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4.1 Context 
 
The Spatial Portrait in the Draft Local Plan ('the Plan') describes the distinctive natural environment 
of Waverley, the poor transport connections in parts of the Borough, and the constraints and lack of 
opportunity to improve infrastructure, in particular transport, ‘even in the medium term’. 
 
The Plan makes frequent reference to the role of infrastructure in supporting new developments. 
This is essential, in particular, to ensure that large new developments are located and serviced in 
such a way as to render them genuinely sustainable, and thus meet the objectives of National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Waverley Borough 
Councillors (WBC) Councillors from across the Borough 
have been on record in recent debates about the Plan 
expressing the importance of infrastructure and to the 
need for certainty that it will be delivered before 
planned developments are allowed to proceed. 
 
In Plan terms, the document which should contain the essential infrastructure requirements, the 
funding required and where it is coming from, and a timetable for delivery is the ‘Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan’ (IDP). Despite frequent requests by the public and Councillors for this document, its 
first draft only became available on the day of Council Executive meeting on the Local Plan on 12th 
July 2016. That version contained a list of 71 items of which 45% had no cost estimate provided, and 
only 14% had a delivery date specified, and then only to a year range. 
 
The IDP version commented on in this appendix and released in support of the Plan is dated August 
2016. It had changed since the previous draft, now extending to some 109 items, but 
POWCampaign Ltd (POW) has major concerns that the document still does not provide a plan as 
would be expected in this context; 

 39% of items have no cost estimate provided 

 48% of items had insufficient information about funding sources to permit a ‘funding gap’ 
to be identified 

 73% of items have no delivery date (phasing) provided other than by the end of the Plan 
period (2032). The other items are merely allocated during the first five year period (by 
2021). 

‘It is important that the 
infrastructure and services 
needed to support new 
development are provided’ 

 
Local Plan para 2.42 
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 No phasing in terms of dependencies or links to key strategic site developments have been 
specified in respect of any items, except; 

 In the case of DA, 12 infrastructure items are specified but cost estimates only given for 
three of them. No scheduling in connection with the development is put forward. 

 
The IDP as presented, is no more than a ‘wish list’, with many items simply aimed at mitigating the 
adverse impacts of a development (e.g. minor junction improvements to alleviate increased traffic 
congestion). It contains no vision for improving the physical and service-based infrastructure in the 
Borough other than by developer contributions and investment by utility providers.  
 
4.2 Infrastructure needed to support Policy SS7 
 
It is one of the ironies of the preference to develop brownfield land that it is often assumed that 
previously developed land will have relatively good connections to infrastructure including utilities, 
services, and transport, but in the case of the Dunsfold Aerodrome (DA) site this is clearly not the 
case. It is therefore important not to put the preference in favour of brownfield land ahead of the 
other considerations in balancing up the sustainable ‘net benefit’ of the site. This argument is 
explained in more detail in Appendices 1, 2 and 5. 
 
Transport infrastructure required to even come close to making the DA site sustainable has been 
casually dismissed by WBC using the expression ‘ there will be no severe residual impact (after 
mitigation)in terms of NPPF’.  This overlooks the large number of such ‘mitigations’, all of which 
must be delivered to alleviate the cumulative effect of all developments (see Strategic Highways 
Assessment Report (SHAR) by Surrey County Council (SCC)). In this list are significant improvements 
to the A3 Trunk Road which are currently not in Highways England’s Road Investment Period. 
 
We have made the point elsewhere in our Representation that the mitigations on road 
infrastructure proposed in the IDP addressed, in the main, traffic capacity and congestion problems; 
the key aspect of safety has not been fully investigated or, therefore mitigated. This would weigh 
heavily against the DA site in the balance of sustainability required by the NPPF. In our 
recommendations in this appendix we put forward some proposals that might go some way to 
addressing this. 
 
For policy SS7 even to be considered, given the remote and un-serviced location of the site, WBC 
should at the very least have estimated costs for all developer-funded as well as infrastructure-
provider funded items. For it to have been included in the current Plan without such information 
makes the Policy ineffective and not positively prepared;  therefore making the Plan unsound. 

