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land to the North West of Southwater. 
 
Having reviewed the application, I believe the proposal is fundamentally unsound and should 
be refused for the following reasons: 
 
1. Unsustainable development and infrastructure strain. 
 
Southwater and the surrounding area already face significant pressure on local infrastructure. 
Roads in and around the village are frequently congested, particularly at peak times, and this 
development would substantially worsen traffic conditions and road safety.  
 
In addition, local services such as GP surgeries, schools, and public transport are already 
operating at or near capacity. There is insufficient evidence that the necessary infrastructure 
improvements would be delivered in a timely or effective manner to support such a large-scale 
development. 
 
2. Harm to the Character of the Area. 
 
The proposed site forms part of the open countryside that contributes significantly to the rural 
setting and identity of Southwater. Development of this scale would result in the urbanisation 
of a currently undeveloped area, eroding the clear distinction between settlements and 
causing irreversible harm to the local landscape character. 
 
3. Environmental Impact and Loss of Green Space. 
 
The loss of greenfield land is deeply concerning. This site supports local biodiversity, including 
wildlife habitats that would be disrupted or destroyed by the development. At a time when 
environmental protection and biodiversity net gain should be priorities, this proposal appears 
to conflict with those objectives. 
 
4. Conflict with Local Planning Policy. 
 
The development appears to conflict with key principles of the local development plan, 
particularly those relating to sustainable growth, protection of the countryside, and the 
prioritisation of previously developed (brownfield) land. Approving this application would set a 
worrying precedent for further speculative development in the area. 
 
5. Scale and Overdevelopment. 
 
The scale of the proposed development is disproportionate to the existing settlement. It risks 
overwhelming the village's character, infrastructure, and community cohesion. Growth should 
be gradual, planned, and supported by adequate infrastructure-not imposed at a scale that 
fundamentally alters the nature of the area. 
 
6. Lack of Justification for Site Selection. 
 
There is insufficient justification for why this greenfield site has been chosen over more 
sustainable alternatives. Priority should be given to brownfield land and locations with existing 
infrastructure capacity. 
 
7. Insufficient Secondary School Provision. 
 
There is already a well-documented shortage of secondary school places in the area, with 
many children being forced to travel significant distances to attend school outside their local 
community. This is both disruptive for families and unsustainable in terms of transport and 
environmental impact. The proposed development would significantly increase demand for 
secondary school places, yet there appears to be no clear, deliverable plan to provide a new 
secondary school or expand existing provision to meet this need. This omission is deeply 
concerning and demonstrates a lack of proper planning for the long-term needs of future 
residents. Without adequate secondary education provision, this development cannot be 
considered sustainable. 
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In conclusion, this proposal represents an unsustainable and harmful form of development 
that would have lasting negative impacts on Southwater and its residents. I strongly urge 
Horsham District Council to refuse planning permission for application DC/26/0366. 
 
Thank you for taking my comments into consideration. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 

 

 
Kind regards  

  

Telephone:  
 

 

Email: planning@horsham.gov.uk
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