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POLICY DC 44 – TOURISM
1. 
Introduction
1.1 
This Response Statement relates to Policy DC 44 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 issues and questions for examination:



DC 44 – TOURISM
· Is the policy a duplication of CP 14 (loss) and other DC design, retail and transport policies and national requirements for Design and Access Statements?
· Is the policy too restrictive in the first paragraph by referring to “small-scale”?
2. 
Basis for policy approach and wording
2.1
The Council believes that this policy addresses a key issue of importance in this District.  There is a need to manage development in a way that will support existing tourist facilities as well as encouraging the provision of appropriate new tourist facilities in the District, whilst recognising the need to continue to protect and enhance the landscape and character of the District.  Policy CP18 of the adopted Core Strategy (CDHor2) sets out the overall spatial planning policy but it is necessary to elaborate the specific requirements for any development proposals within the District relating to tourism facilities.
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 recognise that promoters of tourism related schemes, and other users of the policy, will need to understand the full content for the consideration of relevant proposals; the level of detail within the policy is aimed at providing sufficient guidance in terms of the key elements of the approach towards such facilities but without going into too much detail in a form that might be better set out in a supplementary planning document.
3. 
Principal Issues
3.1 
Three representations in relation to Policy DC44 were submitted in response to the publication of the Submission Document.  The representations raised concerns relating to the absence of a specific reference to tourist facilities in the AONBs within the District; the need for an additional criterion to require that there is no harm to the countryside’s character or key features; the reference to ‘small scale’ in the first paragraph; and the need for the policy to be more supportive of tourist facilities in the District.  The Council considers that there is no need to make specific reference to the AONBs in the context of this policy, nor to include an additional criterion relating to the countryside’s rural character.  The importance of recognising such designations or features is not disputed, but the reference in criterion a of the policy to “appropriate in scale and activity, and in keeping with its location and surroundings” is sufficient to draw attention to the need to consider the full context for any tourism proposals (including in relation to AONBs) and to ensure, as part of the overall policy approach, that the development does not harm or detract from them.  Paragraph 3.175 of the reasoned justification also cross-refers to the relevant policies.  The issue relating to “small scale” is dealt with in response to the Inspector’s question below and in the submitted Statement of Common Ground.  The Council considers that Policy DC44 is generally supportive of appropriate tourism proposals, in accordance with the approach set out in Policy CP18.  The policy is phased positively but it is a development management policy and needs to set clear parameters for development proposals to ensure that they meet the defined spatial objectives for the District.
3.2
The Inspector has indicated certain key issues or questions relating to Policy DC44, to which the Council would wish to respond in turn as follows:
Is the policy a duplication of CP14 (loss) and other DC design, retail and transport policies and national requirements for Design and Access Statements?

3.3
The Council does not believe that the policy is an unnecessary duplication of other policies or requirements.  With regard to the issue of the loss of hotels and tourist accommodation, it is not clear that this specific provision in the last paragraph of the policy is sufficiently covered by Policy CP14, which relates to “community facilities or services, leisure or cultural activities” and not to ‘tourism facilities’, as covered by Policy CP18.  In development management terms it is important to draw out the relevant considerations relating to proposals which would result in the loss of hotels or tourist accommodation, particularly given the relative lack of such provision currently within the District.

3.4
The other provisions of Policy DC44 all draw from the types of policies or requirements mentioned in the question to some extent but elaborate on them with regard to the specific requirements relating to tourism development within this District.  As indicated in paragraph 2.2 above, it is important for a range of users of the policy to draw together the specific provisions which relate to tourism development rather than leave such an important issue open to wide-ranging interpretation from a number of sources.  Tourism is an important component of the District’s future and it is essential that there is a clear development management policy.  Policy DC44 fulfils this purpose in a way which does not purely duplicate but which expands and makes more precise the requirements that need to be met.

Is the policy too restrictive in the first paragraph by referring to “small scale”?

3.5
The reference in the first paragraph to ‘small scale’ relates to new facilities within the District rather than the extension or improvement of existing built facilities, as was initially interpreted by one of the representors in their response to the Submission Document.  This point has now been clarified in a Statement of Common Ground (see Section 4 below).  The reasoning for including ‘small scale’, in the context within which is set, is because the scale and type of tourist attraction or facility will be an important material consideration in this District.  It is not envisaged that the District will be an appropriate location for a major tourist attraction, such as a ‘theme park’;  this would be in conflict with the environmental protection and sustainability objectives.  The philosophy behind the development management approach envisaged is much more about capitalising on the existing assets or attractions within the District.  Nevertheless, the extent to which new proposals are ‘small scale’ will be relative and there is sufficient flexibility within the terms of the policy to argue for a range of types of facilities or development.

4.0
Response to Submitted Statements
4.1
A Statement of Common Ground has been agreed with, and submitted by Motoring and Leisure Services Ltd. (Rep No. 1608) relating to both Policy DC44 directly, and its relationship to Policy DC1.  On the basis of this Statement, the agent for the representor has indicated that it does not wish to pursue the representations submitted.  The Council is content with this conclusion.
5.0 Conclusion

5.1
The policy recognises the positive benefits which appropriate tourism development can have, particularly to the economic success of the District.  It also supports existing facilities and establishes the particular parameters for the management of tourism development in this area.  The policy strikes a reasonable balance in dealing with an important issue, whilst avoiding unnecessary duplication of more detailed policy requirements, and continuing to protect the character and environment of the District.  It is an important policy which should be retained and supported in its objectives.  As a point of detail the reasoned justification text, in paragraphs 3.168, 3.169 and 3.171, contains references to Policy CP19, which should now be Policy CP18 in the adopted Core Strategy.  These updating changes are included in the schedule of rolling changes, for reference.
5.2
The policy meets the relevant Tests of Soundness, particularly Test 4 (it complies with national policies, including PPS6, PPS7, and the Good Practice Guide on Planning for Tourism; Test 6 (the policy complies with the Core Strategy, particularly Policy CP18); 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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