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I write to object specifically to the inclusion of Site C, described as an "area for potential off-
site measures if required." I object for the reasons below. 
 
1. Lack of justification and policy compliance 
 
There is no clearly defined or evidenced need for Site C to enable the proposed development. 
The application does not specify: 
* why this site is required, 
* why it cannot be accommodated within the main site, or 
* how Site C would function in practice. 
 
As such, Site C represents speculative and undefined development, which is inconsistent with 
the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) that proposals be 
justified, necessary and evidence-based.  
 
2. Conflict with countryside protection policy 
 
Site C is located in open countryside, physically separate from the main development site and 
not contiguous with any existing built-up area. 
 
Its inclusion conflicts with Policy 26 (Countryside Protection) of the Horsham District Planning 
Framework, which seeks to protect the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and 
restrict development to that which is necessary and appropriate to a countryside location. No 
such necessity has been demonstrated. 
 
3. Conflict with the Southwater Neighbourhood Plan 
 
Site C lies outside the defined development boundary set out in the Southwater 
Neighbourhood Plan. Neighbourhood Plans form part of the statutory development plan and 
should be upheld unless there is clear and demonstrable justification to override them. No 
such justification has been provided in the case of site C. 
 
4. Harm to landscape character and heritage setting 
 
The introduction of a secured operational site in this rural location would result in urbanising 
and industrialising impacts that are out of keeping with the surrounding landscape. 
 
This would conflict with: 
* Policy 25 (Natural Environment and Landscape Character), and 
* Policy 34 (Cultural and Heritage Assets) 
particularly given the presence of historic properties in the vicinity whose setting contributes to 
their significance. 
 
5. Unsuitable and unsafe access 
 
Access to Site C is highly constrained and unsuitable for the types of vehicles likely to be 
required for its use. 
 
In particular: 
* The route via Marlpost Road / Two Mile Ash is subject to a 10-tonne weight restriction at a 
narrow bridge, rendering it unsuitable for construction or service vehicles. 
* Alternative access via Bonfire Hill is narrow, steep, winding and prone to flooding, and would 
necessitate routing through residential roads within Southwater. 
 
This raises clear concerns under Policy 40 (Sustainable Transport), which requires safe and 
suitable access and seeks to avoid severe impacts on the local highway network. 
 
6. Deliverability and enforceability concerns 
 
Given its separation from the main site, lack of clear purpose, and constrained access, there is 
significant uncertainty as to whether Site C could be delivered, managed, or enforced 
effectively. 
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The application provides no clear mechanism for how site C would work. This undermines the 
overall deliverability of the proposal and is contrary to the NPPF requirement that 
developments be realistic and deliverable. 
 
7. Conclusion 
 
In summary, Site C: 
* is unjustified and undefined, 
* conflicts with countryside protection policy and the Neighbourhood Plan, 
* would cause harm to landscape character and heritage setting, and 
* is not deliverable in a safe or practical manner. 
 
As such, it should not be included within the application and should be refused or removed 
from the scheme. 
 
I hope the Council gives full weight to these concerns in its determination. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
   

 
Kind regards  

  

Telephone:  
 

 

Email: planning@horsham.gov.uk
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