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3.1 Introduction 
 
Following an assessment of the Governments planning guidance in relation to the development of 
Local Plans and in particular, in relation to the Strategic Market Housing Assessment (SMHA), there 
are a number of significant concerns relating to the Waverley Draft Local Plan (Plan).  These worries 
reflect concerns on the processes Waverley Borough Council (WBC) has followed in determining the 
overall objectively assessed housing number (OAN), in particular detailed considerations for the 
Gold Standard Housing Market Area (HMA), and also on their subsequent special strategy in 
determining the location within Waverley of planned development.  These arguments apply equally 
to the WBC OAN of 519 houses per annum or to the more up to date estimate of 400 (+/- 30), which 
was modeled to be a direct comparison to the WBC methodology.  
 
3.2 Housing Market Area 

 
Planning guidance states the primary objective of the housing assessment is to “identify the future 
quantity of housing needed, including a breakdown by type, tenure and size” and to “provide a 
breakdown of that analysis in terms of quality and location”.  In relation to the scope of the 
assessment, “needs should be assessed in relation to the relevant functional area, i.e. housing 
market area.”   
 
“A housing market area is a geographical area defined by household demand and preferences for all 
types of housing, reflecting the key functional linkages between places where people live and 
work.”   As a HMA is a geographic and economic definition, it does not necessarily correspond to a 
local authority boundary.  Waverley Borough has been identified as part of the West Surrey HMA; 
the figure below from the West Surrey SMHA showing this market area.  It contains all of Woking, 
most of Guildford and most of Waverley boroughs.  There are exceptions, of most significance for 
Waverley is that the Alfold Cranleigh Rural and Ellens Green ward in the south east of the borough 
(which includes the proposed site of Dunsold Aerodrome (DA)) is excluded from the HMA.  Also 
significant is that Bordon (part of East Hampshire) on the western side of Waverley Borough is part 
of the West Surrey HMA, as is Rushmoor (also to the west).  The Bordon ‘exception’ includes the 
development at Whitehill and Bordon, which recently received planning permission for a 
development of 3,500 new houses, new primary and secondary schools, medical facilities, a new 
bypass and other essential infrastructure.  There are also significant developments in Rushmoor. 
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For Waverley the Bordon and Alfold Cranleigh Rural and Ellens Green HMA exceptions are 
significant to the Plan. The planning guidance states: “Establishing the assessment area may identify 
smaller sub-markets with specific features, and it may be appropriate to investigate these 
specifically in order to create a detailed picture of local need.”  Given that the guidance for a HMA is 
that there is 70% self-containment1, the implications are significant: 

 Of the proposed 2,600 houses planned for DA, 1,820 will be satisfying housing needs for the 
Horsham HMA, 780 fulfilling Waverley needs. 

 Of the approved 3,500 houses planned for Whitehill and Bordon, 2,450 will be satisfying 
demand for Waverley2.   This pattern is clearly known and with the East Hampshire SMHA 
noting a “notable level of inter-dependency with all of East Hampshire’s adjoining 
authorities but very high levels of housing inter- dependency between the East Hampshire 
housing market and Waverley”  

 
Whilst this analysis is simplistic, it highlights a fundamental point. WBC have failed to consider the 
impact or implication of two highly significant sub-markets on their local plan, they have failed to 
consider the significant implications for housing need, housing supply or housing location.   
 
Surprisingly, in Section 2.34 of the Plan WBC even states, “Waverley’s geographical location means 
that it has common boundaries with two other Surrey districts, five districts in Hampshire and West 
Sussex and the South Downs National Park.”  The impact on Waverley of significant new building 
development in these areas is an important issue to be considered. It is also necessary to consider 

                                                        
1 

 The CLG guidance (2007) highlights:   “The typical threshold for self-containment is around 70 per cent of all 
movers in a given time period”   
2 

 The 70% applies to the West Surrey Housing market but, given the location it is assumed for simplicity that 
100% of the effect is on Waverley and not the rest of the West Surrey Housing market 
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the impact on surrounding areas, such as Guildford. Examples of major developments with the 
potential to affect Waverley include Whitehill/Bordon ‘Eco Town’, the Aldershot Urban Extension 
and developments in West Sussex south of Haslemere and Cranleigh.”  There is then absolutely no 
consideration of these points in any other section of the Plan, and no adjustment of the OAN (up or 
down) to reflect any consideration. 
 
