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POLICY DC 28 - SUSTAINABLE FARM DIVERSIFICATION AND POLICY DC 29 - 
CONVERSION OF AGRICULTURAL AND RURAL BUILDINGS FOR INDUSTRIAL, BUSINESS OR RESIDENTIAL USES
1. 
Introduction
1.1 
This Response Statement relates to Policies DC 28 and DC 29 and the justification for the Council’s decision to include these policies, 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 these policies 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:



DC 28 - SUSTAINABLE FARM DIVERSIFICATION
· Are parts of the policy (design and impact) a duplication of other DC policies?

· Criterion c. – add “or adjacent to” a building group?

· Are the criteria reasonable?
DC 29 – CONVERSION OF AGRICULTURAL AND RURAL BUILDINGS FOR INDUSTRIAL, BUSINESS OR RESIDENTIAL USES

· Are parts of the policy a duplication of PPS7 and CP 15?

· Are the criteria supported by a robust evidence base and are they reasonable?

· Are the criteria appropriate – should there be additional criteria?
2. 
Basis for policy approach and wording
2.1
The Council believes that these policies address key issues of importance in this District.  Horsham District is largely a rural District where there are a range of agricultural land based businesses which contribute to the rural economy and ensure the ongoing management of the countryside.  The agricultural economy in the District is, however, changing and farmers are looking towards alternative methods of farming, or the provision of new types of facilities to help support the income derived from the principal agricultural use.  In some circumstances there may be existing buildings on a holding which are no longer suitable for modern agricultural use; these provide a valuable asset to a farmer and alternative uses are often sought.  In other circumstances, where buildings remain following the cessation of any agricultural use of the land, there again is the expectation to secure development potential from these buildings.  It is important for the Council to manage both farm diversification proposals and the reuse of existing buildings to meet sustainability objectives and to ensure that rural character of the area is not undermined.
2.2 The wording of the policies is intended to strike the right balance in terms of

the guidance given and the level of detail involved. It is important to ensure that new rural enterprises are justified as contributing to the existing agricultural business (where they are submitted as farm diversification proposals) and that any such enterprise does not harm the rural character of the area.  Policy DC 28 aims to ensure that applicants consider the reuse of existing buildings in the first instance before new development in the countryside is permitted.  
2.3
Policy DC 29 deals with the reuse of rural buildings, whether as part of a diversification proposal or otherwise.  It emphasises the importance of commercial uses in preference to residential, to reflect the advice in PPS7 (CDNat2) which seeks to secure sustainable development in rural locations.  The policy also lists the criteria against which applications will be assessed which are generally aimed at ensuring that the existing building is suitable for conversion and that the proposed use does not harm any existing character of the buildings or their landscape setting.  These criteria are again aimed at interpreting the advice in PPS7 by ensuring that the re-use of appropriately located and suitably constructed existing buildings in the countryside are permitted where this would meet sustainable development objectives.
3. 
Principal Issues
3.1 
Two representations were submitted on Policy DC28 in response to the Submission Document, both commenting on the omission of particular wording from the policy.  The Sussex Downs Joint Committee (157) considers that nature and level of vehicle movements should be specifically mentioned in policy criterion d.  The Council maintains that the current wording is appropriate and the use of the general term ‘nature and level of activity’ provides greater flexibility and does not restrict harmful impacts to only those which are vehicle generated.  The second respondent’s comments will be addressed in response to the Inspector’s questions below.
3.2
Six letters of representation were submitted on Policy DC 29 all of which object to specific wording of the policy and seek omission of wording or addition of criteria.  The comments relating to the addition of criteria will be dealt with in response to the Inspector’s questions below.  Two of the representations object to the term ‘not in an isolated position’ in criterion a.  The Council submits that this has to be considered in the context of the remainder of the sentence which refers to ‘in relation to infrastructure, amenities and services’.  It provides definition to the term ‘suitably located’ which is referred to in PPS7.  The Council does not disagree with the comment that the concept of isolation is relative but maintains that it is useful in ensuring that development is located in sustainable locations which meet the objectives of the Core Strategy and Central Government advice.

