HDC/Matter 1 – Housing Strategy

RESPONSE STATEMENT BY HORSHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL

HORSHAM DISTRICT LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK
SITE SPECIFIC ALLOCATIONS OF LAND DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT
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1.
Background
 

1.1
The Council’s position in relation to the housing provisions set out in the Site Specific Allocations of Land (SSAL) document has been explained in the Overall Position Statement (CDHor7) prepared in March 2007.  The statement confirms the basis for the proposed allocations set out in the SSAL document and that there is at least a 5-year land supply of deliverable housing sites as well as a supply of developable sites over the longer term to 2018.  It includes an update to Table 1 of the SSAL document to reflect the adopted Core Strategy as well as information on more recent data and the implications of the advice in PPS3.

1.2
The purpose of this Response Statement is to address matters from the original representations not covered in the Overall Position Statement relating to this issue and, in response to the submitted statements for the Hearing on this matter or amplifying written representations, to set out why the changes sought by other parties would make the SSAL document less sound or unsound.

2.
Main Issues

2.1
Matter 1 relates particularly to the following issue:

· The overall position for housing in the District taking account of the requirements of PPS3 and the provisions of the adopted Core Strategy, including previously developed land, the allowance for unidentified (‘windfall’) sites, as well as smaller scale Greenfield site allocations, against tests of soundness 4,6,7 and 9.

2.2
The Inspectors have identified that likely key issues and questions for the Examination (as well as the update to Table 1 covered in the Overall Position Statement) are:
· Housing Trajectories for total housing provision, divided between homes on previously developed land and greenfield sites.

· Deliverable sites between 2007 and 2012 (paragraph 54 of PPS3), and potentially deliverable sites to cover the 5 year period immediately following the Government’s publication of The South East Plan and the Review of the Core Strategy (the rolling 5 year supply).

· The need, or otherwise, for a contingency DPD, or changes to this DPD, to meet the forecast housing land requirement (Policy CP4 and paragraph 4.57 of the Core Strategy).

· What is the right balance between helpful cross-referencing and unnecessary duplication of policies in AL1 (and elsewhere) i.e. the extent to which criteria a-f duplicate Core Strategy and General Development Control policies?

· Should paragraph 3.1 and Policy AL1 make specific reference to the different policy applicable in Category 2 settlements?

· Paragraph 3.4 relates to now cancelled guidance in PPG3 covering curtilages.  This guidance is not repeated in PPS3.  What changes are necessary to this paragraph?  Are changes now desirable to certain built-up area boundaries as sought in some representations?  If desirable, how could this be achieved at this late stage in the process?

2.3
Other issues identified from representations made, covered in this Response Statement are: 

· The relative priority given to previously developed land and the potential for further Greenfield site allocations

· The basis for the identification of site allocations, primarily small scale Greenfield sites, in the context of the settlement hierarchy and sustainable development considerations

· The need to understand the community benefits of development, including the wider economic and social benefits as well as the basis for allocations intended to meet ‘local needs’

· The justification for the allocations set out, including against alternative sites

· The need to set out the position regarding a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) and how it has informed the allocations

· The need to clarify whether development has to fulfil all the criteria of Policy AL1 or just some criteria and what these should specify.

3.
Council’s Response to Issues Raised

3.1
The basis for the approach in the SSAL document has been outlined in the Overall Position Statement (CDHor7).  There is a clear expression of the sequential approach adopted, with a focus on previously developed land within the defined built-up areas, followed by development in the two strategic development areas, and only then the proposed smaller scale growth in the smaller towns and villages, primarily to meet identified local needs.  It is considered that all the allocated sites, including those in Category 2 settlements, are justified against the relevant policy provisions and the local circumstances.  The relevant justification in each case is set out in the site specific Response Statements.  The position with regard to the Strategic Flood Risk Assessments is set out in the Council’s Response Statement on Matter 5. 

