HORSHAM DISTRICT LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK

Public Examination - General Development Control Policies DPD

Monitoring and Duplication/Relevance of Policies
Hearing Session Agenda
Committee Rooms 1 & 2, Park North, North Street, Horsham
at 10.00 hours on Friday 7 September 2007
1. Introduction.
Monitoring
2. Do the proposed changes to Chapter 4 result in a monitoring framework which contains clear delivery targets, milestones, and implementation responsibilities which are SMART?
3. Any other points.

Duplication/Relevance of Policies
4. The previous hearing sessions have covered specific policies where the Inspector’s concerns about duplication (with other DPD and national planning policies) and the relevance of Policies have been issues.  The Council’s general defense has been that its Policies are more “focused”, make the situation clear to readers, and represent “a correct balance in terms of guidance given and the level of detail involved”.  Nevertheless, it can be argued that that there are too many Policies; that a large number of them contain a great deal of duplication, especially with regard to design criteria; that some say nothing more than what is said already elsewhere, especially in national planning policy; and that some may not be relevant.
On that last point, the Council’s Response Statements frequently indicate that some Policies are there merely because they should be mentioned as they are “important to the District”, but they do not appear to say anything that is locally distinctive.
The Inspector would welcome comments and debate on these overarching concerns.
5. In terms of the above item and those Policies not covered in previous sessions, the Inspector is particularly concerned about duplication in and the relevance of the following Policies:

DC 2, the end of DC 5, DC 6 (still aspirational only), DC 8, DC 9, DC 10, DC 12, DC 13, DC 14, DC 15, DC 17, DC 18, DC 25, DC 26, DC 27, DC 40 (first part), DC 43 (first part), DC 44, DC 45, DC 46, DC 47, and DC 48.
It may be useful to quickly run through these Policies.

6. If the Inspector comes to the conclusion that the above Policies (and others previously discussed) require wholesale changes and/or deletion, does the Council think this can be done, or would the Plan have to be found unsound?
7. Is it clear and apparent in Policy DC 45 (and its associated ¶ 3.183) that it provides the basis for car and other vehicle parking needs for new development proposals?
8. Does Policy DC 27 clearly set out the requirements for open space to serve new residential development proposals in parishes where the PPG17 Assessment (CDHor17) identifies a sub-standard provision (either quantitively or qualitively)?
9. Should the Policies cover certain types of development which are specifically excluded from development plans by legislation, i.e. DC 14 Conservation Areas, DC 15 Listed Buildings (¶ 2.2 of PPG15) and DC 17 Advertisements (see section 220 of the Act and the Advert Regs)?
10. Any other points.
11. Announcement of expected Report delivery for “fact check” and closure of hearings.
