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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 19 February 2015 

by P Jarvis Bsc (Hons) DipTP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 06 May 2015 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/L3815/A/14/2225979 

Land west of The Lane, Ifold, Billinghurst RH14 0UH 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant outline planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Mr Chris Jasper of Devine Homes PLC against the decision of 

Chichester District Council. 

 The application Ref PS/14/01968/OUT dated 9 June 2014 was refused by notice dated  

6 August 2014. 

 The development proposed is residential development comprising four dwellings with 

associated car parking and landscaping and formation of new access from The Lane. 
 

Procedural Matter 

1. The appeal application is submitted in outline form with access and layout to be 

determined at this stage.  

Decision 

2. The appeal is dismissed.  

Background and main issue 

3. It is common ground between the parties that the site lies in the rural area 

outside the designated Settlement Policy Area (SPA) identified in the Chichester 
District Local Plan First Review (1999) (LP).  As indicated by LP policy RE1 
development in such areas is restricted to only certain types of development; 

the proposal does not fall within any of the listed exceptions.  It thus conflicts 
with this policy. 

4. However, it is also common ground that the Council cannot demonstrate a five 
year supply of housing and thus to the extent that policy RE1 seeks to prevent 

housing development and is thus a policy for the supply of housing, by virtue of 
paragraph 49 of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework), it is 
to be taken as out of date.  The Framework states that there is a presumption 

in favour of sustainable development in such circumstances and, unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise, permission should be granted 

unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework 
taken as a whole.  

5. Therefore the main issue is whether or not the development is acceptable, 
having regard to its location and proposed density, the development plan, the 

Framework and other material considerations.   This includes the effect on the 
character and appearance of the area and sustainability of the location.  
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Reasons 

6. The appeal site comprises an open agricultural field currently laid to pasture of 
around 1.2 hectares.  The southern part of the site comprises a visually 

separate area containing a number of mature trees which are subject to a Tree 
Preservation Order.  The main field, comprising the larger part of the site, is 

surrounded by mature hedges with mature trees along the lane frontage.   

7. The appeal site lies to the north of and beyond the built-up part of the village 
of Ifold, outside the SPA.  There is further sporadic development to the east 

and north of the site along The Lane comprising a small number of individual 
dwellings, however its character is distinctly rural.  The village has a small 

shop, repair garage and village hall and is served by a bus service linking it to 
nearby villages and more distant larger settlements which have a greater range 
of facilities.  

8. The Framework seeks to support a prosperous rural economy and to the extent 
that the proposed development would support existing local services and 

community facilities, I consider that this general policy would be met.  The 
Framework also promotes sustainable transport and seeks a balance in favour 
of sustainable transport modes to give people a real choice about how they 

travel.  However, it is recognised that opportunities to maximise sustainable 
solutions will vary from urban to rural areas.  

9. As noted above, the village has only a limited level of local services, with the 
nearest primary school and pub for instance some distance away in nearby 
villages.  In addition, it was clear to me on the site visit that the appeal site 

itself is some distance from the local village shop, albeit accessible on bicycle, 
and that local employment appears to be limited.  The bus stop is also some 

distance from the site and little information has been provided on the 
frequency of the service.  Whilst the appellant describes the service as regular, 
other parties consider it to be poor.     

10. Overall, it is my impression that a good proportion of trips would be 
undertaken by car and that would mean that the Framework’s aim to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions would not necessarily be met.  However, I note that 
other permissions have been recently granted in the village for similarly sized 

developments and whilst these might be nearer the local shop, the same need 
to travel to the larger settlements to access the full range of facilities would 
arise.  However, whilst acknowledging that this is a rural area, on the basis of 

the information available, given the appeal site’s relative isolation from the 
limited facilities in the village, I find that on balance, the proposed location is 

not sustainable.  

11. The Framework seeks the delivery of a wide choice of high quality homes and 
to that end requires local planning authorities to boost significantly the supply 

of housing.  However, in addition to maintaining a five-year supply of 
deliverable sites, there is a requirement to create sustainable, inclusive and 

mixed communities by planning for a mix of housing based on identified 
community needs, including affordable housing and to reflect local demand. In 
addition to promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be 

located where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities and 
isolated new homes in the countryside should be avoided. 
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12. The proposed development would comprise of four detached dwellings, all of 
the same four-bedroom size.  The Council has provided some evidence in the 
Chichester District Local Housing Requirements Study: Final Report, July 2011 

which recommends that whilst not setting prescriptive policy targets, it is 
appropriate to seek to address bias and broad imbalances in the housing 

market and existing stock of dwellings through new development.  In addition, 
it suggests that part of the solution to affordability problems would be to foster 
the development of smaller house types to increase the supply of less 

expensive house types which would, amongst other things, provide 
opportunities for older people to downsize and free up housing that is under-

occupied.  There is however little information relating to the needs of the 
village itself although I note that the Parish Council suggests that small and 
medium sized housing are required, together with affordable and specialist 

housing for the elderly.  Although a Neighbourhood Plan is being prepared it 
appears to have not advanced to a stage where it can be given weight.   

