support and carries weight.  The Council confirmed that the 2005 survey of housing need for the parish as a whole would be updated before this scheme progresses.  But we share the concerns of those who oppose a roundabout as the means of access and speed control.  Alternative solutions need to be explored which avoid such a visually alien feature amongst a group of rural buildings, one of which is listed.  We also consider the establishment and retention of some form of local shop as necessary to justify the claimed enhancement in sustainability.  Increasing flexibility in the policy wording would undermine the importance of this requirement.  Whilst we conclude, on careful balance, that this allocation should remain, we consider Changes are necessary to make the proposal sound under Test 7, and these are set out in Annex A.  If the full package of measures to meet local needs is not deliverable, we firmly believe the scheme should not progress.  The thrust of our conclusions in the second part of ¶ 4.25 above are equally valid here.
AL 10 Land at Windacres Farm, Rudgwick

4.30 This allocation for a mixed employment and residential use stems from a study by the local community, endorsed by the Parish Council.  The 2006 Rudgwick Parish Plan, which included a questionnaire survey, identified a need for smaller homes and for sheltered housing.  There was also considerable support for local employment within the Parish.

4.31 We accept that local needs have been identified and there is community support for this project.  We also accept that this is perhaps one of the more relatively remote localities in the District and Rudgwick acts as a minor service centre.  We recognise that sheltered housing requires a ‘critical mass’ in terms of the number of units necessary to achieve viability.  Thus in all the circumstances here we find this allocation sound under Test 7.

4.32 That said, we find no justification for ‘normal’ single persons/couples/family market housing in this Category 2 Settlement and it is important that this scheme should meet the identified local needs.  If meeting these needs is not deliverable, we firmly believe the scheme should not progress for the reasons explained in the second part of ¶ 4.25 above.

AL 11 St Joseph’s Abbey, Storrington

4.33 This allocation is well related to the Category 1 Settlement of Storrington.  The current proposal is for sheltered accommodation, a proportion of which will be affordable.  Part of the site is within the Conservation Area and also within the wider prospect of the village as seen from the South Downs.  Given the sensitivity of the area, a full archaeological appraisal is needed before development commences and should be referred to in the Policy.  We are satisfied that, subject to the Change set out in Annex A concerning the archaeological appraisal and careful and sympathetic design, the allocation and Policy are sound under Test 7 and sheltered housing is likely to be delivered during the next 5 years.  

AL 12 RAFA Site, Sullington

4.34 This small eastwards extension of Storrington is to meet the specific requirements of the RAF Association which provides accommodation for retired former service men and women on the adjoining site.  We agree with the Council that the landscape changes as seen from the South Downs and to this gateway to Storrington would, subject to safeguards, be acceptable.  We accept that the Chantry Mill SSSI is designated for its geological qualities and is unlikely to be harmed by housing on this site.  Subject to the Changes set out in Annex A to specifically refer to retirement housing and access being taken via the existing site, we find this allocation sound under Test 7.
AL 13 Parsonage Farm/St Peter’s Meadow, Henfield

4.35 This land was allocated as part of a larger site under Policy HF1 in the adopted LP for residential development and educational purposes in this Category 1 Settlement.  The Policy stated that 3.6ha would be laid out as public open space pending its educational use.  If the site was declared surplus to educational requirements it would be retained as public open space.  The need for a substantial landscape buffer to soften the urban edge was also set out in the Policy.  The LPA’s requirements for this area have thus been well established in adopted policy for at least 10 years.

4.36 Although some homes have been built, the open space has not been implemented and the originally proposed educational use is no longer needed.  However, we understand that there remains a need for recreational space for St Peter’s Primary School.  Policy AL 13 seeks to continue the aim of the well established policy of substantial planting and informal open space, but on a slightly reduced area of 3ha.

4.37 We are in no doubt that a substantial landscaped area is required along the very exposed northern and western boundaries of this site to create the necessary soft edge to Henfield and integrate the urban area into its wider countryside setting.  We agree with the Council that this should be a mix of planting and open areas rather than a single impenetrable planted buffer.  We have seen no evidence that this can be achieved as an example of high quality landscape design on an area less that 3ha in line with the long term aims for this part of Henfield.  Nor has there been any formal community involvement for a proposal significantly less than the 3ha stated in the Policy, limiting any potential change we are able to make to this part of the DPD.

4.38 That said, there may be very modest room to manoeuvre in the precise areas for new homes and the landscaped open area but this can only be determined by the submission and agreement of a high quality and well designed scheme.  Detailed consideration may indicate that more or less than 3ha is necessary to achieve the landscape aims.  We thus recommend a little more flexibility in the Policy as included in Annex A.

4.39 As there are no physical constraints on the development of this land we see no need to include a reference in the Policy to delivery being post 2011.  But we agree with the Council that a development brief is required to guide the proper implementation of this scheme.  We have doubts that a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) is necessary to achieve this and delivery should not be delayed by the absence of Council resources to prepare one.  We see no compelling reason why the development brief, prepared jointly by those involved, should not form part of planning applications, provided the necessary public consultation is carried out within the spirit of Chapter 6 of the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement.

4.40 Subject to the Changes recommended in Annex A we find this allocation sound under Test 7. 

Employment Allocations
4.41 We agree with the Council that the Shoreham Cement Works employment provision should not be counted in any assessment of the required employment floorspace for the District as it relates to the Sussex Coast Sub-region under CS Policy CP 10.
4.42 The Council produced for the Examination a table showing completed and projected employment floorspace in the District.  This showed, using existing information and worst-case “guesstimates” (i.e. lowest potential level of provision), that the CP 10 requirement would be met with an acceptable 9% overrun for flexibility under Test 9.  We are satisfied from these figures that the SSAL makes a proper contribution towards meeting the CS employment floorspace requirements, and so is sound in this respect under Test 4.
AL 14 Centre of Rural Excellence at Brinsbury
4.43 We were told that this allocation is not directly related to employment, but rather is to primarily support the financial and so the educational viability of Brinsbury Campus.  It is an “other use” and so the Policy and its reasoned justification should be moved from the employment section and placed underneath ¶ 3.59 (“Sites for other uses”), and renumbered as Policy AL 16.

4.44 The evidence was that the Brinsbury Campus (as part of Chichester College) is a major rural land-use educational establishment in West Sussex, and that it therefore has an important sub-regional role.  Its Campus has many buildings either ill-suited for educational purposes and/or in a poor state of repair.  Without any enhancement and/or replacement of these buildings the educational future of the Campus itself would be doubtful as the numbers of students would fall and thus the Campus would not be financially viable.  The College’s chosen method of resolving this problem (supported by the Council) is to diversify and to expand so as to become a “beacon” or “centre” of rural excellence for land-use based education.

4.45 The College has the possibility of obtaining funding from the Learning and Skills Council for this purpose, but this will also require a limited amount of external financing – and this is the main reason for the proposed allocation of land for supporting partner developments.  The other associated reason is to provide some limited “real life” student training within these developments.

4.46 However, there was no evidence to inform the amount, scale or exact form of the developments that would be necessary to provide the funding for the Campus improvements or the student training.  It became apparent that the proposed allocation was merely the Council’s very broad assessment of where development might be possible without causing serious visual harm to the rural landscape.  Thus, the Policy is unsound on the basis of Test 7.

4.47 Nevertheless, the evidence in ¶ 4.44 above is sufficient to convince us that this is an area where a specific rural initiative should be encouraged in order to ensure the future viability of the Campus (¶ A2 of PPS12) and is appropriate under Test 7.  We therefore support the principle of the post-hearing changes put forward by the Council (after discussion with the College) which suggest removing the Inset Map and its allocations and replacing it with a symbol on the Proposals Map, accompanied by a criteria based Policy (which includes some additional wording about flooding).

4.48 As development in this unsustainable, prominent rural location (see the SA) is only justified for the specific need of ensuring the Campus’ viability for rural land-based education (which includes student training), the Policy and reasoned justification should be clear on this point (Test 7).  If this need became no longer relevant (for whatever reason) or proposals under the Policy became more than a small and limited means of achieving this need, then development should not be permitted.

4.49 The SPD required by the Policy should therefore (unlike the Brief produced by the College at CDOther3) set out the need assessment tests for suitable supporting developments (giving relevant examples) in addition to other land use considerations.  Given the uncertainty of the College’s requirements to ensure viability, it would be inappropriate for the SPD to set out exact development areas.  These Changes to make the Policy sound are set out in Annex A.

AL 15 Shoreham Cement Works

4.50 Paragraph 3.40 will need consequent amendments due to the removal of AL 14 from employment sites, as suggested by the Council.

4.51 This is a very large site with massive redundant infrastructure to be cleared, and large–scale work needed for its restoration within the AONB.  For these reasons, it was argued that the Policy was not financially viable, particularly given the site’s existing rental income stream, without a substantial amount of “up-front” housing.  We agree with the SoS’s appeal decision in September 2003 that significant housing development on this site (on a prominent part of it) would be contrary to national planning policies due to the site’s unsustainable location and adverse landscape impact.

4.52 Cash flow projections, residual land valuations and viability assessments are all capable of widely varying outcomes, dependant on the assumptions built into the calculations, such as land restoration costs, rental levels, build costs and final development valuations.  Even minor adjustments to the constituent figures can have a major effect on the result.  Such problems were noted in detail in the 2003 decision and Inspector’s Report with the resulting conclusion that no residential development was required to ensure the development’s viability.  Similarly, we are not convinced from the new viability assessment that this Policy requires a significant housing element, especially given the adverse planning consequences of such development as noted by the SoS’s 2003 decision (and thus contrary to Tests 4 and 7).  Moreover, residential (and retail) development would be contrary to CS Policy CP 10 (thus failing Test 4).

