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By Post and e-mail

Dear Ms Tomalova

Plonning Application AL/70/20/PL - Proposed development of o Mews of 6 Residenticl
Dwellings within the grounds of West Barn, Old Dairy Lane, Norton, Aldingbourne

We act on behall of Mrs. Qldham of Shepherds Cotlags, Norton Lune whose proparty abuls the above
application site. Following careful consideration of the applicotion submission information we roise strong
shiections io the chove propossl.

The applicotion s o variolion of two previous applicotions \/‘\L/"?'f?"M/ PL and AL/S9/14/PL) which soughi
planning permission for six live/work studios both of which were dismissed on cppec! on 5F Februg oy 2016
{PINS Ref: APR/C2ETOMN V/15/3134557) and 9% February 2017 (PINS Ref: AE"PC"&EO/ W/a/ 3154760,
respectively. An award of costs was owarded ogoinst the oppellant {or the second oppeal on the grounds fhci
“There is very litfe diference between the schemes subject fo the first ond second oppeals, with the geographic
location heing identical. Fundamentally there hos been no chonge of circumstance in terms of the sites imifed
accassibilify fo everyday focol fociliies and this is the issue on which the appeo! before me hos umed ™

The current application is identical in locotion; sife layout and exernal oppearance fo the two previous
applications/oppeal schemas other than the proposal is for the construction of @ mews of six residentiol
properties instead of aix five/work units. Whilst itis 0(kan'€dged that the Notional Planning Policy Framework
{MPPF) and the Arun Locol Plan {ALP} hove bean updoted since the second oppeal decision in February 2017
the uenefai thrust of plonning poficy has not changed significontly. As o result, the two appec! decisions
referred fo above remain importoni mederial considerations in the determination of this application,

Our obieciion relotes to the following key maobters:
11 Principls of the Proposed Development
According to the Proposals Map of the adopted Arun District Local Plan of 2018, the application sita is not

wﬁrnn the defined Built Up Area Boundary (BUAB) which is locoted opproximately 1.25 kilometres io the
south-eost of Westergate. This means the site is in the countryside where the principle of additional market
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housi ing 15 ¢ strictly controlled. The craation of new dwellings does net comply with any of the criterion of Policy
C SP1of the adopted Arun Local Plan. A similor situation olao exists in the context of the 'mades” Aldingbourne
Nasg’abmummd Development Flan (ANDP} of 2018, The 3ite Contaxt Plan of the ANDP shows the opplication
site being in the couniryside and exciuded from the definad Setilerment Boundary which is drawn ground
Westgate/Woodgate. Policy EHT of the ANDP gererclly permits dﬁvriopmeh? within the buil-up arsg of
\f"eqa‘e"gc’fe but resists naw housing in the coundryside in areos cutside of the built-up arsa. Whilst Policy H'
ot the ADNP provides for new residenticl development or infill and redeveiopment it only does 3o i the si

is within the buiil-up ares boundaery which is not the case with the current applicotion. As o result, the prapﬁsed
craotion of sik new dwellings does not secord with existing Developroent Plon policies and the principle of the
dovalopment is not acceptable.

Z. Mon-Susioincble Locahion

Tha appropricteness of new rasidential development on the opplication site, porficulerly in the contexi of
sustainubility, was considered by two different Plarning inspectors in daciding the two cppenls raferred o
above. In the cortent of the first appeal {PINS Reft APPACIBI0/W/15/3134557) {Arun Ref: AL/79/14) ?he
inspector {Andrew Steen) noted in paragraph 12 of his decision letter doted 5% February 2016 that the appeal
sife was not within o defined seflament boundary in either the cdopled development plan or o ‘mads’
neighbourhood plun, Alhough the inspactor occepted that the proposed development was rot in an isolotad
fncation, being wall relotad to other dwellings and built development, it was however some distonce from
basic servicss ond facilities and poorly related to public tronsport links which would increose tha reliance on
the private car. He went on fo note in paragraph 13 that “given the fack of locol ssrvives and faciliies in this
seitfernent, the proposed development would do iiffle fo enhonce and mointoin the vilolly of rurl
cormmunities”.

