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retrospectively postpone these obligations would undermine the commitments made through 
the planning process and be unfair to residents who relied on those commitments when 
purchasing their homes.  
 
The consequences of delaying these facilities extend beyond the estate itself. Section 106 
ensured that the supporting infrastructure kept pace with the growth of the community itself. 
Without local facilities, resident must now travel elsewhere increasing congestion on roads 
while delaying drainage infrastructures increases risk of flooding which is already evident 
within some parts of the development.  
 
Approving this variation would also establish a dangerous precedent. If developers are 
permitted to renegotiate legally binding obligations after agreed occupation thresholds have 
been reached then it weakened the confidence in planning systems and risks encouraging 
similar requests on future developments within the area. Section 106 agreements only retain 
their value if the obligations they contain are enforced when they become due.  
 
Residents have fulfilled their part by purchasing and occupying their homes in good faith 
therefore it is not unreasonable to expect the developer to fulfil the commitments it had made 
when the planning permission was granted.  
 
For the reasons described above, I respectfully urge Horsham District Council to refuse the 
proposed Deed of Variation and require the developer to deliver the infrastructure and 
community facilities in accordance with the original Section 106 agreement. 
 
Yours faithfully,  

 

 
Kind regards  

  

Telephone:  
 

 

Email: planning@horsham.gov.uk
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