HDC/Policy DC 1 
RESPONSE STATEMENT BY HORSHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL

HORSHAM DISTRICT LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK
GENERAL DEVELOPMENT CONTROL POLICIES DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT

POLICY DC 1
COUNTRYSIDE PROTECTION AND ENHANCEMENT
AUGUST 2007

	
	
[image: image1.png]PLANNING
FOR OUR FUTURE

HORSHAM DISTRICT






POLICY DC 1 – COUNTRYSIDE PROTECTION AND ENHANCEMENT
1. 
Introduction
1.1 
This Response Statement relates to Policy DC1 and the justification for the Council’s decision to include this policy, both in terms of its objectives and the specific wording, within the General Development Control Policies DPD.
1.2 
The overall spatial strategy for Horsham District is set out in The Core Strategy (2007), adopted by the Council on 2 February 2007 (CDHor2). The General Development Control Policies DPD is derived from the visions, objectives and strategic policies of the Submission Core Strategy.  Each policy is intended to expand, where necessary, the policies of the Core Strategy, going beyond the strategic level and assisting in the more detailed site specific consideration of proposals at the planning application stage. 
1.3
A number of issues relating to the policy were raised in the original representations on the Submission General Development Control Policies document (CDHor1). Subsequently, the Inspector has identified the following key issues and questions for examination:

· Is the policy clear, reasonable, flexible and comprehensive in its requirements?

· Should “essential” be changed to “requires”?

· Are the criteria applicable wholly or individually (“one of”)?

· What does criterion d. mean?

· Is the last sentence of paragraph 3.5 a policy criterion?
2. 
Basis for policy approach and wording
2.1
Horsham District is a rural District with the majority of the land falling outside any built up area.  Its principal characteristic is therefore its varied countryside which has an intrinsic value in terms of its landscape and biodiversity.  In accordance with the advice in PPS7 (CDNat2), the countryside should be protected for this intrinsic value.  It is also recognised, however, that the countryside is where many of the District’s residents live and work and therefore in some circumstances development is required to address social or economic objectives and meet the needs of communities.  The Policy therefore provides the basis for considering development proposals in the countryside and supports the Core Strategy spatial objectives, in particular Spatial Objective 2 (“To integrate the need for the protection of the natural environment (including the natural resources) of the District with the need to allow the continued evolution of both the countryside and the character and environment of settlements”) and also gives definition, therefore, to Core Strategy Policy CP 1 (Landscape and Townscape Character).   
2.2
The wording of the policy is intended to strike the right balance in terms of the guidance given and the level of detail involved. It is important to include sufficient detail to ensure that the policy is clear enough to be usable whilst not being so prescriptive that it loses the desired flexibility.
2.3
The first part of the policy is worded negatively to provide emphasis to the primacy of protecting the countryside from unnecessary development.  It gives clear definition to the purpose of the policy by stating that only development essential to a countryside location will be permitted.  It then goes on to list the circumstances in which development may be considered to have an essential need; proposals would be expected to comply with one of the criteria.  Whilst criteria a – c are quite specific in their requirements, criterion d. provides for a degree of flexibility by allowing development which contributes to the sustainable development of rural areas.  The final paragraph gives a locational context by requiring any development permitted to be of appropriate scale and level of activity which ensures any development is appropriate in the local context.
3. 
Principal Issues
3.1 
Twelve representations were submitted to Policy DC 1 in response to the Submission Document.  These raise a number of issues, some of which are dealt with in response to the Inspector’s questions below, particularly those related to the use of the word ‘essential’.  Other comments seek to have the wording of DC 1 changed to incorporate the respondents’ particular requirements, such as the inclusion of references to AONB’s, the protection of the environment and the provision of water supplies.  Others request the policy to expand upon the uses listed in criteria a – d by the inclusion of specific rural businesses, the reference to the redevelopment of brownfield sites or by including cross referencing to particular policies elsewhere in the document.  The Council responds by reiterating the fact that this policy is not an overarching policy which can be applied in isolation to all other policies in the Local Development Framework.  It is one of a suite of policies which must be looked at in the context of the whole framework.  The issues identified by the respondents are all covered by other policies in the DPD or in the Core Strategy.   Policy DC 1 reflects the advice in PPS7 and sets the context for dealing with planning applications for development in the countryside, but not to the exclusion of all other considerations set out in other policies.

