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5th February 2016 

 

 

Waverley Borough Council 
The Corporate Services and Planning Department 
Council Offices 
The Burys 
Godalming 
GU7 1HR 
 
 

 

 
Dear Sirs 
 
Hybrid Planning Application No: WA/2015/2395 - Land at Dunsfold Park, Stovolds Hill, 
Cranleigh - Application for a new settlement and other premises 
 
Our representations are made on behalf of the Protect Our Waverley Campaign (POW) 
which we manage. POW represents a rapidly growing number of concerned Waverley 
residents who, in the short time since the campaign was formed, have registered as 
supporters and sought guidance on the scheme.  
 
We strongly object to the grant of planning permission on this application.  
 
The Case Officer has told us that it would be helpful if we make our representations quickly. 
This letter therefore contains our preliminary views.  
 
We do not comment in detail on the large volume of information which has been supplied by 
Dunsfold Airport Ltd (DAL) in support of its application. We feel confident that your team will 
be fully testing and weighing up this information so that you can produce a balanced report to 
the Joint Planning Committee. However the committee of POW includes, and has access to, 
a number of experts in the fields of transport, architecture, planning, law, etc. Thus in 
addition to representing the expressed concerns of residents we will later pass on to you 
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further representations on the technical planning, transport and other issues which emerge 
from our further consideration.  
 
Waverley is facing its biggest decision in decades. It will have profound and irreversible 
consequences for decades to come.  
 
We make our representations under the following headings – 
 
 
 

 
OUTLINE OF SUBMISSION 

 
1. The planning framework 

 
The proposed scheme would be in conflict with the policies of: 
 
 Waverley Local Plan (2002) – saved policies. 
 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 
 Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). 

 
2. The planning history 

 
The Secretary of State has rejected a proposal for a major settlement on Dunsfold 
Park on three occasions: 
 
 The application for Eco-Town status. 
 The application for inclusion as a suitable site in the South East Plan.  
 The 2008 Planning Application for 2601 dwellings and additional commercial 

space, followed by a Public Inquiry in 2009. 
 
3. The housing “need” 
 

 Waverley’s house building target.  
 Waverley’s land supply.  
 Distribution of housing to meet truly local “need”.  
 Affordable housing – local residents have misplaced understanding of what this is.  

4. Site suitability and design considerations 
 

4.1 Impact on countryside and landscape 
 

 Impact on the adjoining Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), 
including the views. 

 NPPF principles on status of AONB. 
 

4.2 Land Use and Brownfield Land 

 

 We question how this application can be considered further without an existing 
Land Use Plan agreed with the Council and a similar plan showing the applicants’ 
proposed changes of land use. 
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 We question the split between the brownfield and non-brownfield parts of the site.  
 We seek a balanced view of the appropriate and sustainable uses of the 

brownfield and non-brownfield parts of the site separately. 
 NPPF principles on the use of Previously Developed Land (PDL). 
 
4.3 Design, density and mix of buildings 

 

 We question the mix/balance of the proposed land uses.  
 We provide evidence for our view that the design is out of character. 
 We have grave concerns about the impact of the office/industrial land use 

elements. 
 

4.4 Suitability of the land for building 

 

 Lack of evidence for the following provided by DAL:  
o Is there buried unexploded ordnance?  
o We understand that military vehicles and equipment were buried on the 

site? 
o Is the land contaminated (from previous activity)? 

 Water (supply, runoff, sewage treatment) – we concur with Thames Water. 
 

5. Sustainability 
 

 Sustainability is the Golden Thread in NPPF. 
 Previous evidence is that Dunsfold Park is an unsustainable location (see the 

statements of the Planning Inspector and Secretary of State following the 2009 
planning inquiry).  

 Need to consider Dunsfold Park in the wider context of other significant 
applications for housing development in the immediate area (Cranleigh/Alfold). 

 Need to consider ‘worst case’ scenarios to assess the long term impacts and 
sustainability (on infrastructure and transport in particular). 

 Aspects of sustainability: 
o Environmental impact 
o Social impact 
o Economic impact 
o Landscape and Heritage 
o Infrastructure 

 Transportation (road and rail) 
 Other facilities 
 Holistic approach needed taking into account other development the 

proposals. 
 Surrey County Council’s recent estimate of £3bn for the County infrastructure. 
  Lack of information about any developer contributions to the infrastructure 

(Community Infrastructure Levy (“CIL”) and Section 106 undertaking). 
 

 

6. Roads and Traffic 
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 Unsustainable location.  
 Impact of HGV growth.  
 Construction traffic impact (7/7 working for 10 years). 
 Network resilience - if any problems on A281, no sensible alternatives. 
 Inadequate mitigations.  

 
7. Consultations 
 

 Inadequacy of the Waverley Borough Council (WBC) 2014 survey. 
 inadequacy of DAL’s public exhibition in 2015. 
 Why has there been no proper consultation with the West Sussex residents who 

live near Dunsfold Park?  
 

8. New local plan and prematurity 

 

 Importance of the Local Plan. 
 The application, so close now to WBC publishing the draft of the new Local Plan, 

is clearly premature. 
 Allowing a New Town now, on part-agricultural land in an unsustainable location 

and before the adoption of the New Local Plan, would set a precedent for 
Waverley and even the whole Country. 

 

 

 

DETAILED SUBMISSION 

 

We now cover these eight areas in more detail: 
 
1. THE PLANNING FRAMEWORK 
 

We do not accept that there are any material considerations put forward by the 
applicant which would outweigh the conflict with NPPF and other relevant policies. 
The decision should be made in accordance with the saved provisions of the Local 
Plan, NPPF and PPG.  
 
 
1.1 Waverley Local Plan 2002 – Saved Policies 

 
We cite the following saved policies of the Waverley Borough Local Plan (2002) in 
objecting to this application; 
 
C2 Countryside beyond the green belt 
C3 Surrey Hills AONB and AGLV 
D1 Environmental implications of development 
H4 Density and size of dwellings 
M13 Heavy Goods Vehicles 
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We appreciate you are familiar with the Local Plan but we set out the policies and 
relevant extracts in Appendix 1 for the avoidance of doubt and the benefit of anyone 
reading our representations who is not familiar with the Local Plan. 
 
