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POLICIES DC 32 - ESSENTIAL RURAL WORKERS DWELLINGS AND DC 33 – HOUSE EXTENSIONS, REPLACEMENT DWELLINGS AND ANCILLARY ACCOMMODATION
1. 
Introduction
1.1 
This Response Statement relates to Policies DC 32 and DC 33 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 32 – ESSENTIAL RURAL WORKERS DWELLINGS
· Is the policy a duplication of PPS7?  What is locally distinctive?
· Is the policy wording clear, reasonable and flexible?  Is it too restrictive, e.g. by using the word “essential”?

DC 33 – HOUSE EXTENSIONS, REPLACEMENT DWELLINGS AND ANCILLARY ACCOMMODATION
· Is criterion a. a duplication of other DC policies?
· What does criterion b.ii. mean by “fundamentally alter the scale and character”?

· Do the criteria give certainty to those applying for planning permission?

· Should criterion b.i. say “derelict” or “abandoned” or both?

· Is the policy wording clear, reasonable and flexible?

2. 
Basis for policy approach and wording
2.1
The Council believes that this these policies address key issues of importance in this District.  Horsham District is a rural district located in an area where land values are high.  As a result therefore, there is pressure from applicants seeking to maximise the development potential of sites, particularly those located in the countryside.  This can translate into applications for large house extensions and replacement dwellings, ancillary accommodation which often takes the form of self contained detached units and pressure for new dwellings to serve a variety of existing rural activities.  Such development, if left unchecked, could result in a significant amount of new development in the countryside, which cumulatively would impact on the rural character of the area.  It could also lead to the loss of smaller dwellings, which the Council believes should be maintained to ensure that a range of dwellings is available within the District to meet the needs of different sectors of its population.  It is therefore considered essential that this document provides a clear framework which indicates how planning applications will be considered by the Council to enable applicants to have an adequate understanding of the parameters for householder development and the construction of new dwellings in the countryside.
2.2
The wording of the policies is intended to strike the right balance in terms of allowing appropriate development where it would contribute to sustainable farming activities or to the rural economy whilst ensuring that the character of the wider countryside is protected and, where possible, enhanced.  In this respect, Policy DC 32 (Essential Rural Workers Dwellings) allows for new dwellings for rural workers where the criteria identified within the policy are met.  The emphasis is on ensuring that any new dwelling is required in the interests of appropriate rural activities which are viable in the longer term and that any such dwelling is of a size and location that meets the need of the holding and does not harm the rural character of the area.  This closely reflects the advice in PPS7 (CDNat2) and Core Strategy Spatial Objective 2.
2.3
Policy DC 33 (House Extensions, Replacement Dwellings and Ancillary Accommodation) also aims to draw a balance between the needs of the rural population and the importance of protecting the rural character of the District.  In this respect, any new development must fulfil the criteria set out in the policy, which principally aim to manage the amount of new development in the countryside by ensuring its scale and location are appropriate in the context of any existing buildings and in its wider landscape setting.
3. 
Principal Issues
3.1 
Three representations were submitted on Policy DC 32 in response to the Submission Document, one in support of the policy and the remaining two querying particular wording within the policy.  These issues will be dealt with in response to the Inspector’s questions below.  Policy DC 33 also resulted in three representations, again mainly questioning particular wording within the policy but also making reference to the issue of small dwellings.  The concept of a ‘small dwelling’ and its protection has been removed from the policy because the Council considered that it was not serving a land use/landscape impact purpose.  Part b.ii of Policy DC 33 requires any extensions to retain the scale and character of the existing dwelling and it is submitted that this provides the necessary protection from overly large extensions to all sizes of existing dwellings.
3.2
The Inspector has indicated that the key issues in relation to Policy DC 32 are: 
· Is the policy a duplication of PPS7?  What is locally distinctive?

