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1 Introduction 

1.1 Site Context 

1.1.1 Land at Wilgers Farm (“the site”) concerns land to the south of Smallfield Road, 
predominantly relating to land to the north and east of the farmhouse but also 
some land to its south. The site is located on the eastern edge of Horley and is 
currently accessed via Silverlea Gardens off Balcombe Road (B2036). 

1.1.2 The wider site is approximately 19.7 ha in area and is split in two by Burstow 
Stream which runs through the site from north to south. The site falls within the 
Rural Surrounds of Horley but marks the edge of the urban core of the town to 
the west. There are also modern housing estates to the north of Smallfield Road 
opposite the site. 

1.1.3 The site is privately-owned by our client, Scott Marshall, together with his brother 
and his mother who owns the land to the south of the farmhouse. It is currently 
accessed via Silverlea Gardens but there is an additional gated access onto 
Smallfield Road to the north from an existing track on the site. The site is therefore 
accessible, deliverable and viable as a site for housing. 

Previous representations 

1.1.4 My client has made representations to the DMP at both the Regulation 18 and 
Regulation 19 stages. 
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2 Matter 9: Potential Development Sites  

2.1 Sustainable urban extensions 

(1) Are the reasons for selecting the sites soundly based? Is there evidence 
that the development of each allocation is suitable, available, sustainable, 
viable and deliverable? 

2.1.1 My client is particularly concerned with the proposals for sites NWH1 and NWH2, 
which are considered to be less sustainable options (and much less, in the case of 
NWH1) when compared with my client’s land at Wilgers Farm.  

Site NWH1: Meath Green 

2.1.2 The HELAA considers this land as sites HW06, HW07 and HW43. It notes that the 
site currently suffers from limited accessibility to local services, facilities and public 
transport, although that would be expected to improve once the North West Sector 
of Horley is developed. Parts of the site fall within Flood Zones 2 and 3. 
Development could also impact on an area of high archaeological potential, and 
there are electricity pylons running through part of the site. 

2.1.3 The sites are assessed as having a total capacity of 75 dwellings, with the draft 
Local Plan policy confirming that development may only come forward in the 
event that the Council cannot demonstrate a 5-year supply. It is also subject to 
phasing policy MLS1, where it is the second priority site.  

2.1.4 There is nothing in either policy NWH1 or MLS1 which ties the phasing of the site 
to the delivery of local services, facilities or public transport, despite the current 
limited access to these. 

2.1.5 It does not appear that this site has been subject to any planning applications or 
EIA Screening Requests for development on the scale proposed. 

Site NWH2: Bonehurst Road 

2.1.6 The HELAA considers this land as site HW03. It notes that the site is constrained 
by an adjacent Grade 1 listed building, extensive areas of Flood Zone 2 and 3 land, 
and numerous TPOs. The HELAA notes a site capacity of just 40 dwellings, with 
the draft Local Plan policy confirming that development may only come forward 
in the event that the Council cannot demonstrate a 5-year supply.  

2.1.7 It is also subject to phasing policy MLS1, where it is jointly the top priority site. 

2.1.8 It does not appear that this site has been subject to any planning applications or 
EIA Screening Requests for development on the scale proposed. 
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Omission site: Wilgers Farm 

2.1.9 As stated in previous representations my client’s land at Wilgers Farm, which falls 
outside the Green Belt, is available and should be allocated for development. We 
are concerned that the reasons for selecting the above sites in preference are not 
soundly based as these are not so sustainably located.  

2.1.10 The context plan which formed Appendix 6 to my client’s Regulation 19 
representations clearly shows that Wilgers Farm would be a sustainable location 
for development. It is clear from the plan that in comparison with the two 
proposed Green Belt releases in Horley (sites NWH1 and NWH2), Wilgers Farm is 
substantially closer to Horley town centre and railway station, is adjacent to 
Oakwood School and close to Yattendon School. 

2.1.11 This is reinforced further by the information enclosed as Appendix 1 to this 
submission, which demonstrates walking distances from the nearest parts of the 
NWH1, NWH2 and Wilgers Farm sites to the nearest key facilities.  

