
HORSHAM DISTRICT LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK

Public Examination of the General Development Control Policies
Development Plan Document (DPD)

Draft Matters for Examination – Issue 3
The majority of the issues on the specific policies relate to tests of soundness
4, 6, 7 and 9.

DC 1 – Countryside Protection and Enhancement

· Is the policy clear, reasonable, flexible and comprehensive in its requirements?
· Should “essential” be changed to “requires”?

· Are the criteria applicable wholly or individually (“one of”)?

· What does criterion d. mean?

· Is the last sentence of paragraph 3.5 a policy criterion?

Draft participants

	  157 – Sussex Downs Joint Committee
	2810 – Independent Town Planning Services

	1908 – Rydon Homes Ltd
	2833 – Henry Smith


DC 3 – Townscape Character and Settlement Coalescence
· 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?

Draft participants

	2133 - Crest Nicholson Developments Ltd
	2810 - Independent Town Planning Services

	2804 - Broadbridge Heath Parish Council
	2833 - Henry Smith


DC 4 – Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty

· Could its prime distinctive parts be combined with DC 2 and DC 3?

· Is the policy inflexible?

Draft participants

	157 – Sussex Downs Joint Committee
	2833 – Henry Smith


DC 20 – Park Homes/Residential Caravans

· Is “local needs” a reference to that in CP 8?  If so, should it say so?
· Is this intended to be a housing departure from restrictive countryside policies?  If so, is this circumstance not covered by CP 8 and DC 35?
· Are the criteria overly restrictive and cumbersome?

Draft participants

	2810 - Independent Town Planning Services


DC 21 – Residential/Change of Use of dwellings to non-residential use

· What is the meaning of criterion a.?

· Are the criteria reasonable?

· Should the policy be negatively worded?

Draft participants

	2810 - Independent Town Planning Services


DC 22 – Smaller Homes/Housing Mix
· What is the evidence base for the figures in this policy?  Is it robust and credible?

· Are the criteria clear, reasonable and flexible (or too restrictive)?

· Do the mix and density limits comply with those in PPS3?

· Should the detail of mix and density be left to a SPD?

Draft participants

	1908 - Rydon Homes Ltd
	2814 – Lower Beeding Parish Council

	2810 - Independent Town Planning Services
	


DC 23 – Employment Site/Land Protection

· What is the evidence base for the marketing time limits?

· Are the criteria reasonable, appropriate and flexible?

· Should the policy be split in two distinct policies – EPZs and sites outside EPZs?

· What is the evidence base for the employment protection zones (see CP 11)?

· 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?

Draft participants

	1908 - Rydon Homes Ltd
	2810 - Independent Town Planning Services


DC 24 – New Employment Development

· Is the design section a duplication of other DC policies on the subject?
· What is the purpose of the site expansion criteria?

· What is the evidence base for the need and size limits in the small units criteria?

· Are the criteria reasonable, appropriate and flexible?
Draft participants

	1908 – Rydon Homes Ltd


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?

Draft participants

	   94 - Federation of Sussex Amenity Societies
	2810 - Independent Town Planning Services

	1572 - Thakeham Village Action
	


DC 30 – Rural Commercial Development and the expansion of existing Rural Commercial Sites/Intensification of Uses

· Is the policy mainly a duplication of other DC and Core Strategy policies?

· Does a. encourage inappropriate development in the countryside?

· Are the criteria appropriate and flexible?
Draft participants

	1572 - Thakeham Village Action
	1908 - Rydon Homes Ltd


DC 31 – Replacement Buildings for Commercial Uses in the Countryside

· Are the criteria, appropriate, clear, reasonable and flexible?
Draft participants

	   94 – Federation of Sussex Amenity Societies
	1572 – Thakeham Village Action


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”?

Draft participants

	2810 – Independent Town Planning Services


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?

Draft participants

	2810 – Independent Town Planning Services


DC 35 – Exceptions Housing Schemes

· Is the policy wording clear, reasonable and flexible?

· Is the policy too restrictive?

Draft participants

	2834 - Mr G A Bonetti


DC 41 – Change of Use within Defined Town and Village Centres
· What is the evidence base for the combined unit numbers, and the length of time for marketing in the criteria?

· Should criteria 1. and 2. be combined?

· Is the policy wording clear, reasonable and flexible?

Draft participants

	2810 – Independent Town Planning Services


DC 42 – Neighbourhood and Village Shops
· Should the change of use criteria be placed in DC 41?

· Is the policy wording clear, reasonable and flexible?

Draft participants

	2810 – Independent Town Planning Services
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