 
4.3 Planning and Delivery 
 
A sound Local Plan should seek to meet local needs for housing, businesses, community facilities, 
infrastructure (e.g. for transport, water, energy), education, shops, facilities for sport and leisure 
etc., which have been identified through the studies which make up the evidence base. This is 
perhaps even more true for the creation of a new settlement, as at the DA site, since most of the 
required infrastructure does not exist at all; the feasibility of providing it, paying for it and delivery it 
in advance of the demand that will be created by building new houses and industry should have 
been fully investigated, verified by third parties and shown to be deliverable in practice. This has 
not happened in the case of DA and policy SS7. 
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The section on DA in the IDP is an unfunded, unscheduled list. Every date against an item is given as 
2032 (the end of the Plan period). Even the new site access, which is perhaps the most obvious 
piece of infrastructure required before development can start is to be built ‘by 2032’. This list is 
clearly so poorly researched that the risk of delivery must be very high (see below). 
 
In contrast, at the time of writing many statutory service providers and infrastructure partners have 
expressed their concern in writing, or objected to, the current planning application WA/2015/2395 
for the development of the site. This level of concern is almost unprecedented, and should have 
raised serious questions in the minds of WBC officers and Councillors as to the viability of including 
this site as a key plank in the Plan delivery. 
 
4.4 Risk 
 
When planning any long-term infrastructure development project, a risk assessment would be a 
pre-requisite from both a professional and commercial point of view. Even though WBC is well 
aware of the risks that the necessary infrastructure may not be delivered to support the Plan, and in 
particular, Policy SS7, no risk assessment has been included in the Plan or supporting evidence. 
What New Town in this country would ever have been allowed off the starting blocks if the 
infrastructure needed for its planned development were not first put in place, and the risk of non-
delivery assessed? In such cases a long term master plan is put in place, led by a public body such as 
a Development Corporation, funding and grants obtained, and physical infrastructure put in place. 
Not only is that lacking from Waverley in its Plan, but most of the kind of significant infrastructure 
required is not possible to deliver due to physical constraints. 
 
The risk and impact of developments being built before the necessary infrastructure has been 
provided has not been considered, but would be likely to be considerable on the quality of lives of 
those people choosing to live in the development areas, as well as on existing residents whose will 
find their existing services further overstretched. 
 
POW believes that this is a fundamental omission, putting the whole Plan at risk of failing if the 
funding and delivery of essential infrastructure to support the Plan and in particular policy SS7, does 
not materialise for any reason. 
 
4.5 Recommendations; additional mitigations for traffic Impact 
 
In Appendix 2 we note that the impact of congestion at junctions on the A281 has been the subject 
of intense debate and evidence is provided that show that at least the three junction improvements 
and the HGV management plan listed in the IDS. We believe however that this does not address a 
number of problems, referred to in the evidence, related to safety. Safety was not a consideration 
in SCC’s Strategic Highways Assessment Report.  Therefore, at the very least this requires further 
investigation, for example; 
 

 HGVs at night and using inappropriate routes on minor local lanes (traffic generated by DA) 
 Air pollution and resulting health risk posed by HGV’s stationary in traffic queues on A281 

(traffic generated by DA) 

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

 
POW believes that WBC has failed to show the vision and commitment to make necessary major 
transport improvements, and in particular on road safety and capacity, to sustainably support their 
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proposed development programme. In Appendix 2 we suggested the following additional ideas 
which we repeat here for convenience, for possible inclusion in the IDP; 
 

 Downslink Guided Busway – detailed feasibility study following up earlier suggestions to 
create a shared-roadspace 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. This has the potential to provide a minimum-impact sustainable solution that would 
benefit Cranleigh, DA and the whole SE corner and A281 corridor to Guildford 

 Road Safety Audit on A281 from the West Sussex boundary to the Guildford gyratory, with a 
view to improve geometry and traffic management along this full length of A281 (for 
example, 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 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 to enhance/replace the vaguely worded entry in the IDS to 
an ‘HGV Management Plan’. 

 

 
 
4.6 Conclusions 
 

 WBC has failed in its duty to develop a funded, programmed, and deliverable IDP which has 
been fully risk-assessed. 
 

 Infrastructure mitigations on the road network are inadequate to fully address safety 
concerns. POW has suggested a number of additional infrastructure improvements on the 
A281 corridor that may address this but significant extra studies need to be carried out by 
the Highway Authority and a range of schemes considered for inclusion in the IDP. 

 

 The risk to the residents of Waverley of infrastructure not being delivered in a timely 
fashion and with costs born fairly by the promoters and beneficiaries of new development 
is extremely high – but has not been assessed or quantified by WBC in its Plan. 

 

 The Plan is therefore unsound, carrying a high risk it cannot be delivered, on lack of 

infrastructure alone.  

 

 Policy SS7 is specifically ineffective, carrying the highest risk of non-delivery based on 

infrastructure needed, yet is the largest strategic site in the Plan. It should be dropped. 