 
1.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”) 
 
At the Public Inquiry in 2009 which considered the almost identical application for a 
new town at Dunsfold Park, the overriding reason given by the Planning Inspector, 
and then the Secretary of State, for upholding WBC’s rejection of the application was 
the unsustainable location of the development (see under Planning History below 
and Appendix 3). 
 
We acknowledge that the major change in the national planning legislative framework 
that has been introduced since 2009, by NPPF, must now be taken into account. The 
whole emphasis throughout NPPF is the ‘golden thread’ of sustainable 
development. Therefore, if it is accepted that the Dunsfold Park development is in an 
unsustainable location, which we submit is clearly the case, NPPF requires WBC to 
refuse the application. 
 
In our representations we draw particular attention to the following provisions in 
NPPF:  
 

 The planning system is plan led not developer led (Para. 199). 
 

 The process should be ‘empowering local people to shape their surroundings’ 
(Para. 17); we are concerned that the consultation process for the new Local 
Plan and the timeframe allowed for the consideration of the current application 
seriously compromise this principle. (see Consultations (section 7 below)). 

 
 Para 14 states ‘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’. It goes 
on to say that in the absence of a development plan (see New Local Plan and 
Prematurity - section 8 below) permission should not be granted if ‘any 
adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 
the benefits’. Later in this letter we set out the adverse impacts of this major 
development, in this location. 

 
 Brownfield or PDL (Paras 17 & 111); as the definition depends on the legal 

interpretation of how much of the site is the curtilage of the buildings and 
additional land has been purchased in the last few years and incorporated we 
believe that it is imperative for Waverley to carry out a detailed survey of 
the proposed site and differentiate what is PDL and what is not. In 
particular, we draw attention to Para. 17 which provides that development of 
PDL is encouraged ‘provided that it is not of high environmental value’. We 
later in our submission show that this therefore excludes large portions of the 
site put forward by the applicant as being developable PDL. 

 
 Five years supply of specific deliverable sites (Para. 47) (see the Housing 

Need - section 3 below). 
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 The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 

environment by protecting and enhancing valued landscapes (see Site 
Suitability and Design Considerations - section 4 below). 

 
 ‘Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in 

National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which 
have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic 
beauty’ (Para. 115) (see again 4 below). 

 
 Assessment of quality and capacity of infrastructure for transport, water 

supply, etc. (Para. 162). 
 

Again for our own benefit we have cited detailed extracts from NPPF in Appendix 1. 
 
1.3 Planning Practice Guidance  
 
PPG is a key provision, cited in Appendix 1, and is of direct relevance to the timing of 
this application and is dealt with further in section 8 below. 
 

 
2 THE PLANNING HISTORY 

 
2.1 The application for Eco-Town status 

 
In rejecting the application for eco-town status the Government gave Dunsfold Park 
one of the lowest ratings on sustainability of all the more than 50 applicants.   
 
2.2 The application for inclusion as a suitable site in the South East Plan  

 
At the hearing of the session covering the Rest of Surrey (including Waverley) by The 
Independent Panel of Planning Inspectors, appointed by the Secretary of State to 
examine the draft South East Plan, the owners proposed that Dunsfold Park should 
be favourably considered as a suitable site for a new settlement. We consider great 
weight should be attached to the Inspectors report to the Government dated 6 August 
2007 where, in commenting on the applicant’s proposal, they stated –  
 

“The area is relatively remote from service centres, public transport 
accessibility and the local road network would not be capable of being 
improved to an appropriate level, and it would be difficult to secure the level of 
self-containment that might overcome these disadvantages. Accordingly, we 
would not recommend the scale of development proposed at this location.” 
 

A fuller extract from the Inspectors report is contained in Appendix 2. 
 
2.3 The 2008 Planning Application for 2,601 dwellings, etc. 
 
This letter is not the place for us to comment in detail on the terms of the 2008 
planning application and the compelling arguments put by WBC, Surrey County 
Council, CPRE, the Stop Dunsfold Park New Town campaign and the Parish 
Councils at the public inquiry following WBC’s refusal to grant planning permission.  
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We invite you to remind yourself of the evidence given by the witnesses on your 
behalf, particularly the evidence given by Mike Green of Surrey County Council on 
the transport issues. Also the extremely well argued representations of your counsel 
in his closing statement. Almost all the arguments against the grant of planning 
permission that applied then apply now. Indeed it could be said that they are stronger 
now as in this application the applicant has not offered some of the many traffic 
mitigation proposals that were offered in 2008.  
 
In his report to the Secretary of State the Inspector summed up his recommendation 
at the end of his report in the following words: 
       

“Viewed in isolation the Eco-Village would be a truly outstanding example of 
the type of development needed to meet the challenge of climate change. 
Despite the efforts made to reduce dependence on the motor vehicle, 
however, the traffic generated by the development would have an 
unacceptable impact on an inadequate local road network. It would also 
conflict with policies in the SEP and WBLP that seek to focus development on 
existing urban centres and would have the effect of predetermining the 
outcome of the emerging LDF process. I consider that the harm so caused 
would outweigh the considerable environmental, social and economic benefits 
of the scheme. For that reason and having regard to the many other matters 
raised at the Inquiry my overall conclusion is that the appeal should be 
dismissed.”  

 
In following The Inspector’s recommendation and dismissing the appeal the Secretary 
of State stated: 

 
“The Secretary of State has concluded that the development would generate a 
considerable amount of additional road traffic and he considers that this would 
have a severe and unacceptable impact on an overstretched local road 
network, and that the scheme would be unsustainable in transport terms.”  
 
“….he is of the view that a decision to allow the proposals to proceed at this 
stage, prior to the formulation of the LDF, would effectively pre-empt the 
proper consideration of alternatives as part of the development planning 
process.” 

 
 

3. THE HOUSING “NEED” 
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NPPF requires planning authorities to establish their existing and future need for housing. 

The first step in this process has already been undertaken, as a joint exercise, for West 

Surrey by Guildford, Woking and Waverley.1 An adjusted figure of 519 houses per annum 

was arrived at for Waverley in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), and it is 

understood this is figure being considered by the Council for inclusion in its draft Local Plan. 

While we have a view that this figure is too high, and is imposing an unrealistic burden on the 

Council, we do not wish at this stage to challenge that figure per se. However, we may want 

to return to this question and in the meantime we do want to seriously question the following; 

 
 The SHMA bases its projections largely on demographic data and predictions. 