The Plan is therefore fundamentally unsound.  Disappointingly, in responding to criticism from the 
previous Inspector in July 2013 WBC noted that “the objectively assessed need for housing should 
relate to the housing market area”, but still chose in the recent SMHA to ignore the implications of 
significant developments (and needs) within the borough.  Whilst it is acknowledged that for 
practical reasons a ‘silver standard’ is usually appropriate, it is also clear from the guidance that 
where there are material local differences these should be considered on an exceptional basis.  A 
plan dependent on 80% of all development in the borough being outside the silver standard HMA is 
clearly an exception that should have been considered on detail.   
 
3.3 Sustainability and Appropriateness of Dunsfold Aerodrome 
 
The Sustainability Assessment (SA) considers four options to build 9,900 houses3. There are two key 
differences between these four options: 

 The choice between building in the three towns, Farnham-Godalming-Haslemere, or in the 
Cranleigh-Dunsfold area: Option 1 puts more houses in Farnham-Godalming-Haslemere 
with 23% in the Cranleigh-Dunsfold area (in line with current population densities), while 
Option 4 puts 43% in the Cranleigh-Dunsfold area. Options 2 and 3 are intermediate. 

 The extent to which sites rejected in the Land Availability Assessment (LAA) are used: in 
Option 1, 2,500 houses are put on sites that have been rejected in the LAA while Option 4 
only puts houses on sites approved in the LAA, making up the shortfall by developing DA. 
Again, Options 2 and 3 are intermediate. 
 

The table below summarises the options. 

 
 
3.4 Assessment of options 

                                                        
3 

 Other options to consider Woking shortfall are rejected in the SA 

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4

Dunsfold Aerodrome -            1,800      1,800      2,600      

Farnham 2,951       2,701      2,551      2,051      

Godalming 1,478       978          978          978          

Haslemere 1,140       640          690          640          

Cranleigh 2,038       1,588      1,588      1,438      

Milford/Witley 484           384          484          384          

Other large villages (1) 420           420          420          420          

Small villages (2) 385           385          385          385          

Windfalls 1,000       1,000      1,000      1,000      

Total 9,896       9,896      9,896      9,896      

 of which non-LAA sites 2,500       800          700          -           

Cranleigh-Dunsfold (3) 2,280       3,630      3,630      4,280      

% 23 37 37 43

(1) Alfold (100), Bramley (5), Chiddingfold (92), Elstead (125).

(2) Dunsfold (82), Ewhurst (65)

(3) Including Alfold, Bramley, Chiddingfold, Dunsfold & Ewhurst 

Sources: Table 6.2, Fig 10.1, para 6.3.17 (page 24).
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The options are ranked against the following criteria (SA, Table 1), which have been regrouped to 
reflect the definition of sustainability in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF): 
Economic 

– Economy: relates to employment, infrastructure and tourism. 
– Transport: reduce reliance on cars and congestion. 
Social 
– Housing: providing decent, affordable homes and meeting special needs. 
– Community & wellbeing: relates to poverty, health, education and equality of opportunity. 
Environmental 
– Biodiversity: protect designated sites and strategic corridors. 
– Climate change mitigation: reduce CO2 emissions. 
– Landscape: conserve and enhance, especially Areas of outstanding National Beauty (AONB) and 

other designated landscapes. 
– Water: minimise flooding and prevent pollution. 
“Lesser considerations” (SA, Box 6.2) 
– Heritage: relates to the historic environment and townscapes. 
– Soils: maximising use of previously developed land. 
Detailed justification for the rankings is given in Appendix V of the Sustainability Analysis (SA). 
 