4.53 We agree with the Council that the fundamental objective of the CS and this Policy is to secure the site’s restoration in an appropriate manner within this AONB landscape.  It is important that any development here is provided as part of an overall masterplan (a development brief), with appropriate phasing and other safeguards, as otherwise piecemeal development (of whatever type) would prejudice and endanger the prime restoration objective.  It is in the context of a suitable development brief that the viability issues can be properly assessed and reconsidered in any future reviews of the CS and SSAL.  We agree with the Council’s suggested changes to make the Policy sound by making this intent clearer (Test 7), with the additions of the development brief phasing and the EA’s flood risk changes.  The Policy would then be reasonably flexible as required by Test 9.

AL 16 Warnham and Wealden Brickworks, Horsham
4.54 This is a large mainly industrialised site, is mostly PDL, and is well contained in the landscape.  The evidence was that there was no in principle highway objection to the use of Langhurstwood Road southwards to the A264, or the use of the various (to be improved) junctions.  No contra-indicating evidence on air quality, noise or disturbance was submitted.  We are satisfied that the evidence base indicates that contamination, flooding and archaeological matters can be satisfactorily handled at later stages.

4.55 The SA indicates that the site is not in a very sustainable location.  However, we agree with the Council’s view that this mainly PDL site would be particularly suitable for B8 uses (including distribution facilities) and for other B2 large uses.  This is because its location remote from urban housing areas and its ease of access to the strategic road network would be an appropriate allocation (Test 7) for such uses (see ¶ 12 of PPG4 and ¶ 45 of PPG13).  The Policy should make this clear.
4.56 Allocating the site for a new waste management facility is the prerogative of the Minerals and Waste DPD, which is not yet adopted.  Therefore, the Policy should be made sound under Test 4 by only considering part of the site for that purpose, as has been done in similar circumstances for Policy AL 15 (Shoreham).  We agree with the Council that the site should be considered comprehensively within a development brief due to the proposed multiple uses and their unknown size and other requirements.  This could also resolve issues such as whether B1 uses should be explicitly restricted and whether minimum floorspace levels should be conditioned in any permissions on the site in order to comply with the Policy.

4.57 A typographic error concerning flooding needs to be corrected to make the Policy clear and sound under Test 7.  We agree with the Council that a further 1.4 hectares of land (making a total of 24.4 hectares) housing the waste generator and an office compound should be included within the allocation (ADS 41)

Allocations for other uses

AL 17 Jengers Mead, Billingshurst 

AL 18 Fire Station, Southwater
AL 19 Meadowside, Storrington
4.58 We are satisfied that policies AL 17 to AL 19 inclusive meet the Tests of Soundness.  On AL 18, the Council explained that another fire station site is being examined in the West of Horsham Masterplan, but argued that AL 18 should be retained in the interim as this alternative site is uncertain.  We agree – and the Annual Monitoring Report would resolve whether the site was needed and, if not, another use could be found as it lies within an existing Business Park.
Policy AL 20 Sandgate Park, Sullington

4.59 Despite the fact that there is no present need for additional natural greenspace (see our comments on AL 6), it is right that the long term opportunity for the creation of a country park is protected.  Whilst the policy itself is therefore sound, future action to implement it is unclear (Test 7).  So we welcome the Council’s suggested Changes to the explanatory text indicating a phased implementation and the possible preparation of a development brief as SPD, which would make this part of the SSAL sound.

3.72 to 3.73 New Secondary School in Southwater

ADS 78 Land West of Southwater

4.60 We are not convinced that there is a need for another secondary school in Southwater within the plan period.  The Education Authority cannot confirm whether there is such a need, but does say that there is sufficient capacity within existing schools.  It plans to cater for education needs by expanding existing schools and replacing temporary accommodation with permanent buildings, and there is no evidence to suggest that this would be unsound.  So we agree with ¶ 3.73 in the SSAL that the matter should be kept under review.
4.61 We recommend the deletion of Policy AL 6 RMC Engineering Works, Washington as an allocation for some 75 dwellings in the second half of the plan period and, although we confirm Policy AL 14 Centre of Rural Excellence at Brinsbury, we recommend the deletion of its employment allocations and Inset Map 26.  We conclude that the remainder of the AL 2 to AL 20 sites are sound for the same reasons, and subject to the same provisos, as set out in ¶ 4.7.
5. Do any of the Alternative Development Sites and Boundary Changes represent a more appropriate and relevant alternative?
5.1 Policy CP 5 of the adopted CS sets out a settlement hierarchy, guiding most new housing and ancillary development to the District’s 8 most sustainable settlements – Category 1 Settlements.  Policy CP 5 goes on to define 19 Category 2 Settlements, described as villages with a more limited level of services which should accommodate only small-scale development or minor extensions that address specific local needs (our emphasis).  ‘Local need’ is carefully defined in Policy CP 5 which also states that BUABs are defined on the Proposals Map.  Policies CP 10 and 11 set out the strategy for employment provision, again focusing new development in the most sustainable locations whilst recognising the need to support existing businesses.  ¶ 4.34 of the CS explains that land outside defined BUABs is considered to be in the countryside where development is strictly controlled.

5.2 Some 107 ADS and Boundary Changes were put forward by respondents to the submitted SSAL during its consultation stage and had not been withdrawn by the close of the hearing sessions.  Five suggested boundary changes refer to removing land from within the BUAB and returning to the boundaries shown at a previous stage.

Those Alternative Development Sites and Boundary Changes inconsistent with the Core Strategy or not having a Sustainability Assessment

5.3 Some 71 sites fall into one or more of the following categories where they are: 

· divorced from defined settlements and thus are in the countryside for the purposes of planning policy;

· adjoining Category 1 settlements but of such a size as to be in conflict with the strategy set out in Policy CP 4 of the CS;

· located in or adjoining Category 2 settlements and there is no compelling evidence that the development of the site would meet  identified local needs;

· proposing a change to the CS by defining an additional settlement within Policy CP 5 and defining a BUAB on a new Inset Map;

· not considered to be small scale in the context of Policies CP 4(vi) and CP 8;

· in less sustainable locations which would not achieve the aim of reducing the need to travel, particularly by private car; 

· in locations already considered in our Examination of the CS and rejected for reasons explained in our Report on that DPD; or

· not the subject of a SA and thus beyond our powers to consider as a potential change to the DPD.  

5.4 Such sites are clearly not in conformity with the CS and thus fail Tests 4 and 6.  Even if we had concluded that additional housing or employment sites were required to be allocated in the SSAL, in accordance with Policy CP 4 and ¶ 4.57 of the CS we would have only considered sites adjoining Category 1 Settlements.  Thus these ADSs are not the most appropriate allocations in all the circumstances and also fail Test 7.  Sites without a SA also fail Test 3.  We have found no other material considerations relating to any of these sites that outweigh our conclusions on these policy issues.

5.5 From the categories in ¶ 5.2 above we conclude that inclusion in the DPD of any of the ADSs adjoining or near the following settlements or in the specified locations would make it unsound: Ashington, Five Oaks, Coldwaltham, Woodmancote, Broadlands Business Campus, Barns Green, Monk’s Gate, Mannings Heath, Codmore Hill, Toat Café, Nutbourne, Bucks Green, Rudgwick, Faygate, Rusper, Coolham, Slinfold, Christ’s Hospital, Thakeham, Kingsfold, Washington and Partridge Green.  Additionally there are ADSs  adjoining or near Category 1 Settlements which clearly do not comply with the strategy set out in Policy CP 4 by virtue of their size or other factors given in ¶ 5.3 above
.
5.6 These sites adjoining or near Category 1 Settlements are: ADS 7 land east of Billingshurst; ADS 12 land at Marringdean Lane, Billingshurst; ADS 13 land south of Gillmans Estate, Billingshurst; ADS 16 Land South of Bramber; ADS 39 Hornbrook Farm, Horsham; ADS51 Land West of Stane Street, Pulborough; ADS 75 land south of Southwater; ADS 87 Horsham Road, Steyning and ADS 89 land north of King’s Barn Lane, Steyning.
5.7 However, we consider that a number of sites warrant additional comments.  ADS 5 land north of Ashington has an unimplemented outline planning permission for a petrol filling station and restaurant.  In the event of this permission not being implemented we agree with the Council that any alternative proposals should be considered afresh against the policies in force at the time.  It should not be assumed that some other form of development would be acceptable in principle.

5.8 ADS 16 Land South of Bramber covers some 23ha, with a capacity for about 530 homes, and is part of the setting of the Conservation Area of this historic village.  It is located in the flood plain of the River Adur, an open valley landscape and an important part of the panorama seen from the South Downs Way.  The land is within the present AONB and the proposed National Park.  Given these factors we find it impossible to envisage this land being found appropriate for new housing in the foreseeable future, even taking account of technological advances and the rôle the southern part of the District may need to play in the future of the coastal belt.

5.9 We have inconclusive evidence on the issues relating to ADS 30 Henfield Business Park.  Whilst this particular site is in an unsustainable location, heavily dependant on the use of the private car, we have little doubt that the issue of adequate employment floorspace, well related to Henfield, will be considered by the Council and the local community as part of the review of the LDF.

5.10 ADS 60 Station Garage, Rudgwick, within the defined BUAB of the village, now has permission (granted on appeal) for 21 flats and we have not considered this site further.

