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2.1 Context 
 
Waverley Borough’s geography and existing transport infrastructure heavily-constrains planning 
sustainable development for the future. This is recognised in many parts of the draft Local Plan ('the 
Plan') and supporting evidence 1. The Plan and its ‘key diagram’ (Appendix A of the Plan) make it very 
clear that; 

 The only Trunk Road is the A3, and this serves just the north-west corner of the Borough. 

 There are only two railway lines in the Borough, also serving the north and west sides, with 
no rail connections in the east, nor any east-west links. 

 Bus services are ‘patchy and infrequent in rural areas’ and ‘reduced at evenings and 
weekends’2. 

 The local road network has severe constraints; ‘Much… is rural and narrow and therefore 
unsuitable for heavy goods vehicles’3 and ‘The safe accommodation of heavy goods traffic is 
on the principal through routes… And its impact on communities through which these roads 
pass, presents a continuing challenge’. 

 ‘Waverley’s main roads are heavily trafficked, especially in the morning and evening peak 
periods’ 4. 

This is the context in which all new development put forward in the Plan should be considered. 
POWCampaign Ltd (POW) has reviewed the large number of references to the subject of transport in 
the Plan and supporting documents. ‘Mitigation’ of the significant impacts, particularly of increased 
traffic, is offered by Waverley Borough Council (WBC) in the context of developing Strategic Sites 
(SS). The way this is dealt with in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) is expanded upon in our 
Appendix 4. 
 
The treatment of transport in the Plan is inconsistent and the result is unsustainablemaking the Plan 
itself unsound. 
 
 
 

                                                           
1  Local Plan Part 1 section 7, Mott MacDonald Transport Assessment, Stage 4 Report (June 
2016) 
2  Local Plan Part 1 para 2.25 
3  Local Plan Part 1 para 2.22 
4  Local Plan Part 1 para 2.23 
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2.2 Impact of the Plan on travel at peak periods 
 
Up to 60% of the expected increase in trips at peak times in 2031 will be due to the development at 
Dunsfold Aerodrome (DA) as illustrated by the table below, taken from Surrey County Council’s (SCC) 
Strategic Highway Assessment Report (SHAR). In other words, the proposed development of DA is by 
far the largest single contributor to the traffic problems generated by the proposals in the Plan. This 
underlines the unsustainability of this car-based development and shows that it contravenes the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requiring that development be placed where the need to 
travel is minimised 5. Mott MacDonald’s ‘heat maps” 6  highlighted that developments in the 
Cranleigh-Dunsfold area are unsustainable because of the distance to schools, health services and 
public transport. 
 

 
 
Without mitigation, the most congested links are all in the Cranleigh-Dunsfold area 7. However, it has 
not been established whether mitigation can in fact reduce the problems on the A281 or elsewhere: 
In respect of development at DA, ‘The evidence to date indicates that there is potential to provide 
appropriate mitigation on the highway network, although more work needs to be done on this.’ 8. 
Yet according to SCC the proposed mitigation may not be sufficient. 9More generally, the Plan notes 
‘it is recognised that further work will be required on identifying appropriate and deliverable 
mitigation measures. This will include addressing matters of road safety and air quality as well as 
traffic congestion and delays’10. 

 
2.3 Impact of the Plan on traffic on B and minor roads 
 
To underline this point, data from the SHAR – see below – shows that in 2031 two thirds of the 
traffic in Waverley will be carried on the trunk and A roads irrespective of mitigation. This means a 
third of the traffic will go on the B and minor roads. While mitigation may slightly reduce the impact 

                                                           
5  Local Plan Part 1 para 7.5 
6  Mott MacDonald Transport Assessment, Stage 4 Report (June 2016), Appendix B 
7  SCC’s Strategic Highway Assessment Report (SHAR), para 4.5.2-4.5.4 and Tables 4.4 and 4.5 
8  Local Plan Part 1 para 5.22 
9  SCC’s Strategic Highway Assessment Report (SHAR) para 4.5.7 
10  Local Plan Part 1 para 7.19 

Additional trips in 2031

Morning peak Afternoon peak

Arrival Departure Arrival Departure

trips trips trips trips

Scenario 1: Do-minimum

Dunsfold Development -              -             0 0

Total 171 511 645 431

Scenario 2: Development, no mitigation

Dunsfold Development 561 863 927 834

Total 1,202 2,140 2328 1809

Difference

Dunsfold Development 561 863 927 834

Total 1,031 1,629 1,683 1,378

% Dunsfold 54 53 55 61

Source: Strategic Highway Assessment report (August 2016):

