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POLICY DC3 – TOWNSCAPE CHARACTER AND SETTLEMENT COALESCENCE
1. 
Introduction
1.1 
This Response Statement relates to Policy DC 3 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 (CDHor1).
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 Inspectors have identified the following key issues and questions for examination:

· Could its distinctive parts be combined with DC 2 and DC 4?

· Would criterion a. be better placed in DC 11?

· Should the Strategic Gap notation be retained?

· Are the Strategic Gap requirements consistent with Structure Plan policy CH3?

· In criterion c., what does “amenity” mean (Glossary definition?)?

· Have the Strategic Gap boundaries been correctly drawn, especially with regard to the West of Crawley allocation, and should abutting land be included?

· Where alternative boundaries have been suggested, are they supported by robust evidence, based on clear and credible analysis of the situation, and have been subject to sustainability appraisal?

2. 
Basis for policy approach and wording
2.1
The Council believes that this policy addresses key issues of importance in this District including the character of settlements and settlement coalescence. Both of these issues are emotive subjects in Horsham District and reflect a high degree of pride in the built form of existing settlements and a desire to protect the overall distinctive settlement pattern. The towns and villages of the District today reflect a long history of settlement in the area and many of the present settlements exhibit key historic or other distinctive townscape features and qualities that are considered worthy of protection and enhancement. Equally there is a particular concern in the District to protect the historic settlement pattern so as to prevent settlement coalescence and retain the distinctive edges and the sense of clear separation of settlements, many of which are in close geographical proximity.
2.2
Although the policy covers three distinct areas; settlement character; settlement coalescence and; coalescence within the areas designated as Strategic Gaps, these areas are considered to be closely related in terms of protecting the overall townscape and settlement pattern of the District. In addition, the approach of the policy supports the Core Strategy spatial objectives, in particular Spatial Objective 1 (“to protect and enhance the diverse character and local distinctiveness of the District”) and also supports therefore, Core Strategy Policy CP 1 (Landscape and Townscape Character).

2.3
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. 
2.4
The first part of the policy is positive in nature and confirms that development will be permitted unless it has adverse effect on the character of settlements or causes an actual or perceived coalescence of settlements. This part of the policy applies to settlements anywhere in the District and in each case clarification is provided to make the policy statements in a. and b. more comprehensible and thereby more usable. The clarification and exemplification provided in each case is not intended to be exhaustive, a fact which ensures that the policy criteria retain flexibility.
2.5
The second part of the policy applies only to those parts of the District designated as Strategic Gaps and to areas immediately abutting these. This represents an enhanced level of protection from coalescence in those parts of the District which are considered to be particularly important for the maintenance of the clear separation of key settlements. These areas, due to their location, are particularly vulnerable to development that would, if permitted, lead to the coalescence of key settlements and the loss of the distinctive settlement pattern of the District. The wording in this part is therefore negative with criteria c. and d. setting out those very limited circumstances in which development may be permitted.
3. 
Principal Issues


Could its distinctive parts be combined with DC 2 and DC 4?
3.1 
The Council does not believe that the distinctive parts of the policy could be combined with DC 2 or DC 4 because DC 3 is not essentially a ‘landscape’ policy or one that relates to nationally designated protected landscape areas. The policy relates specifically to the character and townscape of settlements and to the protection of settlements from coalescence. In this sense it relates to the townscape 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 landscape, except in the role of that landscape in providing a clear break between settlements and in providing the opportunity to view townscapes from outside of the settlements.
Would criterion a. be better placed in DC 11?

3.2
The Council believes that criterion a. relates clearly to the townscape elements of Core Strategy Policy CP 1 and is not simply a matter of design that is covered under DC 11. The emphasis in criterion a. is on the potential for development to impact on the wider aspects of a settlement’s character, such as its overall setting, views and open spaces. This is wider in scope than the more local design aspects of development considered in DC 11. It is submitted that criterion a. has a close relationship with the other criteria of DC 3 which seek to protect the townscape and character of settlements through the prevention of coalescence that would cause adverse impacts on settlement identity and character.