Housing Trajectories

3.2
The Overall Position Statement (CDHor7) includes an updated Housing Trajectory to March 2006 (Appendix 1) from the Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) April 2005 - March 2006 (CDHor13).  It also indicates that a further trajectory showing the actual split between houses on previously developed land and Greenfield sites will be included in this Response Statement.  The Housing Trajectory prepared on this basis is attached to this Statement as Appendix 1.  The Trajectory clearly identifies the shift towards Greenfield site development from 2008/9 onwards, once the west of Horsham development begins to come forward in terms of completions.  However, on the basis of continued development, to a more limited extent, on unidentified/windfall previously developed land sites, there continues to be a surplus in provision over the requirement until the end of the plan period in 2018.  The Council has made clear its view that additional greenfield site allocations are not necessary at this stage but, if there is a need to address any deficiencies for whatever reason through new allocations, this should be undertaken through the programmed Reserve Housing Sites DPD and review of the Core Strategy.
Deliverable Sites

3.3
The Overall Position Statement (CDHor7) indicates the Council’s position in terms of housing land supply and includes a schedule (Appendix 3) of the sites considered deliverable over the 5 year period to 2012 and beyond.  The reasoning behind the estimated timings for development in the schedule are set out in more detail in the relevant Response Statements, including for the sites listed in Policy AL1 (Matter 2).  Clearly the estimated timings need to be kept under review as circumstances may change favourably or unfavourably, but this is a normal part of the monitoring process.  The current assessments are based on the most recent information, with any judgements clearly explained in the detailed reasoning in each case.  Discussions have been held with landowners and developers wherever appropriate in order to determine the availability of sites and the information collected demonstrates that there is a reasonable prospect of housing being delivered within the rolling 5 year period.  The Council has not been advised of any concerns or disputes about the position set out, prior to the receipt of submitted statements from respondents.
3.4
In addition, since the preparation of the schedule of deliverable sites for the period up to 31st March 2006, a number of other sites have come forward for development which had not previously been identified.  These sites, which are listed in Appendix 2 to this Statement, are capable of accommodating some 208 homes and are considered deliverable within the 5 year period to 2012, on the basis of the knowledge of the sites and the landowners/developers intentions, including from discussions held during the planning application stage.  Whilst the inclusion and availability of these sites will be picked up later during the annual monitoring process, it is considered important to highlight now the potential contribution and the flexibility provided in terms of the provisions set out in the SSAL document.
Contingency DPD/Changes

3.5
The Council has programmed a Reserve Housing Sites DPD, as indicated in the Overall Position Statement (CDHor7), within its most recent Local Development Scheme (CDHor16).  It is considered that the appropriate means to address any potential shortfall against the housing land requirement 

is through this additional DPD and for the review of the Core Strategy, rather than by major alterations to the provisions of the current SSAL document, which would potentially take it out of conformity with the adopted Core Strategy and make it unsound accordingly.
Criteria a - f of Policy AL1

3.6
In drafting Policy AL1 the intention was to highlight the key principles involved in bringing forward previously developed land within defined built-up areas for redevelopment.  It was considered that it would be helpful to ensure that there is a link between the Core Strategy policies/objectives and the SSAL DPD.  It is certainly the case that for planning permission to be granted for residential development on previously developed land, a number of criteria will need to be met, whether the sites are identified as specific allocations or come forward as ‘windfall’ sites.  However, particularly given that since the preparation of the SSAL document, the General Development Control Policies DPD has been submitted, it is accepted that the specification and cross-referencing of these criteria in the form indicated might be unnecessary duplication.  Provided it is clear within the SSAL document that all the policies and provisions relate to the requirements of the Core Strategy, and are supplemented by the policies of the General Development Control Policies DPD, then it is considered that these criteria could be omitted from Policy AL1 without making the policy unsound.

Category 2 Settlements

3.7
In the light of the endorsement of the approach towards Category 2 settlements set out in the Inspectors’ Report on the Examination into the Core Strategy DPD, it is acknowledged that it would be helpful to make specific reference to the ‘local needs’ requirements for the redevelopment of any previously developed land within Category 2 settlements.  Such a reference could be included with the reasoned justification of the SSAL document, perhaps in paragraph 3.1, but possibly also within Policy AL1 if such a cross reference is considered appropriate.  It is recognised that the policy provisions of the SSAL document should be as clear as possible in accordance with the requirements of the adopted Core Strategy.

