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Sustainability and the NPPF 
 
V1 September 2016 
 
 

1.1 Introduction 
 
Sustainability is described as the ‘golden thread’ of National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). It 
applies at both the Plan level and the Application level. POWCampaign Ltd's (POW) concern is to 
ensure that the Waverley Borough Council (WBC) draft 
Local Plan ('the Plan') is sustainable in every respect. It 
has particular concerns over the nomination of the key 
Strategic Site Dunsfold Aerodrome (DA) for housing, at 
what was previously described in 2009, as an 
unsustainable location. Nothing has changed physically 
that would affect that judgement; the introduction of 
NPPF, contrary to WBC's assertion, if anything gives 
stronger cause to limit development on such an 
unsustainable site. POW cannot find any compelling 
evidence that WBC has undertaken a rigorous cost-
benefit analysis of the three elements of sustainability which must be balanced, according to NPPF 
and shown to be positive, in respect of the DA site. On the contrary, POW believes that other 
evidence shows this not to be the case in the instance of DA (see Appendix 3).  
 
It is widely acknowledged that the interpretation of NPPF, and its association Planning Practice 
Guidance (PPG), is an evolving matter. This is clear from the recent Expert Group report to 
government1. The creation of new settlements is a special case, and we refer to the 
recommendations of the Building and Social Housing Foundation in 20132. WBC has made no special 
provision for creating the conditions in which to build a new town in the middle of the countryside, 
and has no funding of its own or from government to invest in the necessary infrastructure (see 
Appendix 4). It is also clear that as judgements are made at Examinations on Local Plans held by 
various Planning Inspectors, exemplars and precedents are being set all the time. POW refers to 
some of these where they relate closely to the WBC draft Local Plan and, in particular, the choice of 
DA as a Strategic Site. 
 
The following commentary refers to specific clauses in NPPF, making observations that are material 
to the soundness of the WBC draft Local Plan. While noting that many of these relate to traffic and 
transport, which POW fully understands is only one of the three dimensions of NPPF that must be 
held in balance, it nonetheless believes that the case for inaccessibility of the DA site and the lack of 

                                                        
1  LOCAL PLANS, Report to the Communities Secretary and to the Minister of Housing and 
Planning, Local Plans Expert Group, March 2016 
2  Creating the Conditions for New Settlements in England, BSHF, August 2013 

‘….the site is not in a sustainable 

location and little can be done to 

improve the existing infrastructure 

beyond minor alterations to road 

junctions.’ 

Sec. of State Decision Letter on 

WA/2008/0788 Appeal, Sept 2009 
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realistic mitigation measures makes the site, on balance, unsustainable. Therefore, to have a draft 
Local Plan which is based heavily around this site for its delivery, is entirely unsound. 
 

1.2 Recent Precendent 

 
In the recent example of Uttlesford District Council3, and a proposed new rural settlement at 
Elsenham/Great Dunmow, POW finds very close comparisons with the WBC and DA situation. 
Decisions rejecting the  Appeals were announced by the Secretary of State on 25th August 2016. POW 
draws attention to the following: 

 Planning applications have been proceeding in parallel with development of a new Local Plan 
(the previous Plan having failed Examination). 

 Pressure to build houses was based on a contested Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAN) 
figure. 

 Pressure from developers to include a similarly large new settlement site (around 1500 
homes and 20,000 square metres industrial) in rural countryside with no protected status. 

 Traffic Impacts; Secretary of State found that ‘…the substantial impact on the surrounding 
road network weighs heavily against the proposal’ (this was even though the Planning 
Inspector had found that ‘the residual cumulative impacts on sustainable transport modes, 
highway safety and the transport network when taken as a whole would not reach the 
threshold of severe, such that the development should be prevented on transport grounds 
alone’) 

 Countryside outside the Green Belt – Secretary of State found that ‘…the intrinsic character 
and beauty of the countryside should be recognised, while supporting thriving communities 
within it.’ (ref NPPF 7 and 14)  

 
POW cites this example as it demonstrates how the interpretation of sustainability in NPPF is not 
rigid and should be taken as balancing impacts and benefits as a whole (NPPF 14). POW finds that 
WBC has, in particular sought to take a very narrow view of things such as the definition of ‘severe’ 
traffic impact, and ‘brownfield’ land. We challenge this approach in this appendix and in Appendix 2 
(transport and traffic) and Appendix 5 (land designation). 