Should the Strategic Gap notation be retained?
3.3
The Council considers that there are very good reasons why the Strategic Gaps notation should be maintained. As a policy tool Strategic Gaps have been used for some time in West Sussex reflecting the particular historic settlement pattern of closely spaced small and medium sized settlements that are generally well connected. These particular local circumstances continue to necessitate a policy tool that is able to resist the substantial development pressures that would otherwise impact on and eventually undermine the distinctive local settlement pattern in key strategic locations.
3.4
The need to define the boundaries of Strategic Gaps is set out in Policy CH 3 of the West Sussex Structure Plan (2001 – 2016) (CDReg3). This policy designates 22 Strategic Gaps across the County and requires district planning authorities to define the boundaries of these in local plans. The Policy also requires district planning authorities to ensure that any development within the gaps would not, either individually or cumulatively, compromise the objectives and fundamental integrity of the gaps. Therefore, Policy CH 3 envisages a degree of restraint higher than that in other countryside areas. The justification for this degree of restraint is that Strategic Gaps are generally narrow and limited in extent and therefore, any development within them could affect their openness and could be seen as contributing to visual or physical coalescence. This justification relies for its credibility on the strict definition by local authorities of only those areas that are necessary to achieve the objectives of the Policy. This requirement underlines the need to define the boundaries of the Strategic Gaps and the importance of the review that the Council undertook when re-defining the gaps.
3.5
The Structure Plan also requires district planning authorities to define the boundaries of any relevant Strategic Gaps identified in local plans of adjoining authorities. The Council believes that the identification of Strategic Gaps in the relevant Crawley and Mid Sussex local plan documents at the boundaries of the District necessitates the definition of the continuation of these gaps within Horsham District.

3.6
The Submission Draft of the South East Plan (CDReg1) supports the use of Strategic Gaps as a policy tool for the Gatwick Sub-region and as a ‘cross-cutting’ policy (CC10b). Policy CC10b sets out two criteria for Strategic Gaps related to the population of the settlements protected from coalescence and to the maximum width of the gap. The latter establishes that gaps should not be more than 5 miles wide at their widest point. The Council submits that this criterion envisages that Strategic Gaps will be defined on a Proposals Map and in reviewing the definition of Horsham District’s Strategic Gaps, this maximum width criterion has been taken into account.
3.7
The Council considers that Strategic Gaps should be defined on the Proposals Map. Irrespective of the guidance in the Structure Plan and the emerging South East Plan, it is believed that an attempt to use a criteria-based approach to Strategic Gaps which avoided spatial definition would lead to considerable difficulties including the use of essentially arbitrary numerical limits (such as ‘within 5 miles of a settlement’) that may lead to unnecessary constraint of development in some areas or to ongoing disputes as to the breadth of the gap. However, the definition of the Strategic Gaps based on a rigorous review of the boundaries aims to avoid these problems and achieve compliance with the guidance through ensuring that only the minimum area is included within the gaps so as to achieve the objectives of the policy.

Are the Strategic Gap requirements consistent with Structure Plan policy CH3?
3.8
The Council considers that the Strategic Gaps requirements are fully consistent with Structure Plan Policy CH 3. Part (a) of the policy has been complied with through the inclusion Policy DC 3 within the General Development Control Policies Submission Document. DC 3 is consistent with part (b) of Policy CH3 as the two Strategic Gaps designated by CH 3 in Horsham District have been included in the supporting text of DC 3 and defined on the Proposals Map. DC 3 is consistent with part (c) of CH 3 as follows; (1) DC 3 identifies how the separate identity and character of all settlements will be maintained and where possible enhanced; (2) The boundaries of the two Strategic Gaps have been defined on the Proposals Map and this has taken into account Strategic Gap definitions in adjoining authorities; (3) DC 3 includes wording to ensure that the policy is consistent with the requirements detailed in sub-parts (i), (ii) and (iii) of CH 3 (3). This includes the wording in criteria c. and d. of DC 3 which seeks to ensure that the predominantly open and undeveloped character of the gaps is maintained or enhanced.

In criterion c., what does “amenity” mean (Glossary definition?)?
3.9
The Council considers that the meaning of the term ‘amenity’ is clear from the glossary of the General Development Control Policies Submission Document: “A positive element or elements that contribute to the overall character or enjoyment of an area. For example, open land, trees, historic buildings and the inter-relationship between them, or less tangible factors such as tranquillity.”

Have the Strategic Gap boundaries been correctly drawn, especially with regard to the West of Crawley allocation, and should abutting land be included?
3.10
It is considered that the boundaries of the Strategic Gaps have been correctly drawn. This view is based on the full and rigorous review of the boundaries done which informed the definition of the boundaries and indeed the text of the policy. The full details of the review are contained in a background document to the General Development Control Policies Submission Document titled ‘Horsham District Strategic Gaps’ (CDHor5).