Curtilages and Built Up Area Boundaries

3.8
Although paragraph 3.4 of the SSAL document refers specifically to PPG3 (now cancelled) and the advice which is not directly repeated in PPS3, it is not considered that the amended approach of PPS3 should result in any substantive change to this paragraph or to the approach outlined and the definition of specific built-up area boundaries.  Annex B to PPS3 (CDNat5) includes in the definition of ‘previously developed land (often referred to as brownfield land)’ reference to “including the curtilage of the developed land and any associated fixed surface infrastructure”.  This definition is qualified by the statement that:  “There is no presumption that land that is previously-developed is necessarily suitable for housing development nor that the whole of the curtilage should be developed”.  This provision is not wholly different from the previous definition, with footnote, in Annex C to PPG3.  It is also not considered that the revised wording of PPS3 alters the fundamental approach of defining built up area boundaries by reference to physical boundaries which relate to the entire curtilage of homes and other buildings.  There is no reason in principle to amend certain built-up area boundaries as sought in some representations, although each case will still need to be examined on its merits in the context of local circumstances.  It is, however, considered that it would be helpful to amend the reference in paragraph 3.4 to refer to PPS3 and to include the qualification about the presumption for housing development across the whole curtilage.

4.
Response to Submitted Statements
4.1
Bellway Homes Ltd (1071) generally concurs with the Council's expressed approach in terms of the means to deal with any potential shortfall in the housing development provisions of the SSAL document.  It is accepted that the SSAL is not the appropriate DPD to address any shortfall in provision in terms of the components of housing land supply, including the requirements of PPS3 relating to windfall sites/the allocation of previously developed land, as assessed against Policy CP4.  It is, however, submitted that the Council should include the justification for allocations in Category 2 settlements as a Core Document, and an objection is maintained to previously developed land allocations in such settlements.  The Council's original justification for the allocations made in Category 2 settlements is set out in the submission SSAL document and this has been elaborated in the relevant Response Statement for each site concerned.  There are no remaining allocations of previously developed land in Category 2 settlements which have not already been permitted/are under construction.  The Council believes that the housing requirements are fully met by the provisions in place.  
4.2
HLL Humberts Leisure (1481) proposes that land at Hornbrook Farm, Horsham should be identified and /or held in reserve for residential development in order to accommodate any potential shortfall in housing land supply.  The Council maintains that the allocation of this land for 250 dwellings is neither necessary nor appropriate in the context of the current provisions and agreed development strategy; indeed, it is accepted in Humberts' statement (paragraph 2.3) that this type of greenfield allocation on the edge of a Category 1 settlement would not fit with the Core Strategy provisions.  The Council considers that notwithstanding important site specific matters dealt with in its statement in relation to ADS39, there is no basis to allocate this land as suggested; to do so would be unsound against Tests 4, 6 and 7, particularly as it would not accord with the principles of Policy CP4 in the Core Strategy (2009).
4.3
Horsham Society (1517) supports in general terms the Council's approach and opposes any further allocations that would breach defensible boundaries or contribute to coalescence.  It is considered that the most appropriate response to any further development requirement would be a review of the Core Strategy which recognised the role of a new settlement, such as at Kingsfold.  Whilst the Council agrees that any shortfall in housing provision is best addressed through the review of the Core Strategy, it does not support the new settlement option on the basis that it is not a practicable or deliverable approach.