Tables 3.2, 3.3, 4.3 & 3.5.
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of the proposed development on the trunk and A roads, it actually increases the traffic on the 
smaller roads because of diversion. In the morning peak, this increase is about one third compared 
to the Do-minimum scenario; in the evening peak, a half. While this additional traffic may not result 
in congestion, given Waverley's narrow rural roads, it is a severe and unacceptable safety risk as well 
as causing a loss of amenity due to noise and pollution. Furthermore, the proposed mitigation can 
cause problems for larger roads too.11 
 

 
 
2.4 HGVs 
 
There is no mention in the Plan of the evidence that there would be major problems with HGVs as a 
result of the proposed development of DA, which includes large areas of light industrial and 
warehousing space (see our Appendix 7) in addition to housing.  
 

 Mott MacDonald, commissioned by WBC to report on HGV traffic resulting from the proposed 
development of DA, estimated that there would be almost 200 additional HGV traffic 
movements each day and that while half may use the A281, the other half would use unsuitable 
B and minor roads. 12 
 

 In its application (WA/2015/2395) Dunsfold Park provided data from which the number of HGV 
movements that would be generated could be calculated. POW’s Technical Briefing Note: 
Dunsfold Park Proposal: Heavy Goods Vehicle Traffic and Employment (March 2016) – attached 
at Appendix 11 – analysed this data to show that the number of HGV movements would be at 
least double the number estimated by Mott MacDonald. 

 

                                                           
11  SCC’s Strategic Highway Assessment Report (SHAR) para 4.5.8 
12  MottMacDonald HGVs Associated with Dunsfold Development (August 2016) 

Vehicles kilometres

Morning peak (0700-1000) Afternoon peak (1600-1900)

Scenarios

1 2 3 5 1 2 3 5

Do No Local HE Do No Local HE

minumum mitigation mitigation mitigation minumum mitigation mitigation mitigation

Thousands

Trunk 44               46               44               45               48               49               49               50               

A roads 108            117            115            114            113            113            122            121            

B roads 38               48               51               50               40               50               52               52               

Minor 49               64               66               67               51               73               75               75               

Total 240            274            276            276            251            286            298            298            

% increase compared to Scenario 1 (1) (2) (2)

Trunk 3                1-                1                4                3                5                

A roads 8                6                5                0-                8                7                

B roads 25              33              31              28              32              32              

Minor 31              35              36              46              50              50              

Total 14              15              15              14              20              20              

Source: Strategic Highway Assessment report (August 2016): Tables 4.1 and 4.2.

(1) Based on unrounded figures.

(2) Tables 4.1 & 4.2 compare Scenario 5 with Scenario 3. This table compares Scenario 5 with Scenario 1.



 
 

POW Campaign Ltd. Page 4 Appendix 2 v1 

The Plan 13 lists Policy M13 from the 2002 Plan as retained:  
 
POLICY M13: Heavy Goods Vehicles: 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… 

 
Furthermore Mott MacDonald14 acknowledged that there was no realistic way of preventing these 
vehicles using unsuitable local roads. Information provided by Dunsfold Park shows15 that almost 
half of this HGV traffic would run on minor roads that are unsuitable and unsafe for such traffic. The 
proposed development at DA, which combines housing with commercial development, clearly 
contravenes this saved policy. 
 
2.5 Sustainable Transport 
 
The Sustainability Assessment16 highlights that the preferred option, the development of DA, ‘is less 
than ideal from a transport perspective due to Dunsfold Aerodrome’s relatively isolated location 
(leading to car dependency and a need to travel longer distances by car)’, According to Mott 
MacDonald the DA site is the least sustainable in transport terms of the options available. 17 The bus 
service is poor although improvements are now promised by the developer, albeit requiring funding; 
and the railway stations are over 10km away. 18  
 
We note that in Cambourne – an isolated development nine miles from Cambridge – the use of cars 
was found to be higher than in the surrounding area and that ‘Cambourne is no less sustainable in 
terms of life styles and transport than most of the rest of South Cambridgeshire.’ 19 Travel in south 
east Waverley is predominantly car-based and is likely to remain so, making the development of DA 
unsustainable. 
 