13. The appellant suggests that the Council has highlighted a demand for four bed 
dwellings but my reading of the Council’s comments in this respect, which are 
drawn from the above study, are that they relate to affordable housing.  In 

terms of any affordable housing requirement, it is common ground that there is 
no local policy requirement.   Furthermore, the Government has recently 

updated its policy on this matter to confirm that such contributions should not 
be sought from developments of ten units or less.  Indeed, the Council 
confirmed that the site has no requirement for affordable housing, given that 

the proposed development falls below the threshold requirements of the 
Council’s Interim Statement on Planning for Affordable Housing and the 

updated Government guidance contained in the Planning Practice Guidance.   

14. Overall therefore, whilst the proposal would add to the overall supply of 
housing in numeric terms, it is unclear how it would contribute to create 

sustainable mixed communities.   

15. The Government attaches great importance to the design of the built 

environment and good design is a key aspect of sustainability.  However, the 
policies of the Framework and the relevant policy of the local plan, BE11, seek 

to ensure that it is not just the visual appearance of individual buildings that is 
important but the way in which development is integrated into the natural and 
built environment.  Development should respond to local character, function 

well and add to the overall quality of the area.   

16. Whilst the external appearance of the dwellings is not a matter to be 

considered at this outline stage, on the basis of the information provided, I 
have no reason to believe that the dwellings themselves would not be of 
suitable design to reflect the local vernacular.  Furthermore, it would appear 

that generous areas of new planting and landscaping could be provided.  

17. However, of more fundamental concern is that in my view the site is somewhat 

divorced from the main built up area and the built development would in fact 
be separated from it by the open back gardens of the adjoining properties to 
the south and by the belt of preserved trees which forms the southern part of 

the site. I do not share the appellant’s view that the site would be a logical 
extension to the village nor that the site has a transitional character.  To my 

mind the proposed development would not relate well to the existing built form 
or pattern of the village but would result in an illogical built incursion into the 
surrounding countryside resulting in significant harm to its intrinsic character 
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and beauty thus failing to take account of its role and character.  This would be 
contrary to the Framework and to LP Policy BE11. 

18. The Council has also made reference to LP policy RE5 which relates to the need 

to protect the distinctive historic character and special quality of the landscape 
and settlement patterns of the north-eastern part of the District within which 

the appeal site and surrounding area lie.  Whilst this policy was not cited in the 
decision notice, it seems to me that it is a relevant policy.  In my view, the 
area within which the appeal site is located displays an attractive rural 

character to which the appeal site contributes by virtue of the many mature 
trees within it, its natural field boundaries and agricultural character. To my 

mind, despite its low density and the retention of some of these features, the 
residential development proposed would harm that character and appearance, 
contrary to LP policy RE5.   

19. The Council has also suggested that the proposed density of development 
results in an inefficient use of the site as a consequence of which it would avoid 

the need to contribute to local infrastructure and affordable housing needs.  
However, as noted above, the thresholds for such requirements have recently 
been changed through national policy.  The Framework states that planning 

decisions should aim to ensure that developments optimise the potential of the 
site to accommodate development, create and sustain an appropriate mix of 

uses and support local facilities.  To my mind, and notwithstanding my views 
expressed above, the amount of built form proposed would enable an 
appropriate degree of planting and landscaping to be provided.  However, it 

may be possible for the same amount of built form to be expressed in a larger 
number of smaller units, which as I have indicated above, might better respond 

to local need. However, I find no conflict with policy BE11 in this respect.   

20. The appellant has referred to a document ‘Facilitating Appropriate 
Development’ produced by the Council to provide interim guidance for housing 

development.  However, I note that the Council itself has not actually referred 
to this document and it is unclear whether it is still relevant. In any event, it 

appears to be a document to which only little weight can be given.  Details of 
the emerging local plan have also been provided but the Inspector’s Report is 

still awaited.  In these circumstances and on the basis of the information 
available, only little weight can be given to the plan.   

21. I have considered the appeals referred to by the appellant but find that they 

are of limited assistance in this case as the circumstances appear to be 
different, including the character and appearance of the appeal sites and the 

extent to which local services and facilities were available. 

22. Overall I find that the proposal would result in significant harm to the character 
and appearance of the area, would fail to integrate well with the existing 

settlement pattern and would, on balance, not be in a sustainable location.  I 
thus conclude that it would not be sustainable development.  Furthermore, the 

adverse impacts would be such as to significantly and demonstrably outweigh 
the benefits of the development, notwithstanding that in the light of the lack of 
a five year supply, such benefits are given significant weight.  I therefore 

conclude that this appeal should be dismissed.      

P Jarvis 

INSPECTOR 