4.4
Richard Maile (on behalf of a number of parties - 570/1905/1978) considers that there should be a rigorous assessment of the deliverability of the larger allocations and for a cross-section of dwellings in different locations to take account of the needs of communities.  It is also suggested that there is a need to reconsider some contingency proposals, such as greenfield allocations or reserve sites, to provide the necessarily flexibility, with possible specific sites indicated.  The Council considers that the issues of the deliverability of the strategic allocations and major contingency proposals have been dealt with as part of the Core Strategy Examination and it is inappropriate to re-open the consideration in the context of the SSAL document.  The alternative sites mentioned will be dealt with as appropriate in the individual Response Statements, but the issues relating to the land southwest of Horsham have been addressed in the Inspectors; Report on the Core Strategy (paragraph 7.4).  
4.5
Hall and Woodhouse Ltd (1982) supports the approach adopted by the Council and considers that it is preferable for the full implications of PPS3 or the South East Plan to be addressed in a Reserve Housing Site DPD.  It is also considered that there is a need for greenfield allocations in a range of sites and that paragraph 3.1 of the SSAL document does not need amending, but that Policy AL1 could incorporate a minor amendment.  The Council has concluded that an amendment to both paragraph 3.1 and Policy AL1, as set out in Section 6 below, might be beneficial.

4.6
The Diver Trust (2059) raises concerns about the Council's position that the full response to PPS3 should wait until the Reserve Housing Sites DPD and a review of the Core Strategy.  It is considered that the amendments to the SSAL document are required, at the very least to encapsulate the 'reserve' sites requirement and that the full implications of PPS3 should be taken into account now.  It is suggested that there is a shortfall of some 1,000 dwellings if unidentified windfall sites are excluded entirely but that one solution might be to discount such provision only until the review of the Core Strategy is complete, giving a deficit of some 315 dwellings.  The Council does not accept either this approach nor the assessment of the figures indicated.  On the latter point there continues to be a suggestion on behalf of the Trust that there is some double-counting or insufficient discounting of unidentified small sites, which is definitely not the case.  The Council's figures indicated in paragraph 4.8 of the Overall Position Statement (CDHor7) are based on a full and proper assessment of completions from this source, which already includes discounting for sites with planning permission that may not come forward to completion.  Similarly, for the three years from 2006/7 to 2008/9 the total expected completion from unidentified small sites is 266 dwellings, not 315 as suggested because some have already been identified through planning permissions and are expected to be completed in that period.  More fundamentally, the Council cannot agree either with the suggestion that the full implications of PPS3 should be addressed now or with the proposed 'compromise' approach for the short term pending the Core Strategy review.  The SSAL document is sound on the basis it was prepared and is in conformity with the adopted Core Strategy.  It also complies with the more recent PPS3 in that there is a five year supply of deliverable sites, even allowing for unidentified 'windfall' sites not being counted in that period.  That supply will continue to be enhanced as sites come forward for development, as evidenced by the additional 208 homes indicated in paragraph 3.4 above and set out in Appendix 2.  There is, therefore, ample time and opportunity to address any post 2012/13 shortfall, initially through providing some greater flexibility through the programmed Reserve Housing Sites DPD which can be subject to full consultation and, more fundamentally, through the Core Strategy Review.  It would be inappropriate to expect the current SSAL document to incorporate the full potential additional provision arising from the approach indicated in PPS3, a point recognised in the Diver Trust statement.  The short term 'compromise' is a wholly artificial approach, aimed at justifying particular further land releases in the short term, and is not a credible approach; it is not understood how the document would be sound against Tests 4 and 6 with such a 'mix and match' approach.  The Council's approach represents the most appropriate, logical and sound means of making progress in a proper plan-led way, taking account of changed Government guidance but ensuring the continued delivery of the necessary housing.  The alternative in the Council's view is that the SSAL document is found unsound as a whole, which would certainly cause delay, uncertainty and ad hoc land release decisions, and which would be far from satisfactory.
4.7
Independent Town Planning Services (2026) does not consider that the indicated 2,250 dwellings will come forward on previously developed land from 2005 to 2018 in the light of the restrictions on development in Category 2 villages and views about the capacity or deliverability of certain allocated sites.  It is also considered that the small scale greenfield site allocations within Category 2 settlements should be omitted.  The Council does not accept the position indicated in the statement and the extreme view taken about the availability of sites or development coming forward.  The issues relating to the individual sites mentioned are dealt with in the Council's Response Statement for Matter 2 and/or in the specific Response Statements on each site.  As a more general point, whilst there may sometimes be some minor variation in the development capacity actually permitted from that anticipated at allocation stage, this works both ways and any reduction is in any case more than made up by other sites coming forward that had not been anticipated.  The suggestion that Category 2 settlements would have produced 740 dwellings on 'windfall' sites over the period to 2018 which will not now occur is without foundation; if that level of provision could have been anticipated, the current allowance for 'windfall' sites would have been much greater.  As indicated in paragraph 4.11 of the Overall Position Statement (CDHor7), the Council believes that over time there will be development schemes coming forward in Category 2 settlements, potentially for 100% affordable housing.  One such scheme at Amberley is imminently expected as 

