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6.1 Consultation and the draft Local Plan 

 
The main consultation undertaken by Waverley Borough Council (WBC) was the distribution of 
‘Making Waves’,  in September 2014, which presented four options for Waverley residents to select 
from.  There are a number of specific concerns relating to this ‘consultation’ that are outlined 
below. The principal concern is that the draft Local Plan ('the Plan') does not reflect any of the 
proposed options.  
 
The table below highlights the closest match of the Plan to the consultation scenarios.  The green 
shading marks the closest match to the Plan (Godalming has no priority as all scenarios are the 
same).  
 

 
 
It is clear from the consultation responses that the residents deal in absolute numbers and not in 
percentages of a total.  Farnham residents almost universally state they only support 454 
‘greenfield’ houses, not the proposed 700 in the initial proposal.  The Plan increases the number of 
proposed ‘greenfield’ houses so, presumably, if this had been consulted on there, would have been 
strong opposition.   From information available to the public it is impossible to know exactly where 
responders to the consultation lived but it seems highly unlikely that: 

1) People that supported Scenario 4 would support increased development in Farnham. 
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2) People in Dunsfold / Cranleigh would support significant development at Dunsfold 
Aerodrome (DA) or Cranleigh. 

 
The solution presented in the Plan is effectively the worst of all options for everyone.  It increases 
Farnham development beyond Option 4, a change that is clearly not supported by anyone in 
Farnham, and it increases development at DA beyond a level that has any support.  In fact – option 
4, which WBC and the developers claim has local support, is the least aligned to any of the 
consulted options. 
 
WBC have no public mandate for its proposals and should have carried out a comprehensive public 
consultation of the revised options to determine if these had local support. 
 

6.2 Local Plan Consultation  (Making Waves) 
 
WBC and its commissioned consultants have liberally used the September 2014 Local Plan 
consultation responses to provide a justification of local support for a significant development at 
DA. The headline most quoted states 4,200 people responded to the consultation and 80% of these 
responses preferred Scenario 4, which included 3,400 houses on DA, reducing the development 
needs across other areas of the Borough.  This ‘support’ was used as a significant input to the 
Sustainability Analysis (SA) but is a significant misrepresentation of the actual consultation 
responses. 
 
No further community involvement has been organised by WBC since 2014 in connection with the 
development of the Plan. Despite some 2,000 responses against the current planning application for 
DA (WA/2015/2395), WBC has ignored the views expressed, by publishing the Plan to develop the 
site under policy SS7, increasing the number of houses 
to 2,600. It would be interesting to analyse the 
breadth of reasons cited by members of the public 
that prompts them to have such strong opposition; 
they would certainly agree with the sentiment behind 
the introduction to the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) that ‘planning policy has become 
so elaborate and forbidding – the preserve of specialists rather than people in communities’1 – and 
be aghast to now find that in the case of WBC, NPPF has not changed a thing!  
 
It was clear that from that point in 2014 onwards, WBC 
were under pressure to accept plans put forward by 
developers (see box). However, they had plenty of time 
and opportunity to solicit more views and ideas from 
the local community – and have failed to do so.  
 
Community Involvement by the DA site owners consists 
of a single one-day exhibition at one location (Cranleigh) 
in July 2015. This was very poorly attended, 173 people 
of whom only 46 gave written comments. Those 
comments included matters of Good Design (or not) – a 
material NPPF consideration. It is known that many of those comments were simply ignored by the 
developers in making their application in December 2015. There is a real risk that the DA site is not 

                                                        
1  Rt Hon Greg Clarke MP, in the Ministerial Foreword to , 2012NPPF 

‘The owners of the site [Dunsfold 
Aerodrome] are promoting it as an 
opportunity for mixed uses 
including housing. They recently 
expressed an aspiration to achieve 
a minimum of 1,800 homes on the 
site and they are assessing three 
options comprising 1,800 homes, 
2,600 homes and 3,400 homes.’ 

‘Making Waves’ Consultation 2014 

‘Planning should; be genuinely plan-
led, empowering local people to 
shape their surroundings’ 

Planning Practice Guidance 2016,  
Sect. 17 Core Planning Principles 
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only developed unsustainably, but using unsympathetic and inappropriate design principles that do 
not ‘respond to local character and history’2 (e.g. building 100ft high towers). 
 
The Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI) acknowledges the problem of ‘consultation fatigue’3. It has 
to be recognised that this has probably become the case in Waverley, and in particular in the 
repeated development proposals that have been put forward for DA. The one thing that stands out 
in many of the comments made by residents (in responding to the most recent plans) is that 
‘nothing has changed’. What was deemed unsustainable by professionals, legal experts, WBC itself, 
and community groups in 2009, remains unsustainable. This message appears to be falling on deaf 
ears at WBC. 

6.3 Presentation of Scenarios in ‘Making Waves’ 
 
The consultation presented four scenarios although in effect, there were only two scenarios 
presented; one with no development on DA and an alternative that (in scales of degree) maximised 
the development on DA up to 3,400 houses.  The presentation of the scenarios mean it was 
inevitable that only scenario 1 or scenario 4 would be selected as the preferred scenario.  This was 
borne out by the results with over 90% of all respondents selecting one of the two.   
 
The way all of the scenarios were presented was extremely biased which rendered any results 
worthless.  There was no balanced presentation of pros and cons of each scenario, and no reference 
to significant sustainability concerns related to DA.    
 
WBC in its consultation statement (Page 88) dismisses concerns on the number of scenarios 
presented, by suggesting residents would be ‘confused’ by too many scenarios.  However this was 
not the case as residents clearly realised WBC had only presented a binary choice.  WBC should 
have included reasonable alternatives, e.g.: 

 Substituting economic need for housing need in all towns and villages as an alternative.  
 Offering the option of recommending less than 519 houses because of severe development 

restrictions around Godalming and Haslemere and in the Area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty (AONB). 

 
Had the consultation offered a selection of Scenario 1, Scenario 4 and something similar to the two 
suggestions above it would have been much more informative and would have demonstrated more 
clearly the degree of support for different potential options. 

6.4 Analysis of responses and comments to the 2014 consultation 
 
Analysis of individual responses to Q12 shows there is limited support for Scenario 44. Only 26% of 
those responding acknowledged Scenario 4 as the best (or least bad) scenario as it was stated in the 
consultation, and the majority of these caveated their response with concerns over sustainability 
and infrastructure impacts. This suggests only about 800 people supported Scenario 4 as stated (or 
1% of residents in Waverley). Following detailed analysis of the responses to the question, the only 

                                                        
2  NPPF para 58 
3  Guidelines on Effective Community Involvement and Consultation, RTPI Good Practice Note 
1, 2005 
4  We analysed 310 responses picked (randomly by page of response) categorising the 
responses as (1) Scenario 1, (2) Scenario 2, (3) Scenario 3, (4) Scenario 4, (5) Other Scenario, (6) No 
scenario stated 
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possible conclusion is that, of the limited number of people in Waverley that responded to the 
consultation, the vast majority did not favour any significant development where they lived.   
 
Notable from the consultation responses was that there was a campaign from the Farnham Society 
to object to any significant development in the Farnham area.  Whilst Scenario 4 was the ‘best’ 
scenario available it was not supported as a proposal, the Farnham society (and most of the 
respondents to the consultation following their guidance) recommended a reduction in the 
Farnham housing allocation to a maximum of 454 new houses on greenfield (not 700 as indicated in 
scenario 4 or the 1,230 houses currently identified).    
 
This poor support for Scenario 4 is despite an extremely biased presentation of available options 
that was clearly designed to ‘encourage’ its selection by representing it as the least bad option for 
the majority of Waverley residents.  The consultation was poorly conceived and badly executed 
with the results misrepresenting the views of the people that responded.  The use of the results to 
‘justify’ the Plan or any planning decisions is a gross misrepresentation and a distortion of the 
consultation process. 
 
6.5 Conclusions 
 
Claiming any public support for the distribution of housing proposed in the Plan from the 
consultation is not justified.  Nor can the Plan be considered as positively prepared. WBC’s lack of 
community involvement in developing the Plan over a two year period, despite approaches from 
local Parishes and community groups, goes against the spirit of NPPF and has left the local 
community feeling that their voice has not been heard. 
 

 