5.11 ADS 67 Ghyll Manor, Rusper (a Category 2 Settlement) includes both the attractively landscaped grounds of the hotel and open fields with both mature trees and new specimen planting celebrating the millennium.  Should specific local needs be identified in the future we consider that selection of the best site or sites in Rusper should be carried out at that stage and not selected now, in the abstract and without proper study of the alternatives.  We are confident that, given the positive encouragement in Policy CP 18 and submitted DC Policy DC 44 in support of facilities for business visitors and tourists, the inclusion of the hotel gardens in the countryside beyond the BUAB would not stifle sound proposals for the sensitive extension or improvement of the existing hotel.

5.12 ADS 73 Gatefield Cottages and ADS 74 Spring Lane Built-up Area Boundary, Slinfold both relate to removing land from within the BUAB and returning to the boundary shown in the Preferred Option, effectively similar to that shown in the adopted LP.  

5.13 As explained in ¶ 3.3 of the SSAL, all the BUABs were reviewed during the preparation of the LDF to ensure that they were logical, consistent and reflect recent planning policy.  Boundaries were generally redrawn to include entire curtilages of homes and other buildings in accordance with guidance in PPG3 concerning the definition of PDL.  Open space, school and playing fields were included within the BUABs where they relate more to the built environment than the countryside. The Glossary at page 68 states that within BUABs development may be appropriate (our emphasis).  PPG3 made it clear (if somewhat obscurely located in a footnote in Annex C) that whilst previously-developed land includes the curtilages of buildings, it does not mean that the whole area should therefore be developed.

5.14 PPG3 has now been replaced by PPS3 and Annex B clearly states that there is no presumption that PDL is necessarily suitable for housing development or that the whole of a curtilage should be developed.  Our recommended changes to ¶ 3.4 to the reasoned justification supporting Policy AL 1 make these points clear.

5.15 Given the long history of BUABs as a policy tool and the usual understanding that development within them is acceptable in principle, we have some sympathy for those who have not studied the subtleties of current guidance.  But we have no justifiable basis in the circumstances here for finding the Council’s approach unsound.  Moreover to accept these changes in Slinfold (and in Amberley, Washington and Christ’s Hospital as noted in ¶ 5.21 below) would introduce inconsistency into the DPD and be unsound under Test 6.

5.16 However, ¶ 2.2 of PPS12 states that documents should be clear, succinct and easily understood by all.  BUABs are essentially a policy tool and it seems to us that there is considerable merit in making their meaning as clear as possible.  If there are sound reasons for excluding part of a curtilage on the edge of a settlement from being within a BUAB, e.g. because further built development there would be harmful to the local landscape, then the BUAB should indicate this rather than leave uncertainty.  We therefore invite the Council to reconsider this issue when the DPD is reviewed.

5.17 ADS 96 Gerston Farm, Storrington, ADS 98 Land at Chantry Lane, Storrington and ADS 107 North Farm, Washington relate to proposals to enhance the existing sites and buildings.  We consider such proposals would be better progressed by means of planning applications, possibly in the context of masterplans for the holdings, rather than by their inclusion as a detached employment allocation in this DPD.  None of these sites comply with the CS or the SSAL as potential housing sites.  
5.18 ADS 102 Rushfield Nurseries, Thakeham would be an illogical boundary change, inconsistent with the criteria set out in ¶ 3.3 of the SSAL as explained above, and so contrary to Test 6.  Its sole purpose would be to introduce new homes into a Category 2 settlement for which no local need has been proven.

5.19 ADS 106 Yard off The Street, Washington is below the size threshold adopted by the Council to define and allocate sites on the Inset Maps.  We consider a planning application is the correct way to progress any proposals on this site, which will need to satisfy the identified local need criterion of Policy CP 5.

5.20 ADS 111 South of Star Road, Partridge Green relates to two future possibilities.  Firstly the relocation of the existing Huffwood Trading Estate, which is bordered on three sides by housing, and the redevelopment of the vacated site for residential purposes.  Secondly the relocation and expansion of AJW Aviation, a significant local employer.  However, there is insufficient evidence at this stage to support such possibilities or indeed the need to relocate the Huffwood Trading Estate due to unneighbourliness.  Given the Category 2 status of Partridge Green there would need to be clear identified local needs, supported by the local community, to justify such radical changes.  We are confident that the CS’s Spatial Objective 5 and its attendant Policies will provide the necessary positive mechanisms for any future well justified proposals here.

5.21 ADSs 114, 115 and 116 Built-up Area Boundary Amendments, Amberley Washington and Christ’s Hospital all relate to removing land from within the BUAB and returning to the boundary shown in the adopted LP or the Preferred Options.  These situations are similar to that at Slinfold (¶s 5.12 and 5.15 above) and our conclusions are the same.

Other ADSs and Boundary Changes not clearly out of conformity with the Core Strategy
5.22 We have concluded in ¶ 3.8 above that the SSAL housing provision is sound. Therefore, there is no need for further housing allocations.  So the issue is whether the remaining ADSs advocating development represent better alternatives to those currently in the SSAL.  We conclude that none of the ADSs would represent more appropriate housing sites (Test 7) than those put forward by the Council, all of which more closely relate to the existing settlement pattern, are PDL within the BUAB or respond to identified local circumstances.  Our brief, but more detailed conclusions are set out below.  We also deal individually with proposed BUAB changes.
Billingshurst

5.23 ADS 8 Land off Daux Avenue would add a further 40 dwellings on the southern fields.  This would be a significant and prominent finger of development into the countryside, unrelated to the present clear and logical development boundaries.  

5.24 ADS 9 eastern Billingshurst (Allotment Gardens) has similar concerns to ADS 8 of an extension into the countryside.  We are also concerned that a proper PPG17 assessment of the possible reduction in the number of allotments has not been carried out, leaving us unable to properly assess this aspect.

5.25 ADS 10 Nyewood Court and General Combustion Site is mainly in employment use.  Policy CP 11 seeks to retain employment premises, and no substantial evidence was submitted as to why these particular medium sized, sustainably located, premises should not be retained, or on the deliverability of the site.  We consider a planning application is the correct way to progress any proposals on this site, which will need to satisfy the relevant LDF policies.
5.26 ADS 11 Land at Dauxwood is separated from the town and does not relate well to its built-up area – it is perceived as a semi-rural site.  It would be a prominent extension of development into the countryside for around 50 dwellings.  There was little evidence on possible woodland and ecological impacts.  Any PDL claim for the land seems to us to be tenuous and not a justification for housing.

Henfield

5.27 Part of ADS 26 Land South of Chanctonbury View was considered at the 1997 inquiry into objections to the LP, the Inspector concluding that housing here would result in an incongruous and prominent extension of the built-up area into the countryside.  We concur with that view in relation to the larger site, which cannot reasonably be described as “rounding off” as little more than one boundary adjoins the existing BUAB.  Whilst nature conservation concerns may be capable of resolution by the retention of generous site margins, further loading of the local road network and the use of the specific access point would be likely to cause harm to local living conditions.  As predominantly Grade 2 agricultural land, PPS7 advises that preference should be given to the use of poorer quality land for built development where this would be consistent with other sustainability objectives.

5.28 ADS 27 and ADS 28 Fullers Lane form part of the wider countryside setting of Henfield as seen from Fullers Lane and the nearby public rights of way network.  Development here would be particularly visually intrusive in the short and medium term due to the lack of significant vegetation within and defining the site.  Vehicular access to the land is restricted with unresolved implications for the living conditions of existing residents.  

5.29 ADS 29 Nep Town Road comprises Vinalls Business Centre, a small scale industrial/commercial site within the BUAB.  Although adjoining residential properties, we were told that there is no record of this juxtaposition causing unacceptable difficulties.  However, during the consultation stages concern was expressed about the loss of local employment uses and the consequential increase in travelling distances to work.  We find no clear justification for allocating this site for alternative uses and its future would be best resolved, if necessary, by detailed consideration of a planning application under Policy CP 11, supported by up to date evidence. 

Horsham

5.30 ADS 34 Horsham Football Club is a small correction to the appropriate boundary of the AL 1 site which the Council and we support under Test 7 in order to make the SSAL sound by re-aligning it with that of the planning permission granted and partially implemented on this site.

5.31 ADS 35 Horsham Goods Yard is a PDL site, but there is evidential doubt as to its deliverability and developability due to a difficult access, the time required for the railway uses to be retained, the amount of employment land required to be allocated, and other important issues as set out by the Council.  Ideally these matters should be considered in a future DPD or, possibly, through a planning application.
5.32 ADS 37 Land at Forest Road and ADS 38 land north of Moorhead Drive, Crawley Road would both be significant and prominent protrusions of development into the countryside, unrelated to the present clear and logical development boundaries.  Moreover, they would be within the AONB and the Strategic Gap (as broadly indicated on the CS Key Diagram), and harmful to the area’s character and appearance.  The retail element of ADS 38 would, on the evidence submitted to this Examination, be contrary to CP 17.

5.33 ADS 40 Hilliers is an illogical boundary change involving an isolated piece of land separated from the perceived built-up area.  It is inconsistent with the criteria set out in ¶ 3.3 of the SSAL, and so contrary to Test 6.  Its clear intention would be a means to promote new homes.
Pulborough
5.34 ADS 50 Land North of Glebelands involves gently rising ground and if developed for housing would represent a further urban incursion into an area of countryside currently in horticultural use.  It would be clearly visible from the well used public rights of way network and would produce a rather oppressive prospect when viewed from within the Glebelands estate.  There is insufficient land within the ADS to provide the scale of planting we consider necessary to create the vital soft edge to the built-up area in this sensitive location.