a planning application and others are anticipated.  The Council maintains that its position and the allocations made are founded on a robust and credible evidence base, which the adoption of the SSAL document will confirm and support the intended delivery of housing.
4.8
Croudace Strategic Limited (2468) considers that there should be no allowance for unallocated windfall sites made in the document and that the identification now of deliverable sites will provide greater certainty.  The Council does not accept this suggestion on the basis, as indicated in the Overall Position Statement (paragraph 4.8 - CDHor7), that there is local justification for including 'windfall' sites and that, if it had been known that Government policy might be changed in this way when the Core Strategy and SSAL documents had been produced, an entirely different strategy or approach might have been adopted.  It is not appropriate for the current SSAL document to address this situation, particularly when there is a 5 year supply of deliverable housing sites; the review of the Core Strategy is the appropriate means of tackling the issues.  The submitted Statement also makes reference to the site information in Appendix 3 to the Overall Position Statement; the Council does not understand the criticism of this schedule regarding consented development, whilst 'available' relates to the definition of 'deliverable' in PPS3 for those sites indicated as coming forward in the first 5 year period, or 'developable' for those sites indicated beyond that period.
5.
Conclusions

5.1
The Council considers that in all the circumstances the approach set out in the SSAL document towards the general housing strategy and numbers, with reference to both previously developed land and greenfield sites, is appropriate and sound against the relevant tests (subject to some minor updating indicated in Section 6 below) on the basis that:

· It is consistent with national planning policy, particularly in terms of the priority for development being on previously developed land and creating mixed and sustainable communities, even though the document was prepared before the publication of PPS3 and all its requirements (Soundness Test 4).
· It is coherent and consistent (subject to some clarification) with the Core Strategy (Soundness Test 6).

· It is founded on the appropriate evidence base for the role of this document in addressing smaller scale residential developments within the towns and villages of the District and provides the appropriate basis for testing individual proposals (Soundness Test 7).

· It is as flexible as is appropriate whilst remaining in accordance with the Core Strategy requirements in order to take account of changing circumstances, such as with regard to previously developed land opportunities (Soundness Test 9).

6.
Possible Changes

6.1
It is considered that the following minor changes could be made to the submission SSAL document for updating or clarification purposes:

“Built up area boundaries
3.1
The Core Strategy (2007) in 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 acceptable in principle and within a Category 2 settlement may be acceptable if it is justified in terms of meeting an identified local need.  Any land outside a built up area is considered to be in the countryside, where development is strictly controlled.

3.2
…………

3.3
…………

3.4       Built-up area boundaries have previously sometimes been drawn close to buildings but have now generally been redrawn to include the whole curtilage of homes and other buildings, in accordance with the Government’s definition of previously developed land in Planning Policy Statement 3:  Housing (Annex B).  There is, however, no presumption that the whole of the curtilage will necessarily be suitable for development.  The built-up area boundaries also include…….document.
3.5       ………….

