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POLICY DC 25 – TELECOMMUNICATIONS
1. 
Introduction
1.1 
This Response Statement relates to Policy DC 25 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 issue and question for examination:
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· Is the policy a duplication of national guidance (PPG 8) with little local distinctiveness? 
2. 
Basis for policy approach and wording
2.1
The Council believes that this policy addresses key issues of importance in this District. The siting of telecommunications equipment and installations is an emotive and well publicised issue nationwide, which is no different in Horsham District. 
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 provide a suitable level of detail in the General Development Control Policies DPD for the reader to be able to use the policy as the Council intends. The Council considers that because of the generic issues that surround telecommunications, and the nature of the guidance contained in PPG8 (CDNat16), the balance taken is the right one.
2.3 The thrust of the Policy is to allow suitably sited and designed telecommunications development where necessary in the District. This is clearly in support of not only Spatial Objective 6 (“to meet the diverse needs of the communities and businesses”), Spatial Objective 1 (“to protect and enhance the diverse character and local distinctiveness of the District”) and Spatial Objective 2 (“ to integrate the need for protection of the natural, built and historic 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”), but also the wider Community Strategy Vision. Whilst the basis for the Policy undoubtedly arises from PPG 8, the criteria of the Policy define clearly the circumstances in which planning permission will, or will not, be granted within the Horsham context as outlined above. 
2.4 The criteria of the policy translate the overall requirements as set out in PPG 8 into a local context for Horsham District. The drive of the policy is to allow telecommunications development to occur when a need is proven, but to protect the character of the District whenever possible. This is done by encouraging the sharing of facilities, through utilising existing structures and requiring the siting to reduce the visual impact of any development. The need to protect the areas of character within the District is addressed in criterion d of the policy.
3. 
Principal Issue
3.1 
The Principal Issue raised by the Inspector is: 
· 
Is the policy a duplication of national guidance (PPG 8) with little local distinctiveness? 
3.2
As set out in Section 2, the Council believes that the Policy is rightly based on PPG 8 but maintains that; through the control of the siting and design of any telecommunications development in the District, it reflects the unique character of Horsham District. Whilst it would have been possible to refer specifically to the ‘the District’ within the policy, the local distinctiveness of this policy comes through when it is read, as intended, in conjunction with the rest of the General Development Control Policies document and the overarching adopted Core Strategy. It is implicit that the policy applies specifically to the circumstances in this District. 
3.3 
The Policy contains four criteria to determine as to whether the development of a telecommunications facility should go ahead, with an instruction to include a removal condition where appropriate. The Council does not consider this to be a duplication of national guidance; indeed the Council believes that through the selective application of the main elements of PPG 8 it has applied the thrust of the national policy guidance in a local context. Therefore the policy is both PPS12 and PPG 8 compliant.   

3.4
The roll-out plans circulated annually by the Mobile Operators Association (MOA) give the locations of existing telecommunications development and the locations of any proposed telecommunications development. Through the monitoring of this information the Council can identify areas that are most suitable for telecommunications development and, where appropriate, the Council will specifically require mast sharing (see criterion b of Policy DC 25). 
3.5
It is through this monitoring that the Council can identify whether there are any issues associated with either the delivery or siting of telecommunications development in the District. The inclusion of Policy DC 25 in the General Development Policies Document means that there is clear guidance at the local level, which and provides a suitable ‘hook’ for a Telecommunications SPD, should the monitoring show a need for further guidance. 
4.0
Response to Submitted Statements
4.1
No further Statements have been received in relation to this policy. 
5.0 Conclusion

5.1
The nature of the issue that Policy DC 25 covers means that, to a degree, there is little scope for adding local distinctiveness. As set out above, the Council considers that, even though the policy does not specifically refer to ‘the District’, the local distinctiveness element is brought forward when the policy is read in conjunction with the remaining policies of the General Development Control Policies document and the adopted Core Strategy.  
5.2
The policy meets the relevant Tests of Soundness, particularly Test 4 (it complies with national policies, including PPG8); Test 6 (the policy complies with the Core Strategy, particularly Policy CP13); 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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