The inapactor for the second appeal {Grohame Gould) made similor observations as fo whether the sife is @
suitable location for the developmant. In paragraph 17 he comments that there would be limited accass to
everyday focilities, with shops and other commercial premises, schools and other community facilifies in
Wasiergote baing some 1.9 and 3.2km away. He recwniz&d that thers would be soma access to public
fransport with bus stops being between 0.8 and 2.0km from the site and Barmham railway station heing
arcund 3.9 km oway, albeit that bus services are not particulorly frequent. The Inspecior then goes on to
confirm that the development would not be parficularly occessibla to public transport; and in paragraph 18
he confirms that “Having regard to the limited accessibilily there would be fo every duy local fecilities within
Maorton, Waslergate or other sefifements in the areg, | find it likely thot there would be ¢ high level of privote
vahicle dependency amongst occupiers of the development. Accordingly in accessibility terms | find thot
accommadastion would be in an isolated locafion.”

These observations also Gp"‘ y fo the current davalopmant ofopomfs in short, the applicotion site iz notin g
sustuinable location und is in conflict with Locol Plon Policy T 3P af as it would not reduce fravel by cor or
improve access o public franspori. It olso does not accord with Meighbourhood Plun Policy GA 1 which
promotas sustminable movemant.,

3. Haritege Considerations

The rear gurden arsas of the proposed dwellings fall within the Norton Consernvation Area. In addition, there
are two grode 1 Histed bulldings within the vicinity of the application site. Thess indlude Noron Form Houss



which is locaied abouwt 58m to the north; and Oak Cottoge approximately 75m to the north-acst of ihe
proposed new dwellings.

Despite these importont hedtoge considerations, the application is only supported by o fwo page Heritage/
Archasolagy Satement which only considers archoeology. It is mute on the potential affects that the proposed
developmeni wouid hove on the choracter ond appearance of the Consenvation Area and the seftings of
necrby listed buildings. This is o very imporiant omission. These aspecis should be ossessed by o detuiled
Heritage Stetement provided by the opplicant. Until this assessment hos been corried out there will he
uncerfainty as to the extent of any harm that might result to thesa heritoge nesats. This is o reauirement of
paragraph 193 of the Notional Planning Policy Fromewark {NPPF) which confirms thot:

"When considering the impact of o proposed development on the significunce of g designuted heritage assel,
great waight should be given o the osse¥’s consenvafion {and the more imporiont the asset, the greufer the
weight should be). This is irrespeciive of whether any potential harm amounis fo subsfontial harm, fotol loss or
fess than suhstantial horm fo s significance®.

Paragraph 194 goes an to stata:

“Any harm o, or loss of, the significance of o designoted herfloge asset (from s alferation or dasiruction, or
from development within ils selfing, should require clear and convincing justification. Substantiad harm 1o or
foss of

o} Grade i listed buildings, or grode i registered porks or gordens, should be excepfional;

bl Assefs of the highest significance, nofably scheduled ancient monuments, protecied wreck sites, registered
batitefields, grode | and 1 ligted buildings, grode | and grade I registered porks and gordens, and
World Hertoge Sites, should be wholly exceplional”

Until such an ossessment has been corried out it is difficult to ossess the likely effact that the praposed
development would have on the Conservation Area ond the seftings of the listed buildings; ond whethar the
proposal complies with Local Plan Policy HER SPT and Policy EHE of the Aldingbaurne Meighbourhood
Devalopment Plan which requires development proposals to corserve or enhance the historic environment of
the District including their choracter, setting ond appearance.