While there is an allowance for employment growth in the 519 total, Fig 7 in 
the SHMA implies that the majority of housing need in Waverley comes from 
demographic projections and improving affordability. Therefore, we may 
reasonably assume that the jobs created on Dunsfold Park as a result of the 
new town development have not been included. It is highly probable that most 
of the businesses in the new development will ‘import’ their staff from outside 
the local area.  
 

 According to Waverley’s own data2, there appears to be an adequate supply 
of development sites (2,555) to almost meet the 519 target for the next 5 
years (2015-2020). We would therefore submit that there is no pressing ‘need’ 
for additional development in an unsustainable location, namely Dunsfold 
Park. This is in direct conflict with the assertions made by the applicant in its 
Planning Statement (para 7.63). 

 
 

We believe that most local Waverley residents want to see a distribution of housing in 
the towns and villages where it is required to meet the truly local “need”.  Housing is 
needed close to existing employment and not lumped together in one rural location. 
There is no justification for the assumption by the applicants that most residents of 
the new town will work ‘on site’. 
 
It is apparent that many Waverley residents have a misunderstanding of what 
‘affordable housing’ is. We believe the onus is on WBC to explain clearly NPPF 
definition, that affordable housing is ‘Social rented, affordable rented and intermediate 
housing, provided to eligible households whose needs are not met by the market’. 
People must not be misled into thinking that the open-market houses and flats on 
Dunsfold Park will be priced at below open market value.  
 

 

1   West Surrey Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), Waverley Summary Report, 

December 2015, GL Hearn Ltd. 

 

2  Five Year Housing Supply Statement (FYHSS), WBC , October 2015 
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We strongly support the provision of the general need for affordable housing. We 
regret that, at this Outline Planning stage, no firm requirement appears to have been 
made by WBC, nor any level of commitment offered by the applicant. We expect 
WBC to carry out a proper assessment of the need for affordable housing in the 
immediate area of Dunsfold Park and used as the basis for determining the 
proportion of affordable housing that the applicant will be required to provide, rather 
than a random allocation made based on the SHMA overall figures.  
 
To summarise, we expect WBC to make it clear; 
 

 Who would be eligible for ‘affordable housing’ (using the government 
definition);  

 Exactly what number of affordable housing units will be required in the mix; 
 Clarify that all other houses on the site would be sold/rented privately at open 

market rates. 
 
 

4. SITE SUITABILITY AND DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS 
 

4.1 Impact on countryside and landscape 
 
Dunsfold Aerodrome lies in the heart of the beautiful “fold” countryside on the 
Surrey/West Sussex border with its cluster of small villages with many period houses. 
This countryside is attractive and relatively remote; in some ways it is a quintessential 
English rural landscape. Rural landscapes such as this are rare in Surrey and the 
South East and fully deserve the protection given to them from development in 
planning policies. 
 
It is into that landscape that this new town would be imposed.  Its scale is clear; this is 
not a village; it would present itself as an entirely alien and urban feature, lit at night, 
completely out of keeping with the surrounding area. Its impact would be incapable of 
full mitigation. No long term protection of the ‘parkland’ including existing woods is 
offered by the applicant, who states that these areas of the site would remain in its 
ownership and management. It would breach in the clearest possible terms both 
saved policies C2 and, importantly, C3 of the Waverley Local Plan. It is so close to 
neighbouring Rural Settlements such as Alfold, Alfold Crossways, Dunsfold, 
Chiddingfold and Hascombe that its impact will affect those villages in contravention 
of saved policy RD1. 
 
The proposed development will cause loss or damage to the surrounding landscape 
and harm its visual character by virtue of the design and scale of the development. 
Two towers up to 30m high, would dominate the site and be seen from viewpoints in 
all directions (see 4.3 below).   
 
In particular the vista over Dunsfold and the Weald from the Surrey Hills AONB, 
currently largely woodland and farms, would be damaged for ever by a new 
settlement.  We note the declared intention of Natural England to extend the area of 
the Surrey Hills AONB to include Dunsfold. This will put the boundary of the new town 
site immediately adjacent to an AONB – given special protection under NPPF (Para. 
115 – see Appendix 1). 
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4.2 Land Use and Brownfield Land 

Planning for the long term development of a new town is completely different to 
considering plans for, say, a large housing estate. 
 
For the Outline Application to be considered, it is of vital importance to start from an 
agreed existing Land Use Plan. This has not been provided. The future land uses 
being proposed by the applicants can then, and only then, be assessed and mapped 
against the existing land use. The applicant has not submitted a formal Land Use 
Plan for their eventual ‘Masterplan’. This must embrace their stated final objectives 
including the 3400 houses and any further industrial development. 
Thus, a key consideration in deciding whether a proposed change of land use is 
appropriate or sustainable is whether it is brownfield ( PDL), or not. We have 
examined the evidence for the figure of 86% of the site being PDL cited in the 
applicant’s Planning Statement. This figure was taken from a 2014 WBC document3 
in which the official area of Dunsfold Park was confirmed as 214Ha, of which 86% 
was deemed PDL. Since then, additional parcels of previously agricultural “greenfield” 
land have been acquired by DAL adjoining the aerodrome. DAL has now extended 
the boundary of the original ‘Dunsfold Park’ former aerodrome to include these areas, 
on the basis that they ‘are in common ownership’. This has resulted in a total site 
area for the current proposed new town of 249Ha. By logical deduction, the 
amount of PDL using DAL’s own figures, is 74%, not 86%.  
 
Notwithstanding the above, whatever the true proportion of the site is brownfield no 
weight should be given to the fact that parts of the site are brownfield land, because 
the site overall is for the reasons we have set out in this letter not suitable for a new 
settlement. To the extent that the site is judged brownfield land NPPF makes it clear 
that the reuse of brownfield land is not encouraged where it is, as here, “of high 
environmental value” (Paras. 17 & 111). The unsustainability of the site and the 
damage to the environment trump the requirement that priority should be given to 
brownfield land. 
 
We have found a common misconception amongst many residents that if land is 
brownfield land it is necessarily suitable for housing development – this is not so.  