5.35 Development for housing on ADS 48 Land at Stopham Road would represent an unacceptable linear intrusion into the open countryside on rising ground north of the A283, beyond the well defined urban edge of Pulborough.  We find this would cause unacceptable visual harm close to the edge of the AONB.

5.36 ADS 52 Oddstones is land to the west of the house and land allocated as AL 1 which we recommend at ¶ 4.5 above should be deleted.  If Oddstones emerges as a result of an overall assessment to determine the optimum location, if any, for further development in Pulborough, then it would be appropriate to consider the whole site, i.e. the parcels of land defined as AL 1 and ADS 52.
Southwater

5.37 ADS 76 Land at Millfield, Southwater is affected by noise from the A24 but no PPG24 assessment is available.  It lies at the southern end of the village, some distance from services and facilities.  Both these concerns cast severe doubts over whether the site is suitable for housing.

5.38 ADS 77 No. 27 Millfield is a small correction to the BUAB of Southwater which the Council and we support under Test 7 in order to comply with ¶ 3.3 SSAL criteria.
5.39 ADS 79 Land at Trosslands, Southwater and ADS 80 Gardens on Worthing Road, Southwater all essentially concern BUAB matters in the same area to the north of the village.  As we have said previously, if further built development would be harmful to the local landscape, then this is a sound reason for excluding part of a curtilage on the edge of a settlement from a BUAB.  That is what the Council argue in the case of the long back gardens of ADS 80, and we agree.  On a similar basis, we can see no reason why all the essentially open land (a former nursery) to the rear of The Rest and Trosslands in ADS 79 should be included within the BUAB, and so it should be altered to exclude this area in order to make it sound under Test 7, thereby matching the logic of the ADS 79 BUAB.
Steyning, Bramber & Upper Beeding

5.40 ADS 17 Land at Kingsmead Close is unmanaged woodland of just over 1ha.  The specific proposal is for 5 houses on large plots, retaining the best of the trees on the site.  We accept that when viewed from the South Downs Way the visual effect would be glimpses of roofs in a verdant setting.  Nonetheless we consider that this would be an unacceptable creeping southward of the built-up area into the sensitive fringe landscape of the AONB and proposed National Park.  We also acknowledge there appears to be an unsatisfied demand for larger new houses, particularly in this southern part of the District.  However, we consider this needs to be addressed in the review of the DPD so that proper consideration can be given to the increased flexibility over density introduced by PPS3, not by ad hoc decisions.

5.41 ADS 18 Land at Sopers Lane involves a row of existing houses beyond the BUAB defined in both the LP and the SSAL.  Viewed at a distance from the South Downs Way these properties appear as a visual protrusion into the proposed National Park and poorly related to the settlement itself.  This is confirmed when viewed from within Sopers Lane where there is a distinct difference in character between properties on the south and north sides of the lane, the latter being accessed from The Ridings and well related to the main built-up area.  We agree with the Council that the BUAB is correctly located here. 
5.42 On ADS 88 land at Mouse Lane, Steyning, we agree with the Council that this site with its isolated rural building does not relate well to the properties within the BUAB to the south and east.  It is correctly excluded from the BUAB

Storrington & Sullington

5.43 ADS 90 The Studio, Manleys Hill adjoins the allocated AL 1 site at Foxmead, Meadowside, within the defined built-up area.  The Studio is an attractive but unlisted building within the Conservation Area and an important gateway feature to the village centre.  We consider the issue of whether this building and its site should form part of a comprehensive development with the adjoining Foxfield is best determined as part of a planning application for this site.  The issues are too detailed to be determined in this DPD.

5.44 ADS 91 Allotments, Browns Lane, ADS 94 North of St Joseph’s Hall and ADS 95 Land South of Kithurst Lane are located on the southern edge of Storrington in countryside leading southwards towards the AONB.  We consider that new housing on any of these 3 sites would be visually intrusive elements in a particularly sensitive landscape and would need to be rigorously justified.  No such justification currently exists and we do not believe them to be sound alternatives to the site at St Joseph’s Abbey (AL 11) which we consider to be much better related to the fabric of this part of the village.  The sheltered housing proposal on that site is also likely to cause fewer vehicular access problems in this tightly knit part of the village.  We appreciate that the site south of Kithurst Lane (ADS 95) might be for retirement housing but we have seen no details of how this would be successfully achieved.

5.45 ADS 92 Land West of New Town Road is at the important south-west ‘gateway’ to Storrington, set back from the tree-lined Amberley Road.  We noted that new planting has been added both to reinforce that abutting Amberley Road and at the southern boundary of the ADS.  In the medium to longer term, with additional underplanting to both the south and west, this site is likely to be visually well contained within this sensitive area close to the boundary of the proposed National Park.  We recognise there are no service or access issues that cannot be resolved.  But at this stage we believe the site to be correctly excluded from the BUAB
5.46 Planning permission for 4 dwellings was granted on appeal in January 2006 at ADS 97 Angells Sandpit.  We agree with the Council that this land should remain within the defined BUAB as a logical rounding off of this part of the settlement.

5.47 ADS 99 Pit Area of Thakeham Tiles is located within the built-up area, but defined on Inset Map 21 as an ‘island’ of countryside.  The base of the former pit is used for aggregate storage and processing (in association with the works to the north) but the surrounding very steep banks have substantial tree cover and are subject to a Tree Preservation Order (TPO).  As with most woodlands within urban areas, this is highly valued by the surrounding communities, rightly so in our view.  However, we agree with the Council’s initial thoughts in the Issues and Options consultation that the logical way forward would be to include this site fully within the BUAB, recognising that the woodland would remain protected by the TPO.  We do not agree that this island site has a character which links it with the countryside: the essential requirement is that the woodland is retained.  We recommend accordingly.

5.48 ADS 104 Land at Water Lane involves a mixed use scheme of about 1ha of employment land, 85 houses and significant areas of informal recreation space.  This would be a relatively large proposal extending the built-up area on rising ground into the countryside at an important northern ‘gateway’ to Storrington.  This area is particularly sensitive as part of a block of countryside that currently provides the means of retaining the physical local distinctiveness of a number of scattered settlement and groups of buildings.  We have already concluded that there is likely to be a 9% overprovision of employment land, so there is no compelling need for a further allocation at this stage.

5.49 ADS 108 and ADS 109 West side of St Georges Lane involve a pair of cottages set back from the road in a semi-rural sylvan setting, in contrast to the more intensely developed plots within the defined built-up area to the south.  We are in no doubt, nor was our colleague in 1996 in his report on objections to the LP, that the built-up boundary here is correctly drawn.

6. Are there clear mechanisms for implementation and monitoring?
6.1 As we said in our CS Report, the success of the new development plan system relies partly on an appropriate monitoring and implementation framework.  This requires the identification and monitoring of a set of key indicators and targets, such as the delivery of new housing.  It also depends on the means of implementation being clearly established and the identification of possible ways forward for revising and adjusting policies if delivery problems are identified by the Annual Monitoring Report.
6.2 The table in Chapter 4 of the SSAL has to be read with the housing trajectories and the SA objectives, indicators and targets.  The reasoned justification should say this and be updated to reflect the LDS provision for the review of the CS and the RHS.  There are obvious errors in the table which make it unsound under Test 7.  The alteration of the target dates to 2018 (not 2016), and the deletion of a non-existent allocation (AL 19) for a secondary school in Southwater would correct these.  The table would also have to be renumbered because of the deletion of AL 6.

6.3 Targets should allow for direct effects to be measured and should be SMART (Specific; Measurable; Achievable; Realistic; Timed).  AL 16 (Warnham) lacks such a target, and the floorspace target of 36,800 sq m by 2018 in the Council’s Response Statement should be inserted.  The comments to AL 14 (Brinsbury) should be altered to indicate the policy requirement for a SPD, and the indicator altered to reflect the more clearly defined policy objective.  The comment to AL 15 (Shoreham) should be altered to mention the development brief requirement.  And the comment to AL 20 should mention the SPD required in ¶ 3.66.
6.4 The monitoring provision is not ideal and needs to be refined in accordance with the LDF Monitoring Good Practice Guide and its updates.  But we consider that a pragmatic approach is required as we find that the monitoring mechanisms and flexibility are not seriously compromised.  The final favourable soundness factor is that this monitoring provision would meet the key test of providing sufficient information to assess policy implementation and its significant effects, having regard to the Council’s available resources (¶ 4.28 of the Good Practice Guide).  So we consider the monitoring to be appropriate and sound with the above Changes.
7. Are the other Chapters appropriate, consistent with national planning policies, and up-to-date?
Chapter 1: Introduction and Chapter 2: Context for this Document

7.1 We are satisfied that our Changes deal appropriately with flooding and drainage issues for specific sites.  Other similar matters, such as Sustainable Drainage Systems, are covered by national planning policy or by the DC Policies.

Chapter 5: Conclusions and Next Steps
7.2 This Chapter primarily concerns the submission stage and is now irrelevant and so contrary to Test 9.  Therefore, in order to make this Chapter sound, it should be replaced with a more relevant conclusion (as the Council suggested) setting out the place of the SSAL in the overall LDF, explaining how further housing issues will be dealt with, and giving a contact point for further information (see Annex A).
8. Overall Conclusions

8.1 We conclude that, with the Changes we recommend in Annex A: Schedule of Changes, the Site Specific Allocations of Land DPD satisfies the requirements of s20(5) of the 2004 Act and the associated Regulations, is sound in terms of s20(5)(b) of the 2004 Act, and meets the tests of soundness in PPS12.
Alan Foster and David Vickery

INSPECTORS
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Annex A: Schedule of Changes

The following Schedule sets out the Changes that are necessary to make sound and clarify the SSAL.  It includes all our recommendations described earlier in this Report together with changes put forward by the Council to aid clarity and update the document in preparation for adoption.  The Changes are expressed either in the conventional form of strikethrough for deletions and underlining for additions of text or by specifying the change.  Instructions are in italics.