3.3
ITPS (2810) considers that Policy DC 29 discriminates against residential uses.  The Council maintains that it reflects the advice in PPS7 by stating that economic development uses should be considered before residential.  It certainly does not preclude residential uses particularly as the policy specifically allows for residential uses in the first paragraph, subject to the criteria being met.  The Council considers it is justified in including the requirement for residential uses to be in buildings of traditional construction and architectural/historic interest as it fulfils the requirement of PPS7 for the LDD to include policies relating to the suitability of different types of building for re-use.

3.4
The Federation of Sussex Amenity Societies (94) comments that the 10 year provision should be in DC 28 rather than DC 29.  As explained below, this criterion is aimed at precluding the early conversion of buildings erected under permitted development rights and therefore applies to DC 29.  It is potentially relevant to DC 28, but farm diversification schemes should have regard to both policies and this is referred to in the explanatory text.  With regard to the comments about a building being in scale with existing buildings, the policy only applies to existing buildings and the suitability of larger buildings for conversion will be based on the level of activity generated and impact on the rural character of the area, assessed against all the polices within the LDF. 
3.5
The Inspector has indicated that the key issues in relation to Policy DC 28 are:

Are parts of the policy (design and impact) a duplication of other DC policies?

3.6
It is important to understand that this policy offers a degree of flexibility in its approach to new development in the countryside, with the focus being on applicants being able to demonstrate its contribution to a comprehensive farm diversification plan.  However it is considered appropriate to temper this supportive approach with criteria that act as a reminder to applicants that development will still be required to meet design and impact criteria.  It is therefore considered that, although it does reflect elements of other policies, it should form part of the policy criteria in this instance for the benefit of users.
Criterion c. – add “or adjacent to” a building group?
3.7
The wording of criterion c. is aimed at encouraging the siting of new buildings close to any existing development on the site to minimise the impact on the wider landscape character.  It is accepted that the term ‘within an existing group of buildings’ is quite a specific statement and could be seen to be unduly restrictive and could be amended to allow for greater flexibility.  The Council considers that a more appropriate wording would be ‘new and replacement development is in scale with the surroundings and well related to any existing buildings on the site’.  This would allow for consideration of the siting of new buildings where there are no existing buildings.  This proposed wording has been included in the schedule of possible changes on the website.
Are the criteria reasonable?
3.8
The Council submits that the criteria are entirely reasonable given that a balance has to be drawn between allowing development which is supportive of established agricultural holdings and the need to protect the intrinsic character of the countryside.  The requirement for applicants to demonstrate how any proposal will form part of a comprehensive farm diversification scheme allows for flexibility in the policy, as the Council is more likely to be supportive of development where it has an understanding of the wider context.  The production of a farm diversification scheme is not intended to be unduly onerous but provides an opportunity for a proposal to be considered in the context of the activity on the farm as a whole and how it would contribute to the sustainability of the enterprise.   
3.9
The Inspector has indicated that the key issues in relation to Policy DC 29 are:
Are parts of the policy a duplication of PPS7 and CP 15?