 
4.3 Design, density and mix of buildings 

 

At outline planning stage, a crucial and material factor concerns the proposed land 

uses. The closest we have found to a formal Land Use Plan is the applicant’s ‘Design 

Principles Diagram’, but even this does not properly delineate the boundaries of 

residential areas, industrial zones, green spaces, recreational spaces, etc.  Given that 

it is the applicant’s stated intention to increase the size of the town from the initial 

1,800 houses to 3,400 houses, it is absolutely imperative that there is a clear future 

plan for where each type of development is proposed and their maximum intended 

 

3  Consultation on Potential Housing Scenarios and other issues for Waverley Local 

Plan, Oct 2014 
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extent. From the information supplied, it would appear impossible for WBC to 

evaluate this. When considering a masterplan for a new town it surely must be 

incumbent on the Planning Authority to consider its ultimate size, not just the first 

phase of construction? 

 

The applicant’s vision statement includes “Inspired by Surrey’s architectural 
traditions”. They have presented studies of the existing village architecture, style and 
context in the area. To a large degree, they have then ignored the lessons learned; 
for example, where, in the whole of Waverley, would one find 30m high ‘landmark’ 
towers in a residential area? The mere suggestion that such features would define 
the character of the new town, puts in question whether the whole design concept will 
be sensitive to local architecture, heritage and landscape, as boldly declared in their 
vision statement.  
 
It is most regrettable that at Outline Planning stage, these design details are a 
reserved matter. This has allowed the applicants to be vague about their 
interpretation of the stated design vision. We can, however see a glimpse of what 
they intend doing; 
 

 Two 30m high towers (similar in height to the incinerator at the Royal Surrey 
County Hospital Guildford). 

 Dwellings up to 4 storeys high. 
 Housing density up to 240 dwellings per hectare (about 100 dwellings per 

acre) contravening Saved Policy H4. 
 A road layout which displays a striking resemblance to the Garden City plans 

from the early 20th Century – is this really a city being built into a village 
environment? 

 Lack of screening around the expanded business park. 
It is our view that these indications give grave cause for concern that the applicant, 
and its consultants, have no concept of what would really ‘fit’ into the local landscape.  
 
We have serious concerns about the balance between residential and industrial land 
use arising from development of the site. While currently restricting its application to 
1,800 homes (compared to 2,600 in 2008/9), the applicant has increased its 
aspirations for the office and industrial (B Class) uses in the current application by 
15% compared to the 2008/9 proposal. This, in our view, creates an unsustainable 
imbalance between industrial and residential uses on the site. The total impact of the 
industrial space (54% increase on existing) will be severe, particularly in generating 
heavy commercial traffic. We have noted in particular that the B8 (warehousing) 
provision could represent up to 65% of the total industrial/office space. Since 
warehousing creates fewer jobs but more heavy vehicle movements (per square foot) 
this percentage gives serious cause for concern. Indeed, we would also ask what 
logistics or storage company would want to base their operations in such an 
inaccessible location? 
 
4.4 Suitability of the land for building 
 
This site has significant risks posed by its former use as a wartime airfield, and later 
military use under BAe ownership including unexploded ordnance, buried equipment 
and contamination from a wide range of sources. The applicant has relied in its 
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evidence on a high-level Land Quality assessment (D & A appendix 10) based on a 
limited survey in an out-of-date report (Enviros Consulting (2008)). Without a 
detailed survey of contaminated land, the land’s suitability for residential 
development cannot properly be assessed. We draw attention to NPPF paragraph 
121. 
 
We are very concerned about all aspects of water resource sustainability (supply, 
runoff, sewage treatment). We concur with all aspects Thames Water’s initial 
response to Waverley. 
  
 

5. SUSTAINABILITY 
 
Sustainability, the ‘golden thread’ of NPPF, has many dimensions. These dimensions 
include; technical evaluation of the many and various impacts of a development; 
considerations of the longevity of the development and ‘future proofing’; and 
considerations as to whether the development is both self-sustainable and 
sustainable in terms of its impact on other people and communities. 
 
At the Public Inquiry in 2009, which considered an almost identical application for a 
new town at Dunsfold Park, the overriding reason for upholding WBC’s rejection of 
the application by the Planning Inspector, and then rejection by the Secretary of 
State, was the unsustainable location of the development (see section 2.3 above). 
This was the third time that a new settlement at Dunsfold Park had been rejected at 
the highest level. 
 
Since nothing, on the ground, has materially changed since then, the site must 
remain intrinsically unsustainable. We reject the attempts by the applicant in its 
Planning Statement to justify the current application by selective quoting of NPPF. It 
is clear that the many aspects of assessing whether a development is sustainable 
include; 
 

o Environmental impact 
o Social impact 
o Economic impact 
o Landscape and Heritage 
o Infrastructure  

 Transportation (road, rail and bus) 
 Social and other facilities 

We will return to some of the above issues when we have completed our detailed 
technical appraisals. However, in this letter we make the point, raised by almost every 
objector to this scheme, that it is the traffic impacts that make the development both 
unacceptable and unsustainable. We therefore treat this subject separately under 
Roads and Traffic in section 6 below. 
 
We can see that the applicant has gone to some lengths, for example in its Travel 
Plan, to provide plausible sustainable credentials for the new town. We do not believe 
that many of its ideas, laudable though they appear, will in the ‘real world’ be 
deliverable. A community placed in the middle of the countryside, distant from the 
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nearest town and facilities, and importantly not close to a railway station, will 
inevitably depend on the motor car.  
 
NPPF acknowledges the cumulative effects of planning decisions. We therefore 
believe it is essential that WBC take a holistic approach, considering the total 
cumulative effect of other proposed local developments at the same time as Dunsfold 
Park.  
 
NPPF and PPG sets out a framework for developer contributions to infrastructure, 
necessary to support the impacts of development. The Community Infrastructure 
Levy (CIL) and Section 106 agreements should be framed so that WBC is provided 
with the necessary resources for the new infrastructure needed were this 
development to go ahead. There are no statements that we can find, even of general 
intent, concerning the nature and size of the proposed contributions under the CIL. 
The applicant has made few offers on this application, save an offer to fund five minor 
road junction improvements on the northern section of the A281. This situation must 
be fully clarified, and the sums expected to be paid by the applicant into the public 
purse made public before determination. 
 