In some instances we have made minor alterations to the changes proposed by the Council to achieve greater clarity or to correct facts to meet Test 6.  Where the Changes are uncontroversial they have not necessarily been referred to earlier in this Report.

Page numbers and paragraph numbering refer to the submission SSAL, and do not take account of the deletion of Policies and supporting paragraphs, particularly Policy AL 6, although the re-ordering of Policies AL 14 to 16 have been indicated in their present context in the interests of clarity.  Therefore, the text and tables (e.g. that in Chapter 4 Monitoring) in the adopted version of the SSAL will have to be altered to reflect the consequential page, Policy and paragraph numbers.
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	Policy/ Para
	Change

	Report Ref

	iii
	
	Delete whole of FOREWORD
	1.14

	1
	1.1
	This document sets out a number of sites that are allocated for development.  It is one of the documents that will make up the Local Development Framework for Horsham District, which will governs the long-term spatial planning of our area.
	1.14

	1
	1.2
	Under the Government's new revised planning system, instead of producing . . . no changes to remainder of paragraph 1.2 
	1.14

	1
	1.3
	No changes until 4th sentence then: The Core Strategy is normally the first development plan document to be produced and, in the case of this District, the Core Strategy 'Submission' document has been prepared in parallel with was adopted in February 2007.  It provides the basis for this Site Specific Allocation of Land document, in order which is intended to provide as much clarity on the proposed way forward as possible. 
	1.14

	1
	1.4
	No changes until 2nd sentence then: The Local Development Framework will also includes the Council's Statement of Community Involvement; (already submitted to the Secretary of State); the Local Development Scheme (the public statement of the Council's programme or timetable, for the production of local development documents), and an annual Monitoring Report (which will assesses the implementation of the Local Development Scheme and the extent to which policies in the development plan documents are being achieved - see Chapter 4). 
	1.14

	2
	1.6
	No changes until 3rd sentence then: Policies for the allocation of large sites (over 50 homes) of on previously developed land within built-up area boundaries and smaller scale 'greenfield' development for housing and other uses are set out in this document.  The policies set out the critical requirements of the sites together with any broad specific design and landscape requirements.  No changes to remainder of paragraph 1.6. 
	1.14

	2
	1.7
	The sites allocated for development are identified on the 'submitted' Proposals Map, which covers the whole District and includes Inset Maps, prepared at a larger scale to show certain areas in more detail. 
	1.14

	2
	1.8
	Delete paragraph 1.8
	1.14

	2
	1.9
	Community Involvement
1.9  1.8  We have already previously consulted extensively on issues . . . no changes to remainder of paragraph 1.8. 
	1.14

	3
	1.10–1.12
	1.10    1.9         (Words remain unchanged)

1.11    1.10       (Words remain unchanged) 
1.12    1.11      No changes until 3rd sentence then: These responses have been were analysed and considered carefully as part of the process for agreeing the context of thise 'submission' Site Specific Allocations of Land document.  A number of the issues raised have resulted in further studies being undertaken and have led to amendments or additions to the Core Strategy, which have been were reflected in this the ‘submission’ document.  The examination of the responses has directly influenced the content of this the ‘submission’ document, with the deletion of some sites that had been proposed for development and amendments to other site specific allocations of land policies.  A summary analysis of the responses received has been was produced and is available for information.  In addition, we have prepared a Statement of Compliance (Response to Representations Report) indicating the response to the objections or issues raised, as reflected in the contents of this the 'submission' document.  This includes the reasons why individual site allocations have been were amended or not included in this the ‘submission’ document.
	1.14

	4
	1.13
	Current The 'Submission' Document
1.13 1.12 Having taken into account all the information gathered and representations received, the Council has decided how it intends intended to proceed and, therefore, the content of the 'Submission' Site Specific Allocations of Land document, in accordance with the submitted Core Strategy.  We have agreed that this document is now in an appropriate form to represent the intended approach for delivering the development requirements of the District and we have accordingly submitted it to the Secretary of State on 4th November 2005 for independent public examination.  We have published the necessary notice and have invited representations to be made within the specified period of six weeks.  A representations form is provided which you must use in order to submit your views to us (either in writing or electronically).  Around 400  Rrepresentations must be from organisations and individuals were made within the specified six week period and only those who have done so will have the right to have their representations considered at the examination.
	1.14

	4
	1.14
	Delete paragraph 1.14
	1.14

	4
	1.15
	Next Steps
1.15  1.13  If  Some of the representations received seek sought the inclusion of alternative sites for development, or for the boundaries of a site identified in this the document (and indicated on the Proposals Map) to be changed, we. We will advertised these proposed sites or changes as soon as possible after the close of the period for the receipt of representations  in January 2006, in the Alternative Development Sites & Boundary changes document. There will then be There was then a further period of six weeks for the receipt of representations to be made on those these site or boundary changes.  Any such representations made at that stage must relate solely to the advertised sites or boundary changes and should not include further alternatives. A further 1164 representations were received on the 113 suggested alternative sites and boundary changes.
	1.14

	5
	1.16
	1.16 1.14 The 'Submission' Site Specific Allocations of Land will be was subject to independent public examination in Autumn 2006 June/July 2007 in order to test its soundness and to consider representations, on the basis of whether its approach and proposals are were sound.  The Inspectors appointed by the Secretary of State to conduct the examination will produced a report with recommendations which will be were binding on the Council.  We will have incorporated any the changes required by the Inspectors and then proceeded to adopt the Site Specific Allocations of Land document, along with the Proposals Map, as formal development plan documents which now form part of the Local Development Framework for the District. 
	1.14

	7
	2.1
	The Core Strategy adopts the vision of the Horsham District Community Strategy which has been was prepared by the Horsham District Community Partnership.  No changes to remainder of paragraph 2.1.
	1.14

	7
	2.3
	The Core Strategy has been was prepared to take . . . for the South East (RPG9) to 2016, which will shortly be replaced by the South East Plan to 2026; and has been was heavily influenced . . . Sussex and is was a material consideration.  This Site Specific Allocations of Land Development Plan Document must is, in turn, be in conformity . . . this District.
	1.14

	7
	2.4
	This draft document does not seek to summarise the content of the adopted Core Strategy (2007).  However, it is . . . with the adopted Core Strategy.  No changes to remainder of paragraph 2.4. 
	1.14

	8
	2.6
	The development strategy set out in the Core Strategy proposes indicates that most of the new greenfield development should be concentrated in two strategic . . . as a priority.  Detailed proposals for land west of Crawley will come forward at the earliest opportunity and the Strategy currently indicates an area . . .  No changes to remainder of paragraph 2.6. 
	1.14

	9
	2.9
	The Core Strategy anticipates some of the requirement for new employment floorspace to be met in the two strategic locations for development, with a role for the Shoreham Cement Works site in relation to the regeneration of the Sussex Coast Sub-region.  This document also identifies a small number of other another sites to meet specific employment needs, at Warnham and Wealden Brickworks.  No changes to remainder of paragraph 2.9. 
	1.14

	10
	2.15
	End of penultimate sentence:  . . . Core Policy CP5 or CP8.  
	1.14

	11
	2.17
	Add additional bullet point:
· Final Report – this was published with the ‘submission’ documents and has played an important part in demonstrating the soundness of these documents by ensuring that they reflect sustainability objectives.
	1.14

	11
	2.19
	No changes until 4th sentence then:  It is anticipated that the full final draft of the Plan will be submitted to published by the Government in March 2006 2008.  It is likely intended therefore, that an early review of the Core Strategy may be appropriate will be undertaken to reflect the approved South East Plan.  This Site Specific Allocations of Land document would will also be the subject of an early reviews so that it continues to articulate the most up to date development strategy for the District, but will be supported in the first instance by the preparation of a Reserve Housing Sites Development Plan Document.
	1.14

	13


	3.1
	The Core Strategy (2007) in Core Policy CP5 identifies the towns and villages in the District that are considered appropriate to have a designated built-up area boundary, within two distinct categories.  These boundaries are defined on the Proposals Map and include any land that is allocated for development.  Development within a defined built-up area boundary of a Category 1 settlement is considered to be acceptable if it accords with all the relevant planning policies in principle, but and development within a Category 2 settlement may be acceptable if, additionally, it is justified in terms of meeting an identified local need. aAny land outside a built-up area is considered to be in the countryside, where development is strictly controlled.
	1.14

	13
	3.4
	Built-up area boundaries have previously sometimes been drawn close to buildings but have now generally been redrawn to include the entire whole curtilage of homes and other buildings, in accordance with the Government’s guidance definition of previously developed land in Annex B to Planning Policy Guidance Statement 3: Housing. , which states that any land that is or was occupied by a permanent structure (excluding agricultural or forestry buildings), including the curtilage of the development, comprises previously-developed or brownfield land. There is, however, no presumption that the whole of the curtilage will necessarily be suitable for development. The built-up area boundaries also . . . no changes to remainder of paragraph 3.4.    
	1.14, 5.14 & 5.16

	15
	AL1
	Previously Developed Land
Delete first paragraph with sub-pararaphs a. to f. and substitute:

Planning permission will be granted for residential development on previously-developed land in built-up areas if the proposals comply with the principles for Category 1 and 2 settlements set out in Policy CP5 of the Core Strategy (2007) and with the other strategy principles (including affordable housing) or development control policy requirements set out in the Core Strategy and General Development Control Policies Development Plan Documents.
In support of this policy the following sites with a capacity for 10 or more dwellings have been identified for residential development:

                                                                            Dwellings
Applegarth & Oak Tree Cottage, Ashington             19 22
Charles Wadey Builder’s Yard, Stane Street,
 Billingshurst                                                                  18

Station Mills, Daux Road, Billingshurst                         14

Trees, East Street, Billingshurst                              16 19
Vauxhall Stevens, Broadbridge Heath                          45

1 & 2 Works Cottages, Hills Farm Lane, Horsham   **10

137 Crawley Rd, Horsham                                             21

183 – 187 Comptons Lane, Horsham                        **21

19 – 27 Forest Road, Horsham                                 **19

64 – 68 Hurst Road, Horsham                                       22

9 – 13 Crawley Road, Horsham                                     15

Bryce Lodge, New Street, Horsham                              15

Cats Protection League, Horsham                             **21

Council Depot, Denne Road, Horsham                     38 50
Grandford House, 16 Carfax, Horsham                   20 22 
Horsham Football Club, Horsham                            97 80
Laundry Site, Arun Way, Horsham                           10 12
Lifestyle Ford, Horsham (AL2)                                    105

Northbrook College, Hurst Road, Horsham                  13

Parsonage Farm, Horsham (AL3)                               160

Piggott Court, Kennedy Road, Horsham                   **45
Roffey Sports and Social Club, Horsham (AL4)            70

St Leonards School, Horsham                                  15 20
Star Reservoir, Comptons Brow Lane, Horsham          32

Texaco Garage, Crawley Road, Horsham                    *44

Tyre Repair Shop, Brighton Road, Horsham                 12

Oddstones, Stane Street, Pulborough                     23 37
Riverside Concrete, Stane Street, 
Pulborough (AL5)                                                        146

Southwater Village Centre, Southwater                78 113
Abbey House, Ravenscroft, Storrington                 20  24
Birklands, Kithurst Lane, Storrington                      ** 15

Foxmead, Meadowside, Storrington                             30

Mogren House, Amberley Road, Storrington           ** 14

Greenfield Depot, Upper Beeding                                  15
Bellamys Garage, London Road, Washington          ** 11

RMC Engineering Works, Washington (AL6)                75
* Includes development previously permitted and already included in the housing land supply figures.  Only the increase in numbers are counted in the Urban Housing Potential Study to avoid double-counting 

** Sites that have planning permission in part, or for the full scheme
	4.1 & 4.2
4.4
4.5

4.6

4.21



	17
	3.8
	The Urban Housing Potential Study includes detailed location maps of the large sites along with a description; details of the planning history and the potential capacity; this may differ from that identified in Policy AL1 due to the continuing further work of the Council and developers/landowners.  In addition to Policy AL1, the following policies relate to a number of the largest sites identified and set out site specific additional development criteria and objectives. It should be recognised that, although not repeated within these specific policies, the policies and provisions of the Core Strategy (particularly relating to affordable housing and infrastructure provision) will also apply, supplemented as appropriate by the policies of the General Development Control Policies Development Plan Document. 
	1.14

	19
	AL2
	Land amounting to 1.4 hectares is allocated for residential and commercial use and open space.  At a density of 120 dwellings per hectare, this site is expected to accommodate around 105 dwellings in the period after 2011.  Development will be subject to the following:
a. the provision of commercial premises along the frontage with the Bishopric, from which they will be accessed;

b. the provision of around 42 affordable homes, in accordance with Core Policy CP12;                                                                      access to development on the southern part of the site being from the roundabout on Albion Way that serves Tanbridge Retail Park;

c. a high density, modern, innovative design approach in accordance with Core Policy CP3 being adopted; 

d. the design of the scheme taking into account the adjoining residential properties;

e. the provision of an area of informal open space at the southernmost part of the site adjoining the River Arun, including the area within the flood zone; and

f. the provision of a footpath/cycleway link to the Riverside Walk, south of Tanbridge Retail Park.
h.  contributions will be required towards the improvement      of infrastructure, including the provision of more sustainable transport choices, services and community facilities unless it is demonstrated that the site or local circumstances do not justify such a provision, in accordance with Core Policies CP13 and CP20. 

Development proposals will be set out in a development brief and should be accompanied by a detailed flood risk assessment and a comprehensive risk assessment of possible contamination, with identification of remediation works.
	4.1 & 4.8

	21
	AL3
	Land amounting to 8.2 8.0 hectares is allocated for residential, employment use and open space.  At a density of 35 dwellings per hectare, this site is expected to accommodate around 160 dwellings in the period after 2011. Development will be subject to the following: 
a. the provision of employment floorspace on land (1.77ha) north of the existing business units, adjacent to the railway line;

b. the provision of around 64 affordable homes, in accordance with Core Policy CP12;                          access to development to be provided from Parsonage Road with an emergency access provided via Searles View;

c. improvements to cycle and pedestrian links from the site, including a new cycle/pedestrian link to the north via Searles View;

d. high quality layout and design that respects and enhances the setting of the Listed Building, Parsonage Farm;

e. the provision of appropriate public open space in accordance with Core Policy CP3 within the residential development; and
f. the provision of boundary landscaping to protect and enhance the amenity of neighbouring properties.

h.  contributions will be required towards the improvement      of infrastructure, including the provision of more sustainable transport choices, services and community facilities unless it is demonstrated that the site or local circumstances do not justify such a provision, in accordance with Core Policies CP13 and CP20. 

Development proposals for the comprehensive redevelopment of this site will be set out in a development brief and should be accompanied by a detailed flood risk assessment and a comprehensive risk assessment of possible contamination, and with identification of remedial works, and be accompanied by an archaeological appraisal.
	4.1 & 4.9 to 4.12

	23
	AL4
	Land amounting to 3.7 hectares is allocated for residential, recreation and leisure use.  At a density of 70 dwellings per hectare, this site is expected to accommodate around 70 dwellings on 1 hectare of the site. Development will be subject to the following:
a. the provision of a significantly improved replacement social club building;

b. the provision of enhanced recreational facilities including the provision of a senior football pitch and further consideration of the provision of an all-weather pitch;

c. the provision of 27 affordable homes, in accordance with Core Policy CP12;                                                                    the provision of appropriate car parking;

d. appropriate accesses to be provided via Bryce Close and Honeysuckle Walk; and
e. enhanced boundary planting to protect the amenity of neighbouring properties and broaden the biodiversity of the site.

g.  contributions will be required towards the improvement of   infrastructure, including the provision of more sustainable transport choices, services and community facilities unless it is demonstrated that the site or local circumstances do not justify such a provision, in accordance with Core Policies CP13 and CP20.
	4.1

	25
	AL5
	Land amounting to 3.6 hectares is allocated for residential development.  At a density of 40 dwellings per hectare, this site is expected to accommodate 146 dwellings.  Development will be subject to the following:
a. a comprehensive risk assessment of contamination on the site and the completion of all necessary remediation works; 

b. the completion of all necessary works to regularise the existing variance in levels of the site; 

c. the provision of affordable homes to meet local needs at a level that takes into account the remediation and development costs of this brownfield site; 

d. access to be provided via a new junction onto Stane Street opposite Stane Street Close; 

e. a new emergency access, pedestrian and cycle access to be provided to the south of the site, adjacent to the railway line; 

f. the provision of a pedestrian crossing across Stane Street, north of the railway line to enable enhanced pedestrian access to the services and facilities in Pulborough; and
g. appropriate boundary landscaping and buffer planting, particularly along the railway line; and .
contributions will be required towards the improvement of infrastructure, including the provision of more sustainable transport choices, services and community facilities unless it is demonstrated that the site or local circumstances do not justify such a provision, in accordance with Core Policies CP13 and CP20. 
	4.1

	26
	3.19
	RMC Engineering Works, Washington

Delete ¶ 3.19.
	4.21

	27
	3.20
	Delete ¶ 3.20.
	4.21

	27
	AL6
	Delete entire Policy AL 6, including its headings.
	4.21

	29
	Table 1
	Strategic Housing Required 2001-2018:  Horsham District

Dwellings

Total requirement 2001-2018

Completed 2001-2004 2005

Commitments (of planning permission or
outstanding allocations) of 2004 2005

Remaining provision to be made 2004 2005-2018

10,575

1,810 2,200
   
1,395 1,390
7,370 6,985
Urban housing potential from previously
developed land 2004 2005-2018 

Strategic Locations:
- west of Crawley  

- west of Horsham

Sub total (previously developed land plus
Strategic Locations) 

   
2,740 2,250
    
2,500 

2,000

    
7,250 6,750
Remaining requirement from small scale greenfield allocations 

Provision from allocated small scale greenfield sites*
   
130 235
255

* Policies do not include the provision of 59 homes at Forge Way, Billingshurst, which was granted planning permission in Spring 2005. 
	3.2, 3.3 & 4.2

	33
	AL7
	Land amounting to 1.1 hectares is allocated for residential development.  At a density of just over 30 dwellings per hectare, this site could accommodate around 35 dwellings.
Development will be subject to the following:
a. the provision of affordable housing as the basis of the scheme and/or , an element of which could consist of sheltered housing accommodation for the elderly, to meet locally identified needs recently identified , in accordance with Core Policy CP12; 

b. the conversion of the existing farm house if practicable; and 

c. improved access to the site, which would need to take into account the rural nature of Rectory Lane and may include improved safety measures at the junction of Rectory Lane and Meiros Way; 

d. improvements to cycle and pedestrian links from the site; 

e. the provision of boundary landscaping to protect the amenity of neighbouring properties; and
f. enhancement of the tree/hedge line on the northern boundary of the site to minimise the impact of the new homes on the surrounding countryside; and .
 g. contributions will be required towards the improvement of infrastructure, including the provision of more sustainable transport choices, services and community facilities unless it is demonstrated that the site or local circumstances do not justify such a provision, in accordance with Core Policies CP13 and CP20. 
	4.1 & 4.25

	35
	AL8
	Land amounting to 0.8 hectares is allocated for residential development.  At a density of 35 dwellings per hectare, this site is expected to accommodate around 25 dwellings.