The presentation below is based entirely on data presented in the SA, except, in this case, green = 
best and red = worst. All options are for 9,900 houses. 
 

Source: SA, Table 7.1. 
(1) See SA, Box 6.2. 

 
Given this analysis, the preferred option depends on how each of these criteria is weighted. Only if 
low priority is given to the economy, transport and housing, is Option 4 to be preferred over the 
others. Also, despite agreeing that the use of previously developed land was a “lesser 
consideration”, the Plan repeatedly makes DA’s history as a brownfield site a key factor in justifying 
its development (e.g. the Plan, para 18.16). In addition, the RAG analysis (SA, Appendix IV) scores 
DA’s suitability for development under 33 headings, 18 of which (more than half) score amber or 
red. All this evidence implies that DA is not a sustainable site.  
 
This analysis is entirely consistent with previous planning assessments and with the assessment and 

Topic Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

Number of houses at DA 
Number on non-LAA sites 

0 
2,500 

1,800 
800 

1,800 
700 

2,600 
0 

Economic 

Economy 1 1 1 4 

Transport 1 3 2 4 

Social 

Housing 1 3 2 4 

Community & well-being 4 2 2 1 

Environmental 

Biodiversity 4 2 2 1 

Climate change mitigation 4 2 3 1 

Landscape 4 2 3 1 

Water = = = = 

“Less important” (1) 

Heritage 4 2 2 1 

Soils 4 2 2 1 
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feedback of Surrey Country Council (SCC) to the WBC consultation.  The Plan ignores the evidence 
of the Sustainability Assessment by choosing the option that scores lowest against the important 
sustainability criteria of economy, transport and housing. 
 
3.5 Duty to Cooperate 
 
WBC has also failed in their statutory duty to cooperate with East Hampshire or with Horsham in 
fully assessing the impact and implications of the HMA exceptions.  It is clear from WBC's own Duty 
to Co-operate Topic Paper that there has been no material discussions related to Housing and 
Infrastructure with either East Hampshire or Horsham.  The last date of significant engagement 
noted in the document with either council is September 2014.  Even this engagement was not 
specifically focused on the proposed local plan or on any strategic cross border issues that these 
plans may have needed to address, but was a very general ‘workshop’.  Horsham did not attend and 
there was a single representative from East Hampshire.  In particular, there is no indication that any 
strategic issues related to the Plan (specifically housing, infrastructure and jobs) have been 
considered in the development of the Plan. 
 
The issue of WBC’s failure to cooperate has been previously raised by the 2013 Inspector and was 
also raised by a number of borough councils including Elmbridge, Mole Valley, Rushmoor, 
Hampshire and West Sussex in the responses to the WBC Consultation (see WBC Report Page 97 – 
99).  Whilst there is no obligation to agree, it is clear that there have been no material discussions 
with other boroughs in the HMA with the exceptions of Guildford and Woking.  It is also notable 
that SCC responded to the consultation to raise significant concerns over the sustainability of DA for 
a new settlement.   WBC dismisses concerns raised by SCC, responsible for delivering the required 
infrastructure, and provides no evidence that have seriously addressed any issues raised other than 
some cooperation on transportation questions.   
 
Of further concern is that, in response to the Options consultation (that happened after the 
September ’14 meeting) WBC dismisses duty to cooperate concerns from councils other than 
Guildford and Woking.  Specifically Hart Council’s concerns over travellers, Mole Valley’s concerns 
of Transport and traveller accommodation, a total failure to acknowledge Rushmoor’s concerns 
over the gold standard HMA (which includes a significant proportion of RBC housing), no 
consideration of Hampshire’s concern over transport and no evidence of any cross border 
cooperation with West Sussex, despite a direct request and DA being in their Gold Standard HMA.  
As neighboring councils highlighted to WBC, the duty to cooperate extends beyond borough 
boundaries and into all areas that are affected by changes within the HMA.  WBC has a duty to 
consider the impact of the Gold Standard HMA where this is material. 
 
