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POLICY DC2 - LANDSCAPE CHARACTER AND POLICY DC 4 - AREAS OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY
1. 
Introduction
1.1 
This Response Statement relates to Policies DC 2 and DC 4 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 2 – LANDSCAPE CHARACTER
· Is the policy mainly a duplication of CP 1?

· Could its distinctive parts be combined with DC 3 and DC 4?

· Is it intended that the landscape character areas become part of the DPD?  If not, why are they referred to in the policy and included in the Proposals Map?  Or are they to be in SPD as paragraph 3.7 states?

· Is the policy too restrictive?
DC 4 – AREAS OF OUTSTANDING NATURAL BEAUTY
· Could its prime distinctive parts be combined with DC 2 and DC 3?

· Is the policy inflexible?
2. 
Basis for policy approach and wording
2.1
The Council believes that these policies address key issues of importance in this District.  These include the protection of the existing landscape character of the District and, in particular, those areas designated as Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  Horsham is essentially a rural District and benefits from a range of different landscape features primarily arising from the differing geology across the area.  The Council’s aim is to ensure that the varied landscape characteristics across the District are maintained and, where possible, enhanced, in order to protect the diverse landscape which contributes to the quality of Horsham District for both residents and visitors.

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. The basis of the policy is the landscape character areas which have been identified in the background document ‘Horsham District Landscape Character Assessment’ (CDHor16) and are shown on the Proposals Map for ease of reference for applicants.  The policy includes a positive statement that development will be permitted where it protects and/or enhances the key characteristics of the landscape character areas.  This does not mean development will necessarily be refused if it does not meet this objective; any decision would have to balanced taking account of other relevant policies within the Local Development Framework.  The policy then provides criteria to assist in the determination of the key characteristics for any particular landscape area.
3. 
Principal Issues
3.1 
Two representations were submitted on Policy DC 2 in response to the Submission Document, one in support of the policy and the other commenting that that the policy is unduly restrictive.  This issue will be dealt with in response to the Inspector’s questions below.  
3.2
Policy DC 4 resulted in four representations which raise a number of issues.  The High Weald AONB Unit (1405) and the Sussex Downs Joint Committee (157) refer to the need for the policy to incorporate reference to the AONB Management Plans.  The Council submits that these are referred to in the supporting text to Policy CP 1 (paragraph 4.15 of the Core Strategy 2007) and there is no need for additional duplication within this DPD.  The comment regarding the incorrect reference to the ‘South Downs AONB’ is accepted and it is proposed to amend this to the ‘Sussex Downs AONB’. 
3.3
Southern Water (2407) objects to the phrase ‘in or near to’ as it considers it extends the AONB designation.  The Council does not accept this point as the policy clearly relates to the impact of development on land within the AONB itself.  It is only reasonable to accept that development close to the boundaries can impact on the AONB itself, particularly in relation to views and tranquillity, and should therefore be considered in the context of the AONB objectives.  The final point from Henry Smith (2833) relates to the use of the term ‘exceptional circumstances’ which is dealt with in response to the Inspector’s questions below.  
3.4
The Inspector has indicated that the key issues in relation to Policy DC 2 are:
Is the policy mainly a duplication of CP 1?
3.5
The Council submits that the policy is not a duplication of Core Strategy Policy CP 1.  Policy CP 1 is a spatial strategy which covers a diverse range of character issues including townscape, settlement separation as well as more general landscape considerations.  Policy DC 2, however, is a much more focussed policy which specifically refers to landscape character areas and allows development which protects and enhances existing features.  It is considered that the policy provides definition to Policy CP1 rather than providing any repetition. 


Could its distinctive parts be combined with DC 3 and DC 4?
3.6
The Council does not believe that the distinctive parts of the policy could be combined with DC 3 or DC 4 because DC 2 is not a townscape/coalescence policy or one that relates to nationally designated protected landscape areas. The policy relates specifically to the landscape character areas and the need to protect and enhance their key characteristics. In this sense it relates to the landscape elements of Core Strategy Policy CP 1 and expands on the approach of that policy so as to allow these aspects to be protected and enhanced. The policy does not relate in any way to the protection of the townscape, except in recognising the role of the existing development pattern in shaping the landscape character of a particular area. 

Is it intended that the landscape character areas become part of the DPD?  If not, why are they referred to in the policy and included in the Proposals Map?  Or are they to be in SPD as paragraph 3.7 states?
3.7
The landscape character areas are specifically mentioned in Policy DC 2 as the Council considers that they need to have a basis in policy to ensure their use as a tool for determining whether particular proposals protect or enhance existing landscape characteristics.  The reasoned justification to Policy CP 1 refers to the landscape character assessments; however, the Council does not consider that this goes far enough and further definition is required.  Policy DC 2 carries this approach forward in terms of development management. Having made reference to the landscape character areas in the policy, it is considered appropriate to then demonstrate these areas on the Proposals Map for completeness and for clarity for users.  
3.8
The detailed information which describes the characteristics of these areas is contained within the Horsham District Landscape Character Assessment which currently only forms a background document.  It is referred to in the reasoned justification to the policy.  The Council considers that this should be translated into a SPD and this intention is set out in the reasoned justification.
Is the policy too restrictive?
3.9
The Council submits that the policy is not too restrictive as it is merely adding detail to Policy CP 1.  It is written in the positive form and is seeking to enhance existing landscape character rather than just protecting it.  It is considered that the policy reflects the advice in PPS7 (CDNat2) which sets out the Government’s objective to respect and, where possible, enhance local distinctiveness and the intrinsic qualities of the countryside. 
3.10
The Inspector has indicated that the key issues in relation to Policy DC 4 are:


Could its prime distinctive parts be combined with DC 2 and DC 3?
3.11
The Council does not believe that the distinctive parts of the policy could be combined with DC 2 or DC 3.  Policy DC2 deals with the landscape character areas and their protection and enhancement.  There is no single landscape character area which coincides with the boundaries of the AONB; it transcends a number of character areas.  Furthermore, the policy requirements for the protection of the character of the general landscape areas are quite different in emphasis to the protection required for an area of national significance.  It is submitted, therefore, that it justifies an individual policy to emphasise the particular significance of the landscape.  Policy DC 3 is a townscape/coalescence policy and would not easily combine with this policy which relates to a special landscape.

Is the policy inflexible?
3.12
The policy is worded negatively and uses the term ‘exceptional circumstances’ to emphasise the importance of attaching ‘great weight’ to the conservation of the natural beauty of the landscape and countryside as required by PPS7.  The criteria listed are specific to the aims of the designation.  Furthermore, the policy should not be read in isolation but as part of the suite of policies which allow for specific types of development in the countryside under certain circumstances.  Policy DC 4 supplements those policies elsewhere in the LDF and provides additional criteria for the protection of AONB’s.  It does not preclude development as it allows for development which is necessary, provided any harm is mitigated against or compensated for.
4.0
Response to Submitted Statements
4.1
The South Downs Joint Committee (157) raises a number of issues, the majority of which are dealt with in the above statement.  With regard to the final point in the statement, the Council comments that the policy as submitted adequately covers this concern as the first part states that planning permission will be refused for any development that causes harm to the AONB.  This places the landscape considerations ahead of any identified need.  
5.0 Conclusion

5.1
The policies reflect Central Government advice by setting out polices which seek to protect the character of the countryside for its intrinsic value. They reflect the Spatial Objectives of the Core Strategy by allowing the evolution of the countryside whilst protecting the natural environment of the District. 
5.2
The policies meet 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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