Development will be subject to the following:

a. the provision of affordable housing to meet local needs, in accordance with Core Policy CP12;   the woodland to the north of the site to be retained and enhanced with appropriate management, particularly in terms of public access; 

b. the protection of the mature trees to be protected identified as appropriate for retention from a full arboricultural survey agreed by the Council, and the provision of suitable landscaping to be provided in order to retain the ecological value of the area, to provide a setting for the new homes, and to minimise the their impact of the new homes on the surrounding countryside; 

c. careful design which reflects the character of Billingshurst Conservation Area; 

d. access to be from East Street and should respect the distinctiveness of this 'gateway' into the village; and
e.   an archaeological investigation to be carried out before development commences; and .
e. contributions will be required towards the improvement of infrastructure, including the provision of more sustainable transport choices, services and community facilities unless it is demonstrated that the site or local circumstances do not justify such a provision, in accordance with Core Policies CP13 and CP20. 
	4.1 & 4.26

	36
	3.30
	Add additional final sentence:  Planning permission for the new housing will be dependant upon the achievement of all the matters set out in criteria a. to f. in order to justify market housing in this Category 2 Settlement.
	4.29

	37
	AL9
	Land amounting to 1 hectare is allocated for residential development.  At a density of 35 dwellings per hectare, this site is expected to accommodate a maximum of 35 dwellings.  
Development will be subject to the following:
a. the provision of at least 10 affordable homes for identified local housing needs as the basis for this scheme;  
b. sensitive design to respect the character and setting of The Plough public house and local vernacular; 

c. appropriate design and works to achieve the reduction of accommodate the potential for reducing traffic speeds in the village and improve pedestrian safety, including the provision of a roundabout opposite Church Close; 

d. improvements to cycle and pedestrian links from the site; 

e. the provision and retention of a shop linked with The Plough public house; and 

f. the retention and enhancement of the pond and surrounding native trees;.  

g. contributions will be required towards the improvement of infrastructure, including the provision of more sustainable transport choices, services and community facilities unless it is demonstrated that the site or local circumstances do not justify such a provision, in accordance with Core Policies CP13 and CP20. 
	4.1 & 4.29

	38
	3.31
	No changes until 4thsentence then: In terms of residential development there is the potential on this site this should be for a scheme for private sheltered housing to meet identified local needs. 
	4.32

	39
	AL10
	Land amounting to 2.5 hectares is allocated for residential development and employment use.  At a density of 30 dwellings per hectare, this site is expected to accommodate around 30 dwellings as described below.

Development will be subject to the following: 

a. retention of existing business on the site; 

b. the provision of sheltered accommodation for the elderly; 

c. a contribution to local employment in the form of new small employment units (B1); 

d. retention and enhancement of the existing mature hedgerows; 

e. access to be from Windacres Farm, south of Windacres Lodge on to Church Street; 

f. the careful siting, design and separation of employment uses and housing; 

g. improvements to cycle and pedestrian links to the village from the site; and
h. the provision of replacement dwellings if demolition is necessary to achieve access to the site; and .
contributions will be required towards the improvement of infrastructure, including the provision of more sustainable transport choices, services and community facilities unless it is demonstrated that the site or local circumstances do not justify such a provision, in accordance with Core Policies CP13 and CP20. 
	4.1

	40
	3.32
	Add new final sentence: It will also be necessary to undertake a full archaeological appraisal before any form of development takes place on the site, given that development in this area may affect both known and currently unknown above and below ground archaeological sites.
	4.33

	41
	AL11
	No changes until sub-paragraph h. then:
h.        a full archaelogical assessment to be carried out before development commences. contributions will be required towards the improvement of infrastructure, including the provision of more sustainable transport choices, services and community facilities unless it is demonstrated that the site or local circumstances do not justify such a provision, in accordance with Core Policies CP13 and CP20.
	4.1 & 4.33

	43
	AL12
	No changes until sub-paragraph a. then:
a. the provision of retirement housing for use in conjuntion with the existing retirement home complex, with access to the site being provided from the road into the main site;
b. sensitive design of the scheme to reflect the site's relatively prominent location; 

c. noise attenuation measures including buffer planting along the A283; 

d. retention of the existing mature hedgerows and additional boundary planting to the east; and
e. further investigation of the stability of the sandpit to the south of the site and any necessary mitigation measures; and .
Delete existing sub-paragraph e. 
	4.1 & 4.34

	44
	3.39
	It is considered that this scheme should be developed on a comprehensive and integrated basis, including the joint provision of the necessary infrastructure and open space, in order to achieve the objectives of the policy. A development brief will need to be prepared to guide the appropriate design and implementation of the scheme.  In the light of these considerations, it is likely that the site will be unable to come forward for development until after 2011.  The development brief may be part of submitted planning applications but will need to be subject to community involvement.  The Council will expect such planning applications to demonstrate how they adhere to this key principle of the Policy.
	4.38 & 4.39

	45
	AL13
	Land amounting to 6 hectares is allocated for residential development and informal open space.  At a density of 30 dwellings per hectare, this site is expected to accommodate around 90 homes.  Development will be subject to:
a. the proposals being brought forward on a comprehensive and integrated basis for the whole site, including the joint provision of the necessary infrastructure and open space;

b. the provision of an access road to serve the leisure centre and school;

c. the provision of affordable housing to meet local needs, in accordance with Core Policy CP4;                                                                  the provision of informal open space on about 3 hectares of land which may include recreational land to serve the school;

d. appropriate boundary landscaping and buffer planting on the northern and western boundaries; and
e. an archaeological investigation being undertaken before development commences and .
contributions will be required towards the improvement of infrastructure, including the provision of more sustainable transport choices, services and community facilities unless it is demonstrated that the site or local circumstances do not justify such a provision, in accordance with Core Policies CP13 and CP20. 
	4.1 & 4.39

	46
	3.40
	The Core Strategy sets out the requirements for employment of some 215,000 210,000 square metres of employment floorspace to be provided in the period up to 2018, in Core Policy CP10.
The next two sentences remain as existing.

Three other sites are identified in Core Policy CP10, which include employment development as part of wider development proposals.  One other site is identified in Core Policy CP10, at Shoreham Cement Works, where employment is included as part of wider proposals for the restoration of the site. A further site at Warnham and Wealden Brickworks, Horsham is identified in this document as an employment allocation. The site specific provisions for the sites are set out in this document at Policies AL14 and AL15 to AL16.  Further, more detailed guidance is required as part of the development proposals for each site.
	1.14
4.43 & 4.50

	46
	3.41 – 3.45
	3.41  3.55  Wording remains the same.
3.42   3.56   An area of land at Brinsbury Campus is identified within which Policy AL16 and the Proposals Map identify the Brinsbury Campus as a location where the development of new and/or extended uses, which may include new buildings, may be acceptable in pursuit of the objective of creating a Centre of Rural Excellence. This would allow Brinsbury The intention is to enable the College to develop its facilities in order to ensure the Campus’ viability for rural land-based education as a focus for rural enterprise activities. The merger of Brinsbury College with Chichester College in 2002 was seen as a means both to secure the future of land-based education and training in the area and also to develop the Brinsbury Campus to meet the wider needs of a more diversified rural economy. Growth of the College within the defined boundaries, in accordance with this principle, which could include businesses operating in collaboration with the college, would increase opportunities for education and training and would also provide land-based employment opportunities. Developing the Brinsbury Campus as a Centre of Rural Excellence would enable considerable potential gains for the College in the form of vocational training for students., in conjunction with on-site enterprises to help meet the needs of the rural economy. It is likely that any such developments would also have the benefit of generating some additional local employment.
3.43  3.57  Wording remains the same.
3.44  3.58  Wording remains the same.
3.45  3.59  In the last sentence delete at the end: ..and the rural economy as a whole.
	4.47 to 4.49

	48
	AL14
	Policy AL 14 16

Centre of Rural Excellence at Brinsbury

Planning permission will be granted for dDevelopments in support of the expansion and enhancement of Chichester College Brinsbury Campus as a Centre of Rural Excellence within the defined boundaries will be permitted solely in order to ensure the Campus’ financial and educational viability for rural land-based education, and provided any proposals meet the following requirements:  Development will be subject to the following:
a. careful siting and design of the all buildings and associated facilities; 

b. the introduction of sustainable transport systems linked in with the college Campus; 

c. appropriate access provision from the A29;
d. compliance with the financial and educational viability tests as set out in a Supplementary Planning Document;

d. e.    an archaeological investigation of the site for any proposals for development adjoining Stane Street; and 

e.f.      a specific flood risk assessment to refine the need for open space provision only alongside of the watercourse running through the site (which is within Flood Zones 2 and 3) and to identify the requirement for Sustainable Drainage Systems of the watercourse running through the site.
Development should reflect the rural location of the Brinsbury cCampus and be related to the objectives of the Centre of Rural Excellence with regard to land-based education and training and the linkages with rural enterprises.  Development should not detract from the rural environment, but  and should include provision for landscape enhancement.  A masterplan for the whole site Supplementary Planning Document will be prepared in order to provide details of the Policy’s principles and approach to the Campus area.  Appropriate planning applications will, required on any application for development, under the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 1999, should be accompanied by an Environmental Impact Assessment.
	4.1, & 4.47 to 4.49

	49 -50 
	3.46 – 3.50
	Renumber 3.46 to 3.49 as 3.41 to 3.44.  The wording remains the same in all these paragraphs.
3.50   3.45    Policy AL 15 14 sets out… remainder as existing.
	4.43

	51
	AL15
	Policy AL 15 14

Shoreham Cement Works

Proposals for the redevelopment of Shoreham Cement Works will be supported in order to deliver the principal objectives of securing the satisfactory restoration of the cement works, with major environmental and landscape improvements compatible with its sensitive location within an AONB, will be supported.  Any development proposal must:

a.       achieve that principal objective, including ensuring that opportunities are maximised to enhance the landscape and biodiversity of the area;
a. b.   Wording remains the same. 

c.       include no more development than is necessary to secure the satisfactory restoration of the site;
b. d.   make a major contributeion to the regeneration of the coastal area, whilst ensuring that opportunities are maximised to enhance the landscape and biodiversity of the area; by virtue of the redevelopment comprising  high quality development for employment, leisure and/or tourism uses, including possible hotels and restaurants;
c.        include high quality development proposals for employment, leisure and/or tourism uses, including possible hotels and restaurants; 

d. e.   Wording remains the same. 

e. f.    Wording remains the same. 