Facility NWH1 NHW2 Wilgers Farm 

Railway station 35 mins / 
1.8 miles 

24 mins / 
1.2 miles 

13 mins /  
0.6 miles 

Secondary school 37 mins / 
1.8 miles 

18 mins / 
0.9 miles 

11 mins / 
0.5 miles 

 

2.1.12 The Wilgers Farm site would be accessible by public transport with Smallfield 
Road, which runs along the northern site boundary, being served by regular buses 
between Crawley, Horley and Redhill. It is acknowledged that site NWH2 is located 
on a good public transport corridor, but NHW1 is currently not served by buses, 
the nearest stop at Landen Park currently being a 8 minute walk away from the 
nearest part of the site.   

2.1.13 Consideration of this site in the HELAA (Site HE04) noted a potential site capacity 
of 170 dwellings at 20dph on 8.9ha of developable land. It concluded, however, 
that the site was not developable due to flood risk issues and a “strategic policy 
change”. It is unclear what the latter is referring to. It is possibly an out-of-date 
reference to a previous proposal for a Town Park, which the Council is no longer 
pursuing here, or otherwise it is referring to the site being located outside the 
development boundary, or the Riverside Green Chain designation. In any event, 
there is no “strategic policy” issue which needs to prevent development on this 
site. 

2.1.14 Whilst my client has objected to the blanket Riverside Green Chain designation 
across his site, this is in the context that housing is considered a more appropriate 
use, and also because there are no clear connections with other RGC sites. 
Nevertheless, as made clear in the Reg.19 reps at paragraphs 62 and 63, my client 
would be very willing to incorporate formal and informal recreation facilities 
alongside the stream as part of an extensive area of open space, as indeed is 
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shown on the illustrative masterplan. An appropriate area of the site can therefore 
make a positive contribution to public health by creating new open space and 
helping to achieve RGC objectives, but only as part of a comprehensive 
development. 

2.1.15 It is acknowledged that there are flood risk matters to be addressed but, as set 
out above, my client is confident that through the ongoing flood modelling work 
and continued dialogue with the EA, the proportion of the Wilgers Farm site falling 
within Flood Zone 1 will increase, increasing the level of development that could 
be achieved on the site.  

2.1.16 As set out in paragraphs 67 to 74 of my client’s Reg.19 representations, my client 
has concerns about the extent to which sites NWH1 and NHW2 have been properly 
considered. The approach taken to these sites appears to contradict that taken to 
Wilgers Farm in relation to flood risk issues, whilst the HELAA acknowledges that 
(in contrast to the position at Wilgers Farm) site NWH1 has poor accessibility to 
local services, facilities and transport.  

Flood risk matters 

2.1.17 It is acknowledged that much of the Wilgers Farm site falls within Flood Zones 2 
and 3, as currently designated. However, part of the site falls within Flood Zone 
1 and it is apparent that, as set out in my client’s Flood Risk evidence (Appendix 
3 to my client’s Reg.19 representations) there is scope to remodel the site to create 
a greater developable area whilst simultaneously incorporating measures which 
could improve the flood risk for a wider area of Horley. This in itself would be a 
significant benefit of developing this site. 

2.1.18 On the basis of this Flood Risk work, my client has provided an indicative 
masterplan demonstrating that a coherent and sustainable extension to Horley is 
possible in this location. The masterplan (at Appendix 1 of the Reg.19 
representations) demonstrates an indicative layout for a housing development on 
the site, taking into account the advice from the FRA. The plan contains 175 
dwellings at a density of 15.4 dwellings per hectare (dph) on land outside of the 
flood-prone areas to the west of Burstow Stream and south of the farmhouse.  

2.1.19 This is similar to the HELAA assessment that 170 dwellings could be achieved on 
the site. The proposed density is compatible with the density of the surrounding 
roads, which is slightly higher at 18.6 dph.  

2.1.20 As previously reported, the Environment Agency is reviewing flood risk modelling 
in this area, and is looking to develop a wider flood risk mitigation scheme which 
may benefit from improvements to land at Wilgers Farm.  