3.6 Phasing of development 
 

The phasing of development highlights the Plan is a superficial analysis, which has not attempted to 
address the ‘objectively identified needs’ of Waverley. To suggest that for the last 6 years of the 
plan, 70% of all Waverley’s needs can be supported by a single development on the periphery of the 
borough (outside the HMA) and that this meets the needs identified in the SMHA is at best a 
dangerous assumption, and at worst legally challengeable4 5.   The risk is this assumption is even 

                                                        
4 

 Waverley will be well aware there are a number of cases where local authorities have been challenged on 
whether the local plan meets objectively identified needs. 
5 

 On a technical note, in assessing future need plan-makers should not add any ‘backlog’, where past housing 
development under delivered against earlier plans. As established by a High Court judgment in 2014  (Zurich Assurance 
Limited v Winchester City Council and South Downs National Park Authority).  The Waverley Local Plan appears to add 830 
under delivered houses in years 2013 to 2016 to future commitments. 



POW Campaign Ltd. Page 6 Appendix 3 v1 

more evident if you consider that the other 30% of the ‘supply’ in these years is from small windfall, 
in other words WBC has no plan, other than DA, to meet the borough’s needs. 
 
The SMHA outlines very specific needs to address significant imbalances on housing stock for 
specific cohorts in the community, most notably elderly and young people looking to form 
households.  This is one of the primary reasons why 60% of the new housing stock in Waverley 
needs to be affordable homes. For both cohorts DA is an unsuitable location, remote from 
services, facilities, public transport and jobs.  As such it is unsustainable and will fail to address the 
identified needs in the OAN.  The Plan fails to identify how WBC intends to address these needs 
from elsewhere.  
 
3.7 Affordable Housing 

 
In paragraph 9.7 WBC rejects the SMHA requirement for 314 affordable homes as creating an 
unsustainable demand for housing in the borough.  The assumption being that only 35% of new 
builds can be ‘affordable’, so to meet the affordability requirement there would be a total housing 
requirement of 897 new homes a year.  Instead it suggests a 30% requirement for affordable 
housing6 on new developments [9.15] or 155 affordable homes.  This is a huge discrepancy.  The 
Plan is designed to deliver half the affordable homes that its own SMHA suggests are needed.   To 
reiterate the requirement of NPPF, this states that “local planning authorities should use their 
evidence base to ensure Local Plans meet the full, objectively assessed needs for market and 
affordable housing in their housing market area (HMA).”  Delivering 50% of the required affordable 
housing in the borough clearly fails to meet this obligation.  
 
Whilst WBC quotes 30% as the maximum feasible amount of affordable housing in the plan, it 
provides no evidence to support this.  Many other Local Plans target higher percentages, Horsham 
requires all sites above 15 dwellings to provide 35% as affordable homes and North Devon has a 
policy of 43%7 which it has successfully delivered for the last 4 years and forms a core element of its 
plan.  
 
It is clear that the Plan doesn’t add up and WBC fails to ensure the Plan meets the full, objectively 
assessed needs for market and for affordable housing in the Waverley housing market area.  WBC is 
proposing to build 519 new homes a year, but has chosen not to address the needs of 25-35 year 
olds8, instead favouring development of larger, more expensive, properties for people who wish to 
move into the borough.   There is no other possible conclusion that can be drawn from the 
proposed local plan.  There is also no objectively assessed need that supports this development 
focus. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

                                                        
6  There is no explanation for why Waverley use 35% in one part of the document and then set a 30% target 
for building in determining affordable housing numbers for the plan. 
7  MHD010_Legal_view_on_Satnam_Millennium_v_Warrington_Web_Version.pdf 
8  see 3.33 from the  GL Hearn SMHA 2015 