 
The applicant intends to build the new settlement over a ten year timescale. It is 
unlikely that many of the facilities and public transport improvements would be 
provided until some years into the development period. Meanwhile residents moving 
into the area would be reliant upon Cranleigh and Godalming for their everyday 
needs which would not be a sustainable situation. Travel patterns, involving the use 
of the private car, because of lack of local services and the distances involved, would 
become established and would be difficult and unlikely to change even if, and when, 
the provision of local facilities and public transport services improved. The whole 
area and in particular the roads will be blighted with the noise, vibration, dirt, 
air pollution and heavy vehicle traffic that construction on this scale will 
inevitable bring – for ten years. 
 
The current situation of a large employment area in a remote rural location is not 
sustainable and to add in the first phase up to 4,400 residents who would need to 
travel for all but the very basic services would not assist or deliver sustainable 
development. In particular we believe the impact on Cranleigh, as the only nearby 
‘Community with Key Services’, has been grossly underestimated by the applicant. 
We also believe that, given the extent and number of pending applications for 
development in the Cranleigh area, Waverley must consider the total impact of 
these alongside the Dunsfold Park proposal in order to assess true 
‘sustainability’. Considering this application which envisages 3,400 houses, and 
adding over 1,000 houses which are proposed in other pending applications around 
Cranleigh and Alfold, clearly shows the potential to create an unplanned urban sprawl 
that would, by any reasonable test, be out of place and unsustainable. 
 
To accept the applicant’s argument that the present and future workers will wish to 
live on the site would be to encourage adding housing to any remote employment 
premises in the hope that the existing or future workers would want to live in that 
location and help make it more sustainable.  
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As the independent Panel reported on the revoked South East Plan the appeal site is 
in an area remote from service centres, public transport accessibility, and accessed 
by a local road network which is incapable of being improved to an appropriate level.  
Moreover, as the Panel held, and the Government by its refusal to include Dunsfold 
Park in its Eco-Town programme confirmed, the size of the proposed new settlement 
is so small as to fail to achieve the critical mass necessary to secure the level of self-
containment that might overcome these disadvantages. It is less than half the 
requisite size necessary to secure higher standards of sustainability. It does not 
propose, nor could it support, either a secondary school or a medium scale retail 
centre, both of which are key criteria for a self-contained community.  

 
 “Building in green areas for 5,000 to 10,000 people has to be car-based, it 
will not be a walking, living community. It goes against everything we know 
about sustainability." 
Lord [Richard] Rogers – leading international architect and labour peer – 
speaking at New London Architecture conference on density – May 2008 

 
6. ROADS AND TRAFFIC 
  

The subject of roads and traffic is raised by almost every objector to this scheme, and 
for good reason. When considering the sustainability of a site’s location, access to 
and from it is fundamental. The location of the Dunsfold Park site is very poorly 
served by all forms of transport. It is over 10 km in any direction from a railway 
station; that means that people living on the site needing to commute to work must 
either do so entirely by car, or travel that distance to a railway station to catch a train. 
Additionally, car parking provision at those stations is completely inadequate. 
Whatever encouragements are given in the applicant’s Travel Plan for people living in 
the new town to use sustainable modes, and whatever the final number of residents 
actually finding jobs on the site, it remains that a substantial number of 
incoming/outgoing car journeys will be generated by the new town development. To 
this must be added the incoming journeys of workers on the new industrial park who 
will commute in daily from elsewhere. Modelling is never a precise science, but even 
based on the applicant’s own figures, this increase will be significant. 
  
The next part of this equation is the road network available for the traffic to use. 
Dunsfold Park is particularly poorly served by roads, as any of the maps provided 
with the application will demonstrate. The only main road (and even this is a non-
primary county route) is the A281, running North-South. There are no connections to 
the Trunk Road and Motorway network within 10 miles. There are only minor (B, C 
and Unclassified) roads running east and west. The connections into the nearest 
‘Community with Key Services’ as defined by WBC, namely Cranleigh, are extremely 
poor and dangerous, having a high rate of accidents. For example, Elmbridge Road is 
single lane working over a narrow canal bridge. Other roads, for example Markwick 
Lane which links Dunsfold westwards to Milford, are also single track with passing 
places and Unsuitable for Heavy Goods Vehicles. The B2130 road to Godalming via 
Hascombe is of very poor standard; narrow, with steep hills and sharp, blind bends. 
As it enters Godalming on Brighton Road it is single-line traffic only. Towards 
Chiddingfold unclassified roads such as High Street Green are of poor construction 
and present serious hazards for all forms of traffic, but particularly HGVs. 
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The shortcomings of the local road network are indeed described by the applicant in 
its Transport Assessment; yet its modelling of the sustainability and resilience of that 
network to cope with additional traffic is woefully lacking. The applicant’s silence on 
the traffic flows on the surrounding network show that it has not been willing to 
quantify this impact. By concentrating its modelling on car trips in the peak hours on 
the A281, the applicant appears to confine what it sees as the problem being 
congestion at a limited number of junctions on the A281 section north of Dunsfold 
Park, and in the peak hours. This then leads it to the conclusion that minor junction 
improvements to five of these junctions will mitigate the impact of traffic generated by 
the new town. Once again, what the applicant does not say about the safety and 
capacity of the whole of the A281 and adjoining roads, should warn us to investigate 
in much more detail what other mitigations would be necessary. 
 
The flaw in the applicant’s Transport Assessment is not so much what it does say, as 
what it leaves out. 
 
We challenge the Transport Assessment as being incomplete in the following 
fundamental ways; 
  

 By focusing its modelling on car movements on the A281 during peak hours, 
the applicant has obscured other issues, including the growth in total traffic on 
all roads in the surrounding network as well as the A281. 
 

 No modelling of HGV traffic generated by the business park and construction 
traffic has been provided. 
 

 The growth in HGV traffic generated by the site; by using the applicant’s own 
base data, but taking ‘worst case’ scenarios, a very different view about 
whether the traffic impacts on the A281 and the communities it goes through 
is acceptable and sustainable. We will return to this subject in a 
supplementary submission. 

 
 The incapacity of the surrounding network to accept any growth in traffic due 

to the nature of the roads. 
 