2.1.21 Discussions are ongoing with the Environment Agency, whose position is set out 
in their letter dated 31 January 2018 to my client’s hydrology consultants, which 
formed Appendix 3 to my client’s Regulation 19 representations. Amongst other 
things, this confirmed that the EA is looking at progressing a Flood Alleviation 
Scheme (FAS) for the Burstow Stream to reduce flood risk across Horley. Should 
the proposed FAS be implemented, the development area of the Wilgers Farm 
land, and the land to the east of the stream, could be further increased from that 
set out above. 
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2.1.22 It also noted that new development at Wilgers Farm may be able to incorporate 
flood risk benefits to the existing communities by including flood management 
measures on the undeveloped parts of the site. A full summary of the flood risk 
matters can be found in paragraphs 55 to 63 of my client’s Regulation 19 
representations.  

2.1.23 Charles Muriithi at the EA confirmed on 15 March 2018 that: 

“The Environment Agency do recognise that there is scope to develop an 
application within FZ1 [Flood Zone 1] and FZ2 [Flood Zone 2] that ensures 
all new built developments can be kept outside the 1 in 100 year (1%AEP) 
extents inclusive of climate change and therefore in line with National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  

This [Wilgers Farm] site can also offer wider improvements in terms of flood 
storage and biodiversity enhancements and also includes the potential to 
integrate with any future flood alleviation works.” 

2.1.24 Our latest understanding is that the EA’s study of the existing Burstow Stream is 
ongoing, with their review of the existing stream flood model due to be completed 
imminently. Dialogue is continuing with the Environment Agency. 

2.1.25 My client’s Regulation 19 representations set out various concerns with the way in 
which the sequential test has been conducted in relation to my client’s land.  In 
particular, that analysis showed: 

• The proposed allocations NWH1 and NWH2 have more land in the 
functional floodplain than at Wilgers Farm, where there is no land falling 
within Flood Zone 3b; 

• Our own Flood Risk Assessment shows that the EA’s flood zone map is 
based on historical information, with significant changes taking place since 
which have impacted the hydraulics of the floodplain, resulting in a 
significant reduction in flood risk on parts of the Wilgers Farm site; 

• As a result, a greater proportion of the site to the west of Burstow Stream 
would now fall within Flood Zone 1, increasing the development potential 
of this part of the site; 

• As a result, neither NWH1 or NHW2 represents a significantly better option 
in terms of the sequential test than our client’s site. 

Conclusion 

2.1.26 In summary therefore, my client’s site is a reasonable and realistic alternative 
development site, which has sustainability benefits over other sites, and which 
does not appear to have been properly considered. 

                                        
 See paragraphs 47-56 of my client’s Reg.19 representations 
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(3) What type of uses and scale of development would each site be expected 
to deliver? Are these appropriate and deliverable? 

2.1.27 For the reasons set out above, my client considers that the Wilgers Farm site 
represents a more sustainable option for development than either the NWH1 or 
NWH2 sites. In that sense, the current proposal is not the most appropriate option. 

(4) What are the site constraints, potential impacts or infrastructure 
requirements of the allocation and how could these be addressed? 

2.1.28 As noted above, both sites NWH1 and NWH2 have a series of flood risk, heritage 
and other constraints. Whilst Wilgers Farm also has some constraints, notably flood 
risk, these are capable of being addressed as stated above.  

2.1.29 Sites NWH1 and NWH2 are also less sustainable in that they are located on the 
outskirts of the town, further from the town centre and key services. Whilst 
Wilgers Farm is also on the edge of the town, it is much closer to the town centre, 
railway station and secondary school.  

2.2 Opportunity sites – general 

(6) What is the background and justification for the inclusion of Opportunity 
Sites in the DMP? What status do such sites have? Should they be allocations 
or should they be considered as windfall sites and assessed as and when they 
come forward against the relevant policies of the DMP? 

2.2.1 It seems clear from DMP paragraph 4.4.10 that Opportunity Sites should not be 
considered as allocations since, in the Council’s words, they are sites “where 
availability is unknown or uncertain” which have been “identified as having some 
potential” for development. They cannot be relied upon for delivering housing or 
other uses, and are in locations where planning policies would generally allow 
development in any event. It is essential that the DMP allocates sufficient sites to 
ensure housing delivery, rather than placing undue reliance on sites which are not 
known to be available and where a landowner may not wish to bring forward 
redevelopment. 