2.6 Air quality 
 
Waverley already has two Air Quality Management Areas due to its high car ownership 20: one in 
Farnham and one in Godalming. Policy ST1(7) requires it to ‘ensure that development schemes … are 
consistent with the objectives and actions within the Air Quality Management Plan’. This means 
reducing nitrogen dioxide (NO2), which is largely due to road traffic emissions 21. WBC is also 
committed to reducing carbon dioxide (CO2) by reducing the use of cars. Clearly, the proposed 
developments, especially at DA, contravenes Policy ST1 and endangers the meeting of its CO2 

reduction target. 
 
 

                                                           
13  Local Plan Part 2 page B-8  
14  Mott MacDonald HGVs Associated with Dunsfold Development (August 2016) 
15  Dunsfold Park: Transport Assessment: Traffic Figures 8 & 9 (August 2016) 
16  Sustainability Assessment (Aecom) para 8.2.1 and para 10.10.3 
17 .Mott MacDonald Transport Assessment, Stage 4 Report (June 2016), Table 7.1. 
18  Mott MacDonald, Stage 4 Report, Section 4; Dunsfold Park, Transport Assessment, Vectos, 
August 2016, para 2.28, para 6.15, Tables 2.1 & 6.1. 
19  Lessons from Cambourne, S Platt, Cambridge Architectural Research Ltd, pages 4 & 63. 
http://www.carltd.com/sites/carwebsite/files/Lessons%20from%20Cambourne.pdf 
20  Local Plan Part 1 para 2.20  
21  Local Plan Part 1 para 7.29 
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2.7 Infrastructure and mitigations 
 
While some limited local mitigations on the road network are proposed in the IDP to alleviate the 
problems caused by the proposed development of DA (see Appendix 4), these focus on reducing the 
impact of congestion at junctions on the A281 in peak hours. POW believes that this does not 
address a number of problems, referred to in the evidence, and which, at the very least require 
further investigation; 
 

 HGVs at night and using inappropriate routes on minor local roads. 

 Air pollution and resulting health risk posed by HGVs stationary in traffic queues on the 
A281.  

 Safety; increased risk of collisions on minor local roads and of run-off road accidents on the 
sub-standard A281. 

 
Furthermore, POW believes that WBC has failed to show the vision and commitment to make the 
major transport improvements, in particular on the roads, to support the sustainability of its 
proposed development programme. POW suggests the following ideas, some of which have already 
been put forward by others, should be added to the IDP: 
 

 Downslink Guided Busway – detailed feasibility study following up earlier suggestions to 
create a shared-road space corridor on the line of the former Guildford to Horsham railway 
line. This is currently pedestrian/cycle/equestrian use as part of the designated ‘Downslink’ 
path. It has the potential to provide a minimum-impact sustainable solution that would 
benefit Cranleigh, DA and the whole south east corner, and the A281 corridor to Guildford. 

 Road Safety Audit on the A281 from the West Sussex boundary to the Guildford gyratory, 
with a view to improve geometry and traffic management along this full length of the A281 
(e.g. aiming to improve sight lines, ease bends, ease blind summits, introduce improved 
driver information and warning signs etc.). 

 Provide an additional Park & Ride site to Guildford, located south of Bramley (to take traffic 
off the most congested section of the A281) - noting that the existing Artington Park & Ride 
operates close to capacity. 

 Develop the strongest possible regulatory framework for HGV management on minor lanes 
and unclassified roads in all areas of the Borough (noting suggestions made by Busbridge 
Parish Council for example). This is to enhance/replace the vaguely worded entry in the 
Infrastructure Delivery Schedule (IDS) to an ‘HGV Management Plan’. 

 
2.8 Conclusions 
 

 The constraints in the Borough prevent the development of the transport infrastructure 
necessary to facilitate the sustainable development at the scale proposed in the Plan in the 
south east corner of the Borough (in particular), either by mode (railways are not present) or 
capacity (local rural roads are incapable of the necessary improvement). 
 

 WBC has been selective in its use of the evidence of its advisors (and others) that demonstrate, 
on balance, the unsustainability of the proposed DA development. 
 

 Development-linked mitigation cannot solve the cumulative problems created on the smaller 
roads (B Class and below) by HGVs or traffic in general. Indeed, the proposed mitigation actually 
worsens the conditions on the smaller roads, to the detriment of safety and amenity. 
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 WBC has missed the opportunity to include in its Plan bold infrastructure improvements which 
would more effectively address the traffic impacts of developments, in particular affecting the 
A281 corridor including linked minor roads. 

 

 The proposed development at DA is in direct conflict with the NPPF (para 34) and WBC’s Policies 
ST1 (1) and (7) to reduce the use of cars and M13 to minimise the impact of HGVs. 