The first sentence as existing, then….  Further, more detailed guidance for the development of this site will be set out in a development brief which will include phasing possibilites.  and aAny relevant application for development under the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 1999 should be accompanied by an Environmental Impact Assessment.  Development proposals should also be accompanied by a comprehensive Transport Assessment for the site as a whole and ; a comprehensive risk assessment of possible contamination and identification of remediation works; and a specific flood risk assessment to refine the need for open space provision only alongside part of the River Adur (which is within Flood Zones 2 and 3) and to identify the requirement for Sustainable Drainage Systems.
	4.1, 4.43, & 4.53

	52 - 53
	3.51 -3.58
	Re-number paragraphs 3.51 to 3.58 as 3.46 to 3.53.
	4.43

	54
	AL16
	Policy AL 16 15

Warnham and Wealden Brickworks, Horsham

Land amounting to around  23 24.4  hectares at Warnham and Wealden Brickworks is…
Remainder as existing, except for:
b.      consider the provision of a new waste management facility; 
c.      the provision of employment floorspace , including for B8 (Storage) and B2 (industrial) uses;

and the last line of the last paragraph:

Development proposals should also be accompanied by a  flood comprehensive contamination risk assessment of ….
	4.1, & 4.55 to 4.57

	55
	3.59
	The first sentence as existing, then: Some of these policy objectives were articulated in the 'saved' Horsham District Local Plan (1997) and are long term policy provisions that will not necessarily be achieved in the period to 2018.  
No changes to remainder of paragraph 3.59.
	1.14

	55
	3.60
	No changes until 3rd sentence then:  The saved adopted Horsham District Local Plan included a policy (BL7) which allocated land for such a link.
	1.14

	55
	3.61
	The first sentence as existing, then: The saved adopted Horsham District Local Plan identified (in Policy SQ3) land off Andrews Lane as part of the redevelopment of the village centre.  
No changes to remainder of paragraph 3.61.
	1.14

	57
	3.64
	Add to the last sentence: … the cCountry pPark.; the Council will seek to utilise any opportunities to work towards this objective, including through agreeing a timescale for progressing the elements identified and negotiating public access to the restored parts of the site in advance of the final cessation of the sand workings.
	4.59

	57
	3.66
	No changes until 4th sentence then: Such proposals should be incorporated within any a Supplementary Planning Document ‘planning brief’ for the overall cCountry pPark , which the Council would expect to prepare for the area in the longer term, once the basis for moving forward with the implementation of the Country Park is clearer.
	4.59

	61
	4.1
	No changes until 4th sentence then:  The extent to which it is possible to adjust policy provisions to secure delivery will be examined, including through the preparation of further local development documents a Reserve Housing Sites Development Plan Document, or whether it will be more appropriate to review this Site Specific Allocations of Land document in accordance with a review of the Core Strategy.  
No changes to remainder of paragraph 4.1.
	1.14

	61
	4.2
	Insert the following after the first sentence:

The following monitoring table should be read with the housing trajectories associated with this DPD and the Core Strategy and the Sustainability Assessment objectives, indicators and targets.
	6.2

	62 - 64
	Table
	Site Specific Allocations of Land : Submission Monitoring - Key Indicators

(see changes to Table below)
	6.2 & 6.3

	Policy
Indicator/ Proposed Action
Targets & Dates
Responsible Agency
References/ Comments
AL1
Previously Developed Land:

Unidentified Sites

Number of homes and other uses provided on unidentified sites

Percentage and number of new homes completed on previously developed land

Windfall development on previously developed land completed by 2018

Private Sector,

Housing Associations

Number and scale of development has been predicted in the Urban Housing Potential study

AL2-AL13
Larger Scale Previously Developed Land Allocations

and

Smaller Scale 'Greenfield' Allocations

Number of homes provided, and other uses provided as set out in each site specific allocation

All developments on larger previously developed land and small scale 'greenfield' sites to be completed by 2018 and with some phased up to 2011 

Private Sector, Housing Associations

Subject to proposed phasing of site release and relationship to outcomes of annual monitoring process

 

AL14 16
Centre of Rural Excellence at Brinsbury

Develop the enhanced college facilities in order to ensure the Campus’ viability for rural land-based education within defined boundaries.  May include new buildings
By 20168
Brinsbury College, Private Sector and District Council

Masterplan Supplementary Planning Document required

AL15 14
Shoreham Cement Works

Restoration of Shoreham Cement Works with environmental and landscape improvements

By 20168
District Council, County Council, Adur District Council, SEEDA, Private Sector

Requires development brief and possibly accompanying EIAs.  Need to take account of regeneration and restoration requirements

AL16 15
Warnham and Wealden Brickworks

Redevelopment mixed use B8 and B2 scheme of some 36,800 sq m
By 20168
Private Sector, District Council and County Council

Requires development brief and accompanying EIA

AL17
Jengers Mead, Billingshurst

Provision of vehicular link between Jengers Mead and library car park

By 20168
Private sector

District Council and County Council

AL18
Fire Station, Southwater

Provision of new local fire station

By 20168
District Council and County Council

Requirement may be superseded by provision of regional facility in Horsham area

AL19
Land West of Southwater
Reservation of site for new secondary school; monitor need for new secondary school places

Monitoring of school places on annual basis

County Council (LEA) and District Council

Safeguarding of site only as this stage

AL20 19
Meadowside, Storrington

Number of car parking spaces

By 20168
District Council

AL21 20
Sandgate Park, Sullington

Protection of site for country park

Up to 20168
District Council and County Council

Safeguarding of site until public access can be achieved.  Supplementary Planning Document required.
Note: Renumber the table due to the deletion of AL 6.

	65
	Chap 5
	Delete whole chapter and replace with the following:

CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS
5.1   This document is a key component of the ‘portfolio’ of documents which comprise the Local Development Framework. It has been prepared and adopted in conformity with The Core Strategy (2007). The Council will now seek to carry through its provisions in accordance with the agreed requirements, including the preparation of more detailed guidance in the form of development briefs where appropriate.

5.2   The Council will consider further issues relating to the potential release of additional land for residential development through the preparation of a forthcoming Reserve Housing Sites Development Plan Document. The overall approach to development in the District in the longer term, over the period to 2026, will also be considered in the review of the Core Strategy, in the light of the approved South East Plan.

5.3   For further information on the Local Development Framework process, or if you have any queries on this document, please contact a member of the Strategic and Community Planning Department at this Council on 01403 215398, email: strategic.planning@horsham.gov.uk
	7.2

	Prop Map
	
	Insert a symbol and annotation for the Brinsbury Campus on the overall Proposals Map for the District.
	4.47

	Inset Map 10
	
	Add No.19 Queensway to the AL 1 Horsham Town Football Club site.
	5.30

	Inset Map 10
	
	Exclude the residential curtilage to Clydesdale in the north-east corner of the AL 3 allocation.
	4.13

	Inset Map 14
	
	Delete AL 1 site at Oddstones and reposition BUAB to exclude this land.
	4.5

	Inset Map 19
	
	Add the additional curtilage of 27 Millfield to the BUAB of Southwater.
	5.38

	Inset Map 19
	
	Delete the rear open areas of The Rest and Trosslands, Worthing Road, Southwater by extending the existing BUAB from the northern dwellings south-westwards, parallel to the road.
	5.39

	Inset Map 20
	
	Delete AL 1 site at Upper Beeding and reposition the BUAB to exclude this land.
	4.6

	Inset Map 21
	
	Remove Pit Area of Thakeham Tiles (ADS 99) from countryside and include within built up area boundary.
	5.47

	Inset Map 21
	
	Delete AL 6 site and reposition BUAB along Sandy Lane and Hampers Lane to exclude this site; colour wash AL 20 over the northern area of the AL 6 site as shown green hatched on the Council’s suggested changes plan of 18/6/07; and include the southern part of the site with the countryside.
	4.21

	Inset Map 26
	
	Delete the Inset Map and renumber remaining accordingly.
	4.47

	Inset Map 28
	
	Add 1.4 hectares of land containing the waste generator and an office compound (ADS 41) within the AL 16 allocation.
	4.57


�  A Pre-Examination meeting was held on 16th April 2007 to discuss procedural matters.