 Sustainability, in traffic terms, has many components. One is network 
resilience; i.e. the ability of the network to keep operating when incidents 
occur. This includes, inter alia; accidents, flooding, emergency utility repairs, 
roadworks, and extreme weather events. 
 

This part of the Surrey network has almost zero resilience even under current 
conditions. When considering the added traffic, and particularly HGVs, that will be 
generated by the development, the unsuitable minor road network going to Cranleigh 
in the east, Godalming in the north and Milford and Chiddingfold in the west, will seize 
up with the slightest incident. Many diversion routes would take traffic through the 
AONB. 
 
The mitigations at five junctions on the A281 proposed by the applicant will not fully 
address the above problems; they do not improve overall geometry, safety and 
capacity of the A281 itself. They are solutions to the only problem that the applicant 
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admits to causing, but do not address all the other parts of the road network that will 
be affected and the applicant has chosen to ignore. 
 
For example; a comment made by the Planning Inspector in 2009 interpreted what 

was said on behalf of Dunsfold Park Ltd at the 2009 public inquiry - 

“There already is some peak hour congestion in the area. The example most 
frequently cited is the morning peak in Bramley, but the fact is that there are 
no improvements that can be carried out there.” 

 
Since the matter of traffic modelling and impact is complex, and we are aware of 
parallel studies being undertaken by the local Parish Councils, as well as technical 
work we are undertaking ourselves, we will be returning to this subject in a 
subsequent submission. We also await sight of the report commissioned by WBC 
from Mott MacDonald into the traffic aspects of the Local Plan.  
 
We have serious concerns about the adverse impact of construction traffic arising 
from a building project on this scale and over such a protracted period (10 years 
initially). In the applicant’s Non-Technical Summary (Vol 4), the scale of operation 
becomes clear; at peak, there will be 910 construction workers on site. Working will 
be six days per week but extendable to seven days per week. We have found no 
estimate of the construction traffic that this level of activity will generate. One can 
assume however, that it will be substantial, and a large proportion will be HGVs. The 
cumulative effect of construction traffic on top of the HGVs referred to above, will 
make the traffic impact intolerable for local communities, and thus is unsustainable.  

 
7. CONSULTATIONS  
 
 

The residents of Dunsfold, Alfold and Hascombe have suffered a fifteen year period 
of numerous planning applications, appeals, development control forums, and 
consultations relating to Dunsfold Park. We do not propose setting out details of all 
these events, for which we direct you to the evidence given by Derek Gardner at the 
2009 public inquiry. However we highlight a few. 
 
The local residents were first involved in the Spring of 2000 when the future of the 
Aerodrome was considered at the Waverley Local Plan Inquiry. Then in November 
2002 WBC agreed to produce Supplementary Planning Guidance with the aim of 
providing an Area Action Plan for Dunsfold Aerodrome, as it was then called. In 
October 2003 WBC consulted by leaflet 7,000 households in the parishes of Alfold , 
Bramley, Cranleigh, Dunsfold and Hascombe. Meetings were held by WBC in the 
village halls of all the parishes. WBC’s summary of the consultation process showed 
that the build up of traffic on the roads was a major concern. 
 
Further consultations were then held for the preparation of the now abandoned two 
new Local Plans.  
 
Local residents in the area may be forgiven for a feeling of ‘planning consultation 
fatigue’. There is a limit on how much time one can expect the residents to devote to 
trying to understand and make representations on the many times the future of 
Dunsfold Park has been considered. As WBC’s policy on Dunsfold Park has still not 
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been settled it is not surprising that on the last consultation on the Local Plan and on 
this planning application there has been apathy.  However now that the residents 
realise the full impact of what is being proposed we feel confident that many will want 
to make their views known to you.  
 
Many are becoming disillusioned with the democratic process and it falls to WBC to 
ensure that the hugely important decision on the future use of Dunsfold Park is 
treated with due regard and the views of genuine local residents are not overlooked. 
 
Two ‘consultations’ are cited by the applicant in support of its proposals. Both are 
seriously flawed. 
 
1) ‘Making Waves’ – Waverley Borough Council, September 2014 
 
This consultation was not undertaken formally, taking a proper statistical sample of 
the Borough’s population; it passively relied on residents taking the trouble to reply. It 
adopted 4 ‘scenarios’ as alternatives for where new homes in the Borough could be 
placed. However, these were actually only options in so far as the number of homes 
that could be placed at Dunsfold Park. Three of the four options were based on draft 
plans prepared by the owners of Dunsfold Park. This questionnaire set in motion the 
flawed understanding among residents that Dunsfold Park was a suitable and 
‘officially recognised’ site for development, without WBC having formed a policy about 
its suitability for housing. It also ignored the many other options for spreading housing 
development around the Borough more equitably. 
 
It is hardly surprising that the applicant now cites in its Planning Statement the 
response to that survey as justification for the ‘support’ for developing Dunsfold Park 
– it is, in effect, the self-fulfilling prophecy of a commercial developer who put forward 
the ‘options’ in the first place.  
 
The applicant attaches great weight to the approximately 3,000 respondents, the 
majority of whom presumably do not live in the Bramley, Chiddingfold, Loxwood 
triangle area (which has the most local interest in the impact of the scheme), having 
chosen options that include Dunsfold Park as their location for major new housing. 
However in contrast at the 2009 public inquiry it is interesting that Dunsfold Park Ltd 
dismissed the opposition by nearly 3,000 residents, the majority of which lived within 
a few miles of Dunsfold Park, as being statistically insignificant, 
 
2) Public Exhibition held in July 2015 by Dunsfold Airport Ltd. 

 
The applicant held an exhibition on 1st July 2015, in Cranleigh. The exhibition was not 
taken to any other locations in the villages directly affected by the proposed 
development. Only 173 people attended the exhibition, of whom just 46 gave written 
feedback. This, surely must be a statistically insignificant number? We have been 
shown evidence that when suggestions were made in writing concerning the 
development and its negative impacts, the applicant and its consultants have not 
acted upon them in the plans now submitted. The feedback form did not request 
whether a respondent supported or objected to the plans, therefore we can only 
assume that the applicants has made its own assumptions based on reading the 
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responses. Our judgement is that the ‘results’ are unscientific and statistically 
insignificant.  
 
Why has there been no proper consultation with the West Sussex residents who live 

near Dunsfold Park?  