 
1.3 Evidence in relation to NPPF 

 
The following extracts from NPPF are cited in relation to the sustainability or otherwise of the Plan 
and, specifically the DA site (policy SS7). Technical evidence is presented from reports provided by 
WBC in support of its draft Local Plan, and made reference to in the rest of this appendix as follows: 
 

Ref 1 Strategic Highway Assessment Report, June 2016, Surrey CC 
 
Ref 2 Dunsfold Park – Commentary by Surrey County Council as Highway Authority, 23rd 
March 2016 
 
Ref 3 Transport Assessment, Scenarios for the Distribution of Housing Growth, Stage 4, by 
Mott Macdonald, June 2016 
 

1. NPPF Paragraph 7 – The ‘dimensions of sustainable development’ 

 Transport is a component of all three stated dimensions: 

                                                        
3  Appeal Decision, LAND NORTH EAST OF ELSENHAM, ESSEX APPLICATION REFERENCE 
UTT/13/0808/OP, Letter from Secretary of State 25th August 2016 
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o Economic; ‘…by identifying and coordinating development requirements, including 
the provision of infrastructure’. 

o Social; ‘…by creating a high quality built environment, with accessible local services’. 

o Environmental; ‘… contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and 

historic environment’. 

 It follows that any proposed development site for which 

o no significant investment in necessary infrastructure to make it sustainable has been 

properly identified or committed; 

o there is very poor accessibility to local services; 

o severe levels of increased road traffic (both cars and HGVs) is generated on 

inappropriate rural roads, with associated risk of increased road accidents; 

should fail the test of sustainable development set out in NPPF. 
 

2. NPPF Paragraph 14 – ‘At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in 

favour of sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through 

both plan-making and decision-taking.’ 

 Logically, the converse of this must be true; namely, if a site is demonstrated to be 

unsustainable, there should be a presumption against its development.  

 

 
 

Evidence from Surrey CC (ref 2, para 14) 

‘SCC is not yet satisfied the development [Dunsfold Park] is in a location 

where the need to travel can be minimised and the use of sustainable modes 

can be maximised, nor that the residual traffic generated by the development 

can be satisfactorily accommodated on the surrounding network or mitigated 

by the appropriate means without generating a severe impact.’ 

 
Evidence from Surrey CC (ref 1, 5.1.12) 

‘This strategic assessment indicates that with mitigation the residual impact 

of the submission draft Local Plan is not considered severe in terms of the 

National Planning Policy Framework guidance, with the possible exception of 

the effect on the A3. This is likely to be the subject of further work with 

Highways England to determine what mitigation is required and is likely to 

be forthcoming and whether alternative considerations are needed. This 

assessment does not mean to say that further mitigation will not be required 

and, indeed, this report identifies opportunities for further mitigation.’ 

WBC’s draft Local Plan is therefore only sustainable if (a) significant 

improvements are made by Highways England to the A3 - and these are not 

yet committed, and (b) wider mitigations are investigated and then firmly 

committed to by WBC in its Local Plan, and with proposed funding in place. 
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3. NPPF Paragraph 24 – ‘….When considering edge of centre and out of centre proposals, 

preference should be given to accessible sites that are well connected to the town centre.’ 

 Logically, the converse of this must be true; namely, if a site is demonstrated as not 

accessible, it should fail the sequential test. 

Evidence from Mott MacDonald (ref 3, Sect 7) 

 Table 7.1 evaluates three key locations across the Borough 

against acknowledged criteria for transport sustainability. In 6 

out of the 8 criteria, Dunsfold Park rates ‘red’ i.e. the worst 

category. 

 Mott Macdonald concludes; 

Based on the above analysis, Farnham is considered to be the most 

sustainable location overall for provision of new homes given its current 

transport options and the potential to address local car trips by transferring 

them to other modes, followed by Cranleigh and then Dunsfold. It follows 

that Scenario 1 of the development scenarios that were subject to public 

consultation by WBC is considered the most sustainable’   (note; Scenario 1 

is taken from WBC consultation in 2014, and has no houses built at DA). 
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4. NPPF Paragraph 109 – ‘The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and 

local environment by … preventing both new and existing development from contributing to or 

being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, 

air, water or noise pollution or land instability;’ and NPPF Paragraph 30 – ‘Encouragement should 

be given to solutions which support reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and reduce 

congestion.’ 

 POW notes that none of the technical reports cited above make any detailed assessment of 

the impacts of strategic development sites on the natural and local environment (air, noise 

and other pollution), but acknowledge that congestion will increase.  

5. NPPF Paragraph 31 – ‘The primary function of roadside facilities for motorists should be to 

support the safety and welfare of the road user.’ 

 POW notes that none of the technical reports cited above make any detailed assessment of 

the impacts of strategic development sites on safety (traffic accidents) on all local roads 

affected. 