4. Harm $o the Choracter ond Appeorance of the Area

It is noted that as with the previous applications, the currant proposal szeks to extend the parking orea to the
north wast of the exisiing West Barn which currently comprises open couniryside used as grazing land. This
aspect was considered in porograph 8 of the first appeal decision (PINS Ref: APP/CE810/W/15/3134557)
and the Inspector commenied “That incursion info the surrounding grozing land would couse harm 1o the
characler and appearance of this rural area, Whilst additional londscoping could help to soreen the parking,
no defails have been proposed ond | am not sotisfied on the basis of evidence before me that effeciive
landscaping could be sscured through o condition”. These observations continue to opply to the current
proposal and it is therefore contrary to Locol Plan Policy D DMI{TY which requires new development 1o
improve upon the chamciar of the sife and surrounding oren, and Folicy H1 of the Aldingbourne
Neighbourhood Development Plon which requires proposals for new housing to be of o high quality dasign
that raflecte the local charocter and reinforces local distinclivenass.



5. Applicants Plonning Policy/Precedent Siclement

A Planning Policy/Pracadent Statement forms part of the current applicotion submission. This, In port, cppears
to jusiify the proposed developmant on the hasis of the recantly approved planning and lisied building
applications {(AL/34/20/PL and AL/35/20/4) for the subdivision of on existing building forming part of Norion
Farm House {locoted about 55m to the north] fo create o sperate one bedroom dweiling. Although both
anplications ware anproved on 30% July 2020 these applications reluted fo conversion of part of a large
building olready in residenticl/anciliory residential use. This s on imporiont distinction becouse it only
proposed the creation of one new dwelling within an adsfing buliding and did not reguire the construction of
o completely new building.

Unlike the proposed development on the tennis court, the conversion of part of Norton Farm House complied
with paragraph 79 of the NPPF which siates that

"Planning poficies and decisions should avoid the development of isolufed homes in the
couniryside unfess one or more of the following circumstonces apply:

o} There is on sssentia] need for o rural worker, including those foking majority controf
of ¢ form business, fo lve permonently of or near their ploce of work in the
countryside

b} The development would represent the oplimal viable use of o herifage assef or
would be approprivte enobling development fo secure the future of hariloge assels;

¢} The development would re-use redundant or disused buildings ond enhonce its
immadigte seffing;

d}  The development would invalve the subdivision of on existing residential dwelffing;
or

e}  The design iz of exceptional quality, in thot it
- g wuly outslunding or innovolive, reflecting the highest stondords in
archifecture, ond would help fo raise stundords of design more generally in
rural areas; and
Would significontly enbance its immediote seiting ond be sensitive fo the
defining characteristics of the locel areo.”

The proposed development clearly does not meet any of the above criteria.

6. Housing Land Supply/Plunning Balance

Whilst it is noted that Arun District Council cannot currently demonstrate o five yeor supply of housing land
and that the proposed development of six new homas would make o modest contribution fo reducing the
supply shortfall the benefits of this do not ocutweigh the harm thot would be caused the choracter and
appaorance of the couniryside location; and the fuct that the sife is not in o susiainable locotion which s
recognised by the two previous planning oppeal decisions. In this regard the proposed developmant does not
accord with poragroph 11d) i) of the NFPF,



Summary

As zat out above, my client rolses strong shizction to the proposed construction of o mews of six residential
dwellings in this counitryside location. The proposed developrent is confrary to established countrysida
policias of the adopled Arun Local Plon and the ‘made’ Aldingbourne Neighbourhood Developrent Plan
is also not in o sustainable location which is confirmed by two Planning Inspectors whe dealt with the two
oppeals on the some sife for virdually identical developments (sxept for the Hve/work alaments); there is
ingutficient information submitted to nsssse the potential harm fo the choracter and appearance of the Marton
Conssrvotion Arew or the selffing of nearby Listed Buildings; horm would be coused fo the existing couniryside
characier and oppemroncs of the oren; and losily, it does not comply with paragraphs 114} 1) and 7% of the
WNPPF, On this basis thers are strong grounds for refusing the opplication and the District Council is
reepecully requasied fo do so.

We would be grateful if you could notify us i the applicant submits any detoiled odditional information prior
to the applications being determined and vour decision in due course.

Yours sincerely
for Genesis Town Planning 1id

deremy Farrelly BA {Hons) UBS DUBI METH

Direcior of ?mg‘mini