 

 

8. NEW LOCAL PLAN AND PREMATURITY 
 
Under NPPF, the existence of a Local Plan is fundamental..  We are led to believe 
that the draft of WBC’s new Local Plan is at an advanced stage and will be made 
public in April 2016. 
 
Given how close the emerging Local Plan is to being made public, it would be 
premature under the terms of PPG for the Council to approve such a significant 
development. In the following words from PPG, the Dunsfold Park new town would 
meet both the following criteria; 

 
A) 'the development is so substantial, or its cumulative effect would be so 
significant, that to grant planning permission would undermine the plan-
making process by predetermining decisions about the scale, location or 
phasing of new development that are central to an emerging Local Plan' and 
 
B) 'the emerging plan is at an advanced stage but is not yet formally part of 
the development plan for the area'. 

 
As such, for the Council to approve this application at this time would put it in 
direct contravention with PPG and NPPF.  
 
An adopted Local Plan will permit proper consideration of every aspect of this 
application. Given the importance of the applicant providing appropriate levels of 
contribution towards the extensive infrastructure that will be required for a new town, 
we particularly note that the new Local Plan will provide justification for imposing a 
suitable Community Infrastructure Levy and associated Section 106 agreements 
on the applicant. 
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SUMMARY 
 
Finally, we sum up our main reasons for objecting; 
 

 The site and its location remains unsustainable which, following the rubric of NPPF, 
overrides all other considerations. 

 Planning history – a similar scheme has been rejected three times by the Secretary of 
State, on the grounds that a major settlement at Dunsfold Park is not sustainable.  

 Nothing material has changed to make the site sustainable since the former 
decisions.  

 No agreed existing or proposed Land Use plans have been submitted, and no further 
consideration of this application should be permitted until that happens. 

 Many crucial detailed matters that are ‘reserved’ make a material difference to the 
sustainability of this proposal. The Council should seek ways that these can be 
addressed before a recommendation is made. 

 The plan contravenes at least six saved policies of the Waverley Local Plan 2002, 
and there are no good reasons to depart from those policies 

 Creating a self-contained new town on Dunsfold Park will not meet Waverley’s 
existing and projected housing needs, and the additional employment adds its own 
need and supply. 

 The expansion of the industrial estate is unsustainable (in terms of the land use mix, 
and the generation of HGVs). 

 The design features are out of keeping with the context, setting and local landscape. 

 The adverse impact of the development on areas given special protection under 
NPPF (e.g. Surrey Hills AONB). 

 Accessibility to the site depends almost entirely and unsustainably on road transport, 
using under-designed, already congested non-primary roads. 

 The road network mitigations proposed do not solve the problem, which could only be 
addressed sustainably with substantial re-engineering, at huge cost both financially 
and on the countryside and existing local communities.   

 The impact on local infrastructure, in particular roads, should be assessed not just 
using the set of assumptions made by the applicants, but stress tested using a ‘worst 
case’ scenario. 

 The ‘worst case’ scenario must consider the cumulative impact of future proposed 
expansion of Dunsfold Park as well as other actual and proposed pending 
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developments in the immediate area before a judgment can be made on the overall 
impact on the Borough. 

 The limited public consultation conducted so far has been completely inadequate, 
providing skewed and misleading statistics, based on statistically insignificant 
samples.  

 The emerging new Waverley Local Plan is so close to publication that it would be 
premature to make a decision on this application at this time. 

 The essential contribution to infrastructure provision that a Community Infrastructure 
Levy would allow, is not currently defined, but would be facilitated by the new Local 
Plan. 

 

We urge the council to reject the application and refuse planning permission. 
 
 
Yours faithfully 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bob Lees 
Chairman 
PROTECT OUR WAVERLEY (POW) Campaign  
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APPENDIX 1 

 
WAVERLEY LOCAL PLAN 2002 

 
 

 
Policy C2 
 
Countryside Beyond the Green Belt  
 
In the Countryside beyond the Green Belt defined on the Proposals Map and outside rural 
settlements identified in Policy RD1, the countryside will be protected for its own sake. 
 

 
Policy C3 
 
Also relevant to the development site, given its location so close to the Surrey Hills Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty and Area of Great Landscape Value, is Policy C3 of the Local 
Plan, which provides as follows: 
 

“The Council will protect and conserve the distinctiveness of the landscape character 
areas within the Borough ... 
 
(a) Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
  
The Surrey Hills and High Weald Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) are of 
national importance.  The primary aim of designation is to conserve and enhance 
their natural beauty.  Development inconsistent with his primary aim will not be 
permitted unless proven national interest and lack of alternative sites has been 
demonstrated. 
 
Protection of the natural beauty and character of the AONB will extend to 
safeguarding these areas from adverse visual or other impact arising from 
development located outside their boundary.” 
 

 (b) Areas of Great Landscape Value 
 

Landscapes designated as Areas of Great Landscape Value on the Proposals Map 
make a valuable contribution to the quality of Waverley countryside and the setting of 
towns.  Strong protection will be given to ensure the conservation and enhancement 
of the landscape character.” 

 
Policy D1 

 
Policy D1 provides that: 

“Development will not be permitted where it would result in material detriment to the 
environment by virtue of:- 
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loss or damage to important environmental assets, such as ... sites ... of ... 
ecological or landscape value; 
 
harm to the visual character and distinctiveness of a locality, particularly in 
respect of the design and scale of the development and its relationship to its 
surroundings; 
... 
levels of traffic which are incompatible with the local highway network ...” 

 
Policy M13  

 
Policy M13 provides that; 
 
“The Council will seek to minimise the adverse impact of lorry traffic within the 
Borough. In particular, the Council will:-  
 
(a) seek to locate developments which are likely to generate heavy goods vehicle  
movements where the highway infrastructure is capable of accommodating those 
movements” 

 
In addition paragraph 12.71 states; “Development proposals will be resisted where 
the volume of HGV traffic generated would be environmentally unacceptable.” 
 

 
Policy H4 

 
Density and size of dwellings 
 
Policy H4 states, inter alia; ‘.. encouragement will be given to proposals which provide 
for between 30 and 50 dwellings per hectare.’ and adds that higher densities would 
be encouraged ‘… at places with good public transport accessibility or around major 
nodes along good quality public transport corridors’. 
 