 Safety (as well as congestion) is a key component when considering the ‘residual cumulative 

impacts of development’ (NPPF 32). Ref 1 only evaluates the impact of development and 

mitigations on traffic congestion; therefore its finding that residual cumulative impacts are 

Evidence from Mott MacDonald (ref 3, Appendix B Heat Maps) 

 Ten Heat Maps are presented to illustrate accessibility of all 

locations across the Borough in respect of the following 

criteria; 

Accessibility to Primary Schools by Walking 

Accessibility to Secondary Schools by Public Transport 

Accessibility to Colleges by Public Transport 

Accessibility to GP surgeries and Health Centres by walking 

Accessibility to Hospitals by Public Transport 

Accessibility to Town Centres by walking 

Accessibility to Town Centres by Public Transport 

Accessibility to Local Shops by Walking 

Accessibility to Railway Stations by Walking 

Accessibility to Bus Stops by Walking 

 

 In all ten cases, DA falls outside the ‘worst zone category’ 

against the relevant criteria. It may therefore fairly be said to 

represent the least accessible site in the whole Borough. 
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not severe only relate to congestion; other studies show (ref 3) that accidents may be a 

problem, and in particular the impact on minor side roads has not been fully studied. 

Therefore it is wrong for WBC to conclude that  all impacts of the DA development will not 

be ‘severe’ (after mitigation), on safety grounds in particular. 

6. NPPF Paragraph 34 – ‘Plans and decisions should ensure developments that generate significant 

movement are located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable 

transport modes can be maximised.’ 

 Appendix 2 explains this; the DA settlement will, in spite of all efforts proposed to encourage 

more sustainable modes of transport, be a car-dependant community. 

 The intractable fact of the distance (10 miles+) of the DA site from the nearest railways 

station, and the minor lanes which would be used by people needing to get to a station, will 

impose severe safety and congestion risks on the local road network. 

 

7. In its Glossary, the NPPF defines "Sustainable transport modes" as "Any efficient, safe and 

accessible means of transport with overall low impact on the environment, including walking and 

cycling, low and ultra low emission vehicles, car sharing and public transport." 

 

 

 

Evidence from SCC (ref 2, para 2.28), in connection with DA; 

‘The proposed development if permitted in this rural location with virtually no 

local services would be heavily reliant on travel by the private car' 

Evidence from SCC (ref 1, para 5.1.8 and 5.1.9) 

‘Trips are also projected to re-route between their origin and destination as a 

result of the proposed local mitigation, and therefore may be causing existing 

congestion and delay that is mitigated by the schemes to cause additional stress 

and increased flow on other junctions nearby’ 

‘This again reiterates that the proposed local mitigation schemes are to cause 

vehicles to re-route and utilise different optimum routes as a result of delay 

altering across the borough of Waverley.’ 

In other words, proposed mitigations to the DA proposal may simply shift the 

traffic problems elsewhere, and most likely onto unsuitable minor roads. This 

indicates that it is not possible to achieve a sustainable solution, holistically 

across the Borough through these mitigations. 
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8. The Plan quotes NPPF Paragraph 50 in its section on Affordable Housing on Development Sites;  
 

 
 
 

9. The Plan quotes NPPF Paragraph 54 in its section on Rural Exception Sites; 
 

Evidence from SCC (ref 1, 5.1.13 and 5.1.14) 

‘It is also suggested that mitigation for junctions and links are not investigated in 

isolation, instead a holistic approach is thought preferable to ensuring the 

impacts on the local highway network are to a minimum.’ 

‘This study was undertaken at a strategic scale and consequently not all impacts 

of developments or mitigation schemes have been identified. Developments of and 

above a certain quantum will require individual transport assessments to be 

commissioned allowing finer details regarding impacts to be analysed at a local 

level.’ 

WBC’s draft Local Plan, and the current Application for Dunsfold Park 

WA/2015/2395 have limited the proposed mitigations to a small number of 

minor junction improvements. This is not defensible, either strategically or 

tactically, given the reservations made by the Highway Authority, above. 

 

Evidence from WBC's Draft Local Plan (9.14) 

‘Furthermore, the Council needs to consider the advice set out in the NPPF 

regarding the creation of sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities’ 

NPPF Paragraph 50 states; 

‘local authorities should…….identify the size, type, tenure and range of housing 

that is required in particular locations, reflecting local demand….’ 

No evidence has been provided by WBC that the size, type, tenure and range of 

housing proposed in the Dunsfold location meets actual local need. 

 

When planning a new settlement great care should be taken to ensure that the mix 

of housing meets the needs of different groups in the community, which is more 

difficult when that community does yet exist; this puts a greater burden of proof 

upon WBC to ensure that a healthy mix of groups are attracted to live in the 

community. We see little in the Plan that will facilitate this. 
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Evidence from WBC's Draft Local Plan (9.21) 

‘The NPPF states that in rural areas, local planning authorities should be 

responsive to local circumstances and plan housing development to reflect local 

requirements….’  

NPPF Paragraph 54 states; 

‘In rural areas, exercising the duty to cooperate with neighbouring authorities, 

local planning authorities should be responsive to local circumstances and plan 

housing development to reflect local requirements and plan housing requirements 

to reflect local needs….’ 

No evidence has been provided by WBC that the planned housing development at DA 

is responsive to local circumstances nor does it reflect local needs. 

 

We do not consider that WBC has properly discharged its duty to cooperate; see 

Appendix 3. 