3.10
The Council submits that the policy is not a duplication of PPS7; it interprets that advice and applies it to the local context.  In fact, the Council contends that it is fulfilling the requirements of PPS7 as it states, in paragraph 17, that planning authorities should set out in LDDs their policy criteria for permitting the conversion and re-use of buildings in the countryside for economic, residential and any other purposes, including mixed uses.  The Council has done this within DC 28.  It is equally submitted that it not a duplication of CP 15.  Policy DC 28 is a development management policy with a greater depth of detail which defines and elaborates on Policy CP 15 rather than duplicates it.  For instance, Policy CP 15 does not provide detail on what is meant by ‘suitably located’ or ‘appropriate for conversion’; this level of detail is only contained within DC 28.  It is therefore submitted that the policy is necessary in its own right to deal with the development management of the conversion of rural buildings in the countryside.
Are the criteria supported by a robust evidence base and are they reasonable?
3.11
The Council considers that there is a robust evidence base to support the criteria within this policy.  With particular reference to criterion c., it is submitted that there is sound justification for the inclusion of the requirement for buildings to have been in agricultural/forestry use for a period of ten years or more.  The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (Amendment) Order 1997 requires the removal of a building which permanently ceases to be used for agricultural purposes within ten years of its substantial completion.  Ten years has therefore been established as a benchmark to what is considered a reasonable length of time for a building to be required to be in agricultural use.  Furthermore, the early conversion of buildings which, quite often, have benefited from permitted development rights, represent an ‘abuse of the system’ and it is appropriate that some sort of timescale is incorporated into the policy for clarity and certainty of users.

3.12
In all other respect the Council submits that the criteria are reasonable, providing definition to the advice in PPS7 and CP 15 and supporting 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”). 
Are the criteria appropriate – should there be additional criteria?
3.13
The Council submits that the criteria are all appropriate and provide an adequate level of definition for development management purposes without duplication of other polices or Central Government advice.  Furthermore, it is not considered that additional criteria are necessary as they would be likely to result in repetition of other policies.  However, in response to the Submission Document a number of respondents suggested additional criteria which they considered should be added to the policy.  Three respondents suggested inclusion of a criterion which specifically refers to issues of character.  In this instance, the Council does not consider this necessary as it is referred to in Policy CP 15 and does not require amplification in DC 28, which is specific enough in its requirement and incorporates character assessments in a number of existing criteria.
3.14
The Sussex Downs Joint Committee (157) also refers to a criterion for provision to be made in converted buildings for bats and owls.  This has been referred to in the text at paragraph 3.124 and it is not considered requires a specific criterion.  Thakeham Village Action (1572) refers to a number of additional criteria, the first relating to character has been dealt with above.  It also suggests a criterion which requires a proposal to be compatible with a countryside location.  This again is already referred to in Policy CP 15 and should not be duplicated here.  Finally it suggests a criterion which requires the demolition of buildings which do not form part of a conversion scheme.  The Council submits that the policy is not designed to cover every possible eventually arising from development proposals as the addition of such detailed criterion would overcomplicate the policy.  Furthermore, the individual buildings which are suitable for conversion will be determined by the use of the policy; any others remaining could be required to be demolished through the development management function on the basis of enhancing the rural environment.
4.0
Response to Submitted Statements
4.1
Thakeham Village Action (1572) considers that the policy as worded could allow for inappropriate development.  The Council maintains that the emphasis in the policy reflects that as set out in PPS7.  The point about demolition of buildings has been considered above; however, it is worth commenting that the issue of cumulative impact is a valid one but Policy DC 1 already seeks to ensure that proposals, either individually or cumulatively, do not increase the overall level of activity in the countryside and this principle does not need to be repeated in DC 29.
4.2
The Federation of Sussex Amenity Societies (94) makes a number of points, the majority of which have already been commented upon.  The Council does not agree that the policy should be split to deal with buildings which are defined as either brownfield or greenfield.  Such an approach would not be consistent with PPS7 or Core Strategy CP 15.

5.0 Conclusion

5.1
The policy reflects Central Government advice by providing support for the re-use of appropriately located and suitably constructed existing buildings in the countryside.  It sets out in detail how this Council will consider such applications and provides definition to Policy CP 15 and the Spatial Objectives of the Core Strategy by allowing the evolution of the countryside to meet social and economic needs.
5.2
The policy meets the relevant Tests of Soundness, particularly Test 4 (it complies with national policies, including PPS 7); Test 6 (the policy complies with the Core Strategy, particularly Policy 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).
_1211359827.bin