Previously Developed Land
3.6
The emphasis ……. Urban Housing Potential Study 2004-2018.  As set out in Policy CP4 of the Core Strategy (2007) derived from this study, it is estimated that at least 2,250 homes will be provided on previously developed land between 2005 and 2018, in addition to those added to the supply of housing land in the period 2001-2005”.
3.7
The assessment of ……….in the Urban Housing Potential Study.  Policy AL1 sets out the basis on which proposals for residential development on previously developed land will be considered.  In addition, in support of ……Study.”

“POLICY AL1
Previously Developed Land
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 approach, the following sites are identified for residential development………”
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Appendix 2: Previously developed land with development potential identified since 1st April 2006

The following sites have been identified through the monitoring of planning applications to have development potential within the next 5 years; in addition, there are a number of other sites across the District where the potential is more constrained or where significant issues need to be addressed; these are not included within this table.  All are over 10 units in size and had not been identified in the Urban Housing Potential Study; they are therefore in addition to the development provision set out in Policy CP4 of the Core Strategy 2007.

	Address
	Development Proposal
	Application Status
	Net Gain
	Available
	Suitable
	Achievable

	Barnhouse Surgery, Pulborough
	Erection of 12 units
	Permitted
	11
	Upon relocation of surgery, due shortly
	Yes, in central location in category 1 settlement
	Within control of developers: no indications that development will not be achieved within 5 years

	4A Brighton Road
	Erection of 14 flats
	Pending, resolution to approve
	14
	Site is vacant, hard standing
	Yes, in a central location in category 1 settlement and will enhance environment
	The site is available now, is within the control of developers, and no reason to indicate it will not be complete within next 5 years. 

	Hillview Garage, Billingshurst
	Demolition of garage, erection of 14 units
	Pending decision
	14
	The garage will cease to operate once application approved.
	Yes, in central location in category 1 settlement, will and will enhance environment
	Within control of developers: no indications that development will not be achieved within 5 years

	Kayel Engineering, Elm Grove, Horsham
	Demolition of factory units, erection of 14 units
	Pending decision
	14
	Under-used industrial units in residential area, considered available
	Yes, in central location in category 1 settlement, will and will enhance environment of residential area.
	No indications that development will not be achieved within 5 years

	Summers Place, Billingshurst
	Conversion of manor house to residential plus development in grounds of house.
	Permitted
	34
	Existing auction rooms and use taken into account within agreed scheme, to the level required.
	Although outside of a built-up area boundary, this was a brownfield site and developed has enabled the retention / restoration of the manor house.
	Within the control of developers who intend to proceed with the permitted development in conjunction with Sotheby’s in the near future.

	Ashby Court, Horsham
	Conversion / refurbishment of bedsit accommodation
	Permitted
	25
	The site is available and development will take place on a phased approach with residents being housed on a temporary basis in alternative accommodation.
	Yes, in central location in category 1 settlement, with access to local shops.
	Development will commence in September 07 and take about 1 year.

	Kings Road, Horsham
	55 Sheltered apartments
	Permitted on appeal
	50
	Upon vacation of residents of existing bungalows, due shortly
	Yes, in central location in category 1 settlement, with access to local shop and the wider public transport network to enable residents to reach town centre
	Within No indications that development will not be achieved within 5 years

	Bedford Road, Horsham
	Demolition of temporary accommodation, erection of 14 flats
	Permitted
	14
	Under construction
	Yes, in central location in category 1 settlement
	Will be completed within 1 year

	Station Road, Horsham
	Erection of 11 flats
	Permitted
	11
	Upon the vacation of a business from site, due shortly
	Yes, in central location in category 1 settlement adjacent to station and local shop, easy walking distance to further services and facilities
	No indications that development will not be achieved within 5 years

	Rudgwick Garage
	Demolition of garage, erection of 21 homes
	Permitted on appeal
	21
	Existing garage premises are incorporated within overall scheme, as part of the enhancement of the site.
	Site within central location in category 2 settlement, the District Council had concerns over size and lack of affordable housing, but permitted on appeal
	Within control of developer: no indications that development will not be achieved within 5 years.


In total at least 208 homes are likely to be provided from applications considered since the 1st April 2006. 
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