3.2
Comments were also received from English Partnerships (1428) in relation to the Land West and North West of Crawley Joint Area Action Plan.  The issue relating to the relationship between the General DC Policies DPD and the Land West and North-West of Crawley JAAP is essentially a procedural one and not a matter for this DPD, even within the reasoned justification text. The DC policies are intended to apply across Horsham District, as appropriate, in conjunction with any other provisions, such as development allocations. The land west and north-west of Crawley is currently defined as an area of study, to determine through the JAAP process where the necessary development is best located. Once this has been defined, at submission stage, the provisions of the JAAP will apply within the allocated area, supplemented as appropriate by the relevant DC policies, and elsewhere in the former study area the DC policies will apply, as appropriate, in conformity with the provisions of the Core Strategy to 2018. This explanation of the position is not something which should be set out in relation to Policy DC1 but rather in the Local Development Scheme.
Is the policy clear, reasonable, flexible and comprehensive in its requirements?
3.3
The Council submits that the policy is clear in its intentions to only allow development which is essential to a countryside location.  This is further qualified by the criteria which set out the circumstances in which such development may be appropriate and any new development is expected to fall within one category.  This is an entirely reasonable approach given the emphasis in PPS7 of protecting the character of the countryside whilst allowing for specific types of development which support the rural economy and the existing communities.  Criterion d. allows for flexibility in the policy in that it allows for any development which does not fall within the uses specified in a – c but may contribute towards the sustainable development of rural areas.
Should “essential” be changed to “requires”?
3.4
One of the Government’s objectives in PPS7, is to ensure that new building development in the open countryside should be strictly controlled to meet the overall aim of protecting the countryside for the sake of its intrinsic character and beauty.  It is implicit, therefore, that any new development should be required to meet some sort of test to justify its location in a rural area and the wording of Policy DC 1 requires any new development to be ‘essential’ to its countryside location.  The Council submits that this test provides clear definition to applicants of the need to demonstrate why a particular development must be located in the countryside.  Whilst the replacement of the word ‘essential’ with ‘requires’ would still provide a locational test, it is considered that this word signifies a less stringent requirement and does not imply a level of ‘strict control’ as required by PPS7.  In the opinion of the Council, the dilution of the test would provide less clarity for applicants and greater scope for misinterpretation.

Are the criteria applicable wholly or individually (“one of”)?
3.5
For development to have an ‘essential‘ need to be located in the countryside it is likely to fall within one of the categories defined by criteria a. to d. It is therefore intended that the criteria set out in the policy apply individually and this is demonstrated by the use of ‘or’ at the end of criterion c.  However, if the Inspector considers that this is not clear from the current wording then it could be amended to read “and in addition meets one of the following critera:” (see schedule of suggested/rolling changes on the website).
What does criterion d. mean?
3.6
Criterion d. is aimed at making the policy more flexible by allowing for development which may not fall within criteria a. to c. but may be important for the economic or social viability of the countryside.  Proposals such as farm diversification schemes or development required to meet community needs could be permitted under this criterion.  However, by referring to ‘the sustainable development of rural areas’, such development would still have to ensure that any such development would not impact on the wider character of the countryside and be sustainable in all other respects. The criterion also supports Policy CP 15 ‘Rural Strategy’ which allows for development in the countryside which contributes to the wider rural economy.
Is the last sentence of paragraph 3.5 a policy criterion?
3.7
The first part of the final sentence of paragraph 3.5 is already contained within the policy, within the last paragraph.  The remainder of this sentence which refers to accessibility to alternative means of transport is covered by policies elsewhere in the Plan, particularly Policy DC45 along with the reasoned justification.  It is not therefore considered that this sentence is justified as a policy criterion in its own right as it would be repetitious.
4.0
Response to Submitted Statements
4.1
Henry Smith (2833) considers that the word ‘essential’ should be deleted from the policy.  The Council’s response to this is addressed in paragraph 3.3 above.
4.2
The South Downs Joint Committee (157) makes comments in respect of the Inspectors questions.  The Council generally agrees with those comments but maintains that the wording of the last paragraph does not need amending for the reasons set out in paragraph 3.6.
5.0 Conclusion

5.1
This policy forms the basis for considering development proposals within the countryside which forms a large proportion of the land in Horsham District. The policy wording is considered to offer a clear and flexible approach to ensuring that the character of the rural areas is maintained, whilst allowing for development that needs a countryside location to maintain the social and economic vitality of those areas.  The policy contributes towards the achievement of Spatial Objective 2 of the Core Strategy. 
5.2
The policy meets the relevant Tests of Soundness, particularly Test 4 (it complies with national policies, including PPS7); Test 6 (the policy complies with the Core Strategy, particularly Policies CP 1 and CP 15); Test 7 (it is considered the most reasonable in all the circumstances and is founded on a robust and credible evidence base); and Test 9 (it is reasonably flexible to enable it to respond to changing circumstances).
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