3.11
With regard to the boundaries with the West of Crawley allocation, it was considered by the Council on the basis of the review work that the only realistic option was to remove those areas of the Horsham – Crawley Strategic Gap that fell inside the Area of Study for the strategic allocation. This approach avoided the potential undermining of the Strategic Gap policy by the Joint Area Action Plan (JAAP) once development locations were proposed. The approach also sought to avoid undermining the work on the JAAP by pre-empting the development locations through the definition of Strategic Gap within the Area of Study. The full details of the approach can be found in Paragraph 5.2.5 of the Background Document. 
3.12
The inclusion of the phrase “immediately abutting” within the text of DC 3 was felt by the Council to be necessary to overcome the particular problem of using roads as the boundaries for the Strategic Gaps. Previous guidance on defining Strategic Gaps, particularly the research commissioned by the DETR in 2000 (CDNat1) has established the need to use logical, clear and defensible boundaries in the definition of gaps. Roads often serve this purpose well, although in using roads the problem arises that one side of the road receives the full protection of the Strategic Gap and the other receives only the protection of other relevant policies. It was felt, as explained in Paragraph 4.3.4 of the Background Document, that this problem could lead to particular development pressures on the unprotected side of the road which could in turn undermine the integrity and objectives of the Strategic Gap through an increase in development and in intensity of use of the road itself.
3.13
The Council submits that the use of the phrase “immediately abutting” would provide a clear and flexible way of avoiding the problem which was thought to be especially important for Forest Road, although other roads such as Kerves Lane would also receive the benefit. The phase clearly relates to potential development that directly adjoins the boundary of the Strategic Gap and it is not accepted that the phrase causes unnecessary additional constraint on all locations that happen to be near the Strategic Gaps. It was also felt that there was a precedent for this approach in the wording of DC 4 (Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty) which protects those designations from development “in or near to the South Downs and High Weald AONBs”.

Where alternative boundaries have been suggested, are they supported by robust evidence, based on clear and credible analysis of the situation, and have been subject to sustainability appraisal?
3.14
The Council believes that none of the three proposed alternative boundaries of the Strategic Gaps are supported by robust evidence, based on clear and credible analysis of the situation, nor have they been subject to sustainability appraisal:

APB 5105: Reinstatement of Areas F and G into the Horsham – Southwater Strategic Gap (Map 1 of the General Development Control Policies Alternative Policy Boundaries Document) - The Council considers that this proposal, if accepted, would undermine the work of the review undertaken and would cause the definition of the Strategic Gaps and therefore Policy DC 3 to be inconsistent with guidance in PPS 7 (Paragraph 25) and with the criteria set out in Policy CC10b of the Draft South East Plan. It is not clear that the proposal has taken these requirements into consideration.

APB 5130: The Removal of the Horsham – Crawley and Horsham Southwater Strategic Gaps (Map 2 of the General Development Control Policies Alternative Policy Boundaries Document) - The Council considers that this proposal, if accepted, would cause Policy DC 3 to be inconsistent with Policy CH 3 of the Structure Plan as well as with the Core Strategy (2007) which seeks the maintenance of the Strategic Gaps between Horsham and Crawley and Horsham and Southwater (Paragraph 4.15).

APB 5153: Removal of Land South-West of Horsham from the Horsham – Southwater Strategic Gap (Map 4 of the General Development Control Policies Alternative Policy Boundaries Document) - The Council considers that this proposal, if accepted, would undermine the work of the review undertaken and would fundamentally jeopardise the integrity and purpose of the Horsham – Southwater Strategic Gap. It would therefore, undermine the objectives of Policy DC 3. To that extent, the proposal would make the Policy definition inconsistent with the Structure Plan Policy CH 3.
4.0
Response to Submitted Statements
4.1
Crest Nicholson Developments Ltd (CND) (2133) considers that reference should be made within the policy to the Background Document (CDHor5). The Councils believes that this is unnecessary and would simply increase the length of the Policy. CND also consider that criteria c. and d. of the Policy should be indented to i. and ii. as they relate to the Strategic Gaps part of the Policy and not to the initial statement. The Council accepts this point and would support such a change.
4.2
CND considers that criteria c. should not be making reference to conserving and enhancing the landscape as the Policy is not a landscape designation of the kind referred to in PPS 7 (CDNat2). The Council agrees that the Policy is not a landscape designation and this point is made within the Background Document. However, it is considered that the maintenance and enhancement of the landscape within the areas defined as Strategic Gaps is the most positive way in which the predominately open and undeveloped character of the area can be ensured, so as to achieve the objectives of the Policy. The Background Document emphasises in Section 8.0 that there is a de facto link in the north of West Sussex between Strategic Gap designations and areas of high landscape quality. In such cases, the Council believes that the approach taken in criteria c. is justified and indeed supported by the findings of the 2000 DETR research (CDNat1) as explained in Paragraph 8.3 of the Background Document.
5.0 Conclusion

5.1
This policy covers several issues of great importance to the District including settlement character and coalescence. The policy wording is considered to offer a clear and flexible approach that will contribute towards the achievement of Spatial Objective 1 of the Core Strategy. The definition of the Strategic Gaps is thought to be consistent with other relevant plans and is based on a robust evidence base.
5.2
The policy meets the relevant Tests of Soundness, particularly Test 4 (it complies with national policies, including PPS 7 and has had regard to other relevant plans and strategies including the West Sussex Structure Plan and the South East Plan Submission Draft); Test 6 (the policy complies with the Core Strategy, particularly Policies CP 1); 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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