· Is the policy wording clear, reasonable and flexible?  Is it too restrictive, e.g. by using the word “essential”?
3.3
Annex A of PPS7 provides particularly detailed advice on agricultural, forestry and other occupational dwellings.  Being a largely rural District, this advice is especially relevant to many development proposals within the District.  The Council considers, therefore, that this advice should be reflected within the General Development Control Policies Document so that it forms a usable document for applicants seeking advice on such matters prior to putting forward a development proposal.  The policy simplifies the advice and expands upon the circumstances when the removal of agricultural occupancy conditions may be appropriate.  PPS7 suggests that such advice should be set out in LDD’s.
3.4
The Council submits that the wording of the policy is clear, reasonable and flexible.  Having acknowledged that it does reflect the advice in PPS7, it is clearly in conformity with Central Government policy.  In particular, the policy is reflective of PPS7 in that it does not limit the provision of new dwellings in the countryside to agricultural workers, but allows for accommodation in connection with any appropriate rural activities, provided it meets the stated criteria.  The word ‘essential’ is critical to the application of the policy.  Rural workers dwellings are an exception to the normal policies of restraint to new dwellings in the countryside and therefore must be justified as being essential.  This reflects the advice in paragraph 10 of PPS7 which refers to an ‘essential need’ for such dwellings.  
3.5
In terms of flexibility, it has been commented in the representations that the size of the dwelling should not be restricted to the needs of the holding, but could be controlled by being tied to the particular business.  Paragraph 9 of Annex A to PPS7 clearly states that it is the needs of the holding that should be the determining factor in assessing applications.  The income from a particular business should be able to sustain a dwelling in the longer term, otherwise there will be pressure to remove the occupancy condition as subsequent owners may not be able to afford to purchase or maintain the dwelling, if it is overly large.
3.6
The Inspector has indicated that the key issues in relation to Policy DC 33 are:

· Is criterion a. a duplication of other DC policies?

· What does criterion b.ii. mean by “fundamentally alter the scale and character”?

· Do the criteria give certainty to those applying for planning permission?

· Should criterion b.i. say “derelict” or “abandoned” or both?

· Is the policy wording clear, reasonable and flexible?
3.7
Criterion a. does bring together elements of other policies from within the document.  It is considered necessary to restate them in the context of this particular policy as the size and location of house extensions, replacement dwellings and ancillary accommodation are assessed on the basis of their impact on any existing dwelling and the wider landscape setting.  It is therefore considered that it should form part of the policy criteria so that users of the document have a clear reference point when looking to find guidance for these types of development.
3.8
As indicated above, a determining factor in considering the appropriateness of a house extension or replacement dwelling in a rural area, is its impact on the rural character of the area over and above that of the existing dwelling.  Any extension impacts on the scale and character of an existing property, hence criterion b.ii attempts to qualify the size of extension which might be acceptable without setting a percentage figure which would not be reasonable or flexible.  The term ‘fundamentally alter the scale and character’ therefore seeks to provide a level of guidance which means that any proposal is assessed on whether it significantly affects the existing dwelling in terms of its overall size and appearance.  This provides flexibility in its interpretation rather than relying on a fixed figure which has no robust evidence base.
3.9
The policy in criterion b.i only allows for replacement dwellings where it can be demonstrated that the existing dwelling is not derelict.  The intention behind this wording is to ensure that proposals do not result in the erection of new dwellings in the countryside because the existing structure is in such a state of disrepair that it does not constitute an existing dwelling.  The fundamental issue is the physical condition of the building and its impact in the landscape and on the rural character of the area rather than any consideration whether any residential use has been abandoned.  However it is acknowledged that there may be some difficulties in the interpretation of ‘derelict’ and it is therefore it is suggested that the explanatory text in paragraph 3.131 is amended to clarify the intention behind the use of this word.  The text could also refer to abandonment although it is not considered that there would be many instances where a residential building would be abandoned and not derelict.  The following wording is suggested as a replacement to paragraph 3.131:

“Whilst new development in the countryside is not encouraged the Council accepts that, in the case of existing dwellings, it is appropriate to allow for their extension and replacement.  However, the impact of such development on the rural character of the District is a material consideration and as such it is normally only appropriate to replace buildings which are not derelict or have not been abandoned.  The aim is to ensure that any replacement dwelling does not constitute a new dwelling in the countryside and therefore ’not derelict’ means that the existing building is structurally sound and not in need of substantial reconstruction.  An exception to this may be where a dwelling has been destroyed by fire.”
3.10
The Council submits that the wording of the policy is clear, reasonable and flexible.  As highlighted above, the policy does not attempt to be prescriptive by detailing the size of extension or replacement dwelling that might be permitted as this would be unreasonable and inflexible.  Instead, it sets the context for the consideration of such proposals based largely on its impact on its landscape setting and the general character of the countryside.  Whilst the absence of a specific figure may be perceived to provide uncertainty to applicants, it actually provides greater scope for seeking approval for development based on it the individual circumstances relating to the size of an existing dwelling and its landscape setting.
4.0
Response to Submitted Statements
4.1
No additional representations have been received in respect of these policies at the time of writing this statement.
5.0 Conclusion

5.1
The policies reflect Central Government advice by setting out the particular circumstances where new development may be accommodated in the countryside.  They also reflect the Spatial Objectives of the Core Strategy by allowing the evolution of the countryside whilst protecting the natural environment of the District.  The policies set the context for the consideration of planning applications, providing applicants with an understanding of the requirements for new development proposals.
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 Policy CP15); 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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