 

 
NATIONAL PLANNNING POLICY FRAMEWORK 

 
(selected quotes) 

 
 Para. 199 

“The planning system is plan-led. Planning law requires that applications for 
planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development 
plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. This Framework is a 
material consideration in planning decisions.” 

 
 Para. 14 

 “At the heart…[of NPPF]…is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, 
which should be seen as a golden thread running through…decision-making… 
this means…approving development proposals that accord with the development 
plan…without delay; and where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant 
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policies are out-of-date, granting permission unless: 

 

 any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework 
taken as a whole; or 

 specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted”. 
 

 Para. 17 
“encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously 
developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not of high environmental value” 

 
 Para. 47 

“..local planning authorities should…identify and update a supply of specific 
deliverable sites sufficient to provide five years worth of housing against their 
housing requirements with an additional buffer of 5% (moved forward from later in 
the plan period) to ensure choice and competition in the market for land. Where 
there has been a record of persistent under delivery of housing, local planning 
authorities should increase the buffer to 20%(moved forward from later in the plan 
period) to provide a realistic prospect of achieving the planned supply and to 
ensure choice and competition in the market for land;” 
 

 Para. 115.  
Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in 
National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have 
the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty. The 
conservation of wildlife and cultural heritage are important considerations in all 
these areas, and should be given great weight in National Parks and the Broads. 

 
 Para. 121 

“Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that:.. the site is suitable for 
its new use taking account of ground conditions and land instability, including from 
natural hazards or former activities such as mining, pollution arising from previous 
uses and any proposals for mitigation including land remediation or impacts on 
the natural environment arising from that remediation.” 

 
 Para. 162 

“Local planning authorities should work with other authorities and providers to… 
assess the quality and capacity of infrastructure for transport, water 
supply…wastewater and its treatment, energy (including heat), 
telecommunications, utilities, waste, health, social care, education, flood risk and 
coastal change management, and its ability to meet forecast demands; 
and….take account of the need for strategic infrastructure including nationally 
significant infrastructure within their areas.” 
 
 

 
 

PLANNING PRACTICE GUIDANCE 
 

(selected quote) 
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The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) provides clear guidance with regard to the issue of 
timing of the determination of a planning application against the stage of an emerging Local 
Plan. The PPG (paragraph 014: 21b-014-20140306) identifies specifically that such 
circumstances are likely to be limited to situations where both the following factors apply: 
 
A) 'the development is so substantial, or its cumulative effect would be so significant, that to 
grant planning permission would undermine the plan-making process by predetermining 
decisions about the scale, location or phasing of new development that are central to an 
emerging Local Plan' and 
 
B) 'the emerging plan is at an advanced stage but is not yet formally part of the development 
plan for the area'. 
  

 
 

  



 

       

POW Campaign Ltd. Page 26 Appendix 10 v1 
   

 

APPENDIX 2 
 

The Report of the Panel of Inspectors on the Draft South East Plan 
 
The Panel of Inspectors concluded in their report that – 
 
 Waverley 
 

“In accordance with Policy H1, Waverley Borough is expected to provide 230 dpa…. 
 

“We agree that there is very limited potential for the borough to contribute more than 
this apportionment in a sustainable manner. There is no substantive evidence that the 
local economy would support any significant housing development, and while 
Farnham, Godalming and Haslemere are served by trains to London, east-west rail 
and road connections are generally poor.” 

 
“Additional capacity should be sought first within the urban areas but if this is not 
possible. There seems to be limited potential for small adjustments to urban 
boundaries that would not conflict with MGB, AONB or other environmental 
designations” 

 
“The case for strategic-scale development at Dunsfold Park was made at the EiP. 
This was broadly described as a proposal for a sustainable development of a cluster 
of rural settlements, including large-scale mixed-use development on the Dunsfold 
Aerodrome site and new transport links to Cranleigh. Live-work units, a substantial 
element of affordable housing provision for local people and accommodation for over-
50s are amongst the components that would, it was argued, provide a sustainable 
solution to housing requirements in this part of the region and make best use of a 
major brownfield site. We share the view of a number of participants that elements of 
the proposal are innovative and worthy of application more generally. Nonetheless, in 
our view the proposal for about 2,500 dwellings and 2,000 jobs at Dunsfold Park 
would seriously unbalance the regional strategy and it would be likely to remain 
unsustainable. The area is relatively remote from service centres, public transport 
accessibility and the local road network would not be capable of being improved to an 
appropriate level, and it would be difficult to secure the level of self-containment that 
might overcome these disadvantages. Accordingly, we would not recommend the 
scale of development proposed at this location”.
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APPENDIX 3 
 

Some of the views given at the time of the 2008 Planning Application. 
 

“I urge you please to do just one thing: walk to the top of Pitch Hill (or Holmbury Hill, or 
Hascombe) and look at the view. This view has remained largely unchanged over the last 
100 years. You are looking over a part of England's most populated rural county and yet 
the outlook is almost entirely rural. Amazing isn't it? And you're only 25 miles from Hyde 
Park Corner.  You see Dunsfold Aerodrome - a strip of green among the trees? You'll 
spot a Jumbo Jet parked there on the green. Well, how would this view look with [230] 
Jumbo Jets parked there? That is precisely the impact of the proposed new town. Is that 
the legacy we want to leave for future generations who gaze out over the Weald from 
these beauty spots? I don't.” 
Alexander Creswell, (Ewhurst resident and leading artist with 27 works in the Royal 
Collection)  
 
“I am very concerned about the scale of the Dunsfold Park masterplan. 2,600 new homes 
would have a significant detrimental effect on the villages surrounding the site, by adding 
pressure to the area’s already over-stretched roads and public services.” 
Jeremy Hunt MP (South West Surrey), Shadow Secretary of State for Culture Media and 
Sport 

 
“A development of this size would have a massive impact on the countryside, the roads 
and our infrastructure. Our villages simply cannot cope with the impact this would have...” 
Anne Milton MP (Guildford) Shadow Health Minister 

 
“This proposed new urban settlement would be dumped down in an area which has no 
need of it; it would be without traditions, without history, without any connection to the 
practices and personality of every community surrounding it.” 
Sir Trevor Nunn –  Hascombe resident and former Artistic Director National Theatre] 

 

 

-  

 


