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Policy SP2 - Spatial Strategy 

-  ‘The focus for new housing and other development will be the 4 main settlements’.  The 

evidence cited elsewhere1  shows that Dunsfold and Cranleigh are the least sustainable 

locations in transport terms, yet 45% of all new housing development and 39% of all new 

employment floor space development are being proposed there. It is clear that only because 

Waverley Borough Council (WBC) has such a high objectively assessed housing need (OAN) 

target for new homes (now exposed as wrongly calculated – see Appendix 8) was it then 

forced, firstly to look at expansion of ‘suitable sites on the edges of settlements’. Then, 

lastly, and least sustainably, to consider the isolated Dunsfold Aerodrome (DA) site in policy 

SS7, which they misleadingly state is a ‘suitable brownfield site’2 – see POWCampaign Ltd's 

(POW) detailed comments in Appendix 5. 

- The conclusion POW has come to is that policy SP2 in its present form is based on flawed 

data and assumptions, and is therefore not positively prepared, or effective.  

- In particular the logic for including the DA site is flawed and this clause (6) should be 

deleted. 

Policy ALH1 – The Amount and Location of Housing 

- POW believes it is essential to revise the approach to the Strategic Housing Market Area 

(SHMA) and OAN as suggested in its conclusions and Appendix 3. 

Policy ST1 – Sustainable Transport 

- POW requests WBC to consider removing inconsistencies, viz: 

                                                           

1  Mott Macdonald Stage 4 Report 

2  Local Plan Part 1, policy SP2, clause 6 
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- (para 1) Development at DA is in direct conflict with this policy ‘(to locate development 

schemes) where it is accessible by forms of travel other than the private car’ – the change is 

through changing Policy SS7. 

Policy ICS1 – Infrastructure and Community Facilities 

- POW requests WBC to consider strengthening this policy to recognise that: 

- (clause 5) ‘Where delivery of development depends upon key infrastructure provision, … 

development will be phased to ensure the timely delivery of the infrastructure necessary to 

serve it’ should be stronger, along the lines of; ‘The Council will resist granting permission 

for major strategic developments unless a firm, funded and suitably phased programme for 

delivery of necessary supporting infrastructure is scheduled, agreed and funded’. 

Policy RE1 – The Rural Environment 

- POW strongly supports this policy.  Policy SS7 must be reviewed for consistency with it. 

Policy NE2 – Green and Blue Infrastructure 

- Given the stated importance of ancient woodland (para 16.13) POW would suggest that para 

3 of Policy NE2 should be strengthened explicitly; ‘… giving added weight to the protection 

of ancient woodland, wherever situated’ 

Policy EE1 – New Economic Development 

- POW requests WBC to consider changes to this policy to recognise that; 

- (para 10.18-19) While there is a projected surplus of B8 (warehousing and distribution) in 

the Borough, there are no concomitant caps on the inappropriate and un-required provision 

of such facilities at Strategic Sites (e.g. a cap on B8 could have been included in Policy SS7). 

- It is out of proportion to propose 39% of all employment floor space at DA. 

Tourism  (Chapter 10) 

- POW requests WBC to consider removing inconsistencies, viz: 

- (para 10.23) DA is cited as providing [beneficial] organised events, such as the annual Wings 

& Wheels Show, with the implication that these are good for the tourism economy in the 

Borough. Yet Policy SS7 will destroy any future potential for using the DA for tourist events.  

 

Policy SS7 – New settlement at Dunsfold Aerodrome 

- For all the reasons stated in our summary representation, POW asks WBC to Remove Policy 

SS7 from the Plan.  

Notwithstanding the above request, POW would comment on the wording of SS7 as drafted, as 

follows; 

- The Council acknowledges that not all of the site falls into the category of ‘brownfield’ 

(previously developed land). In the Plan it refers to amended figure of 82%, though the basis 

on which that is calculated is still unclear. Policy SS7 is not capable of being realised without 

a suitable land use plan being attached. This plan should provide detailed boundaries and 

the Policy should include explicit protections of the areas within the site of environmental, 
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landscape, ancient woodland and ecological importance. This is the least that Waverley 

owes to future generations living in the area. 

- A scenario that includes 3400 homes at DA has been referred to by the developer, but in the 

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) (para 6.3.9) it states ‘By spring/summer 2016 it was recognised 

that a 3,400 home option could be ruled out as ‘unreasonable’, on the basis of deliverability 

and sustainability concerns. Policy SS7 (clause (a)) as drafted is ambiguous about a cap on 

the ultimate size of any development at DA. The Policy should have included an upper cap 

on number of homes, to protect this peaceful part of the countryside for future generations 

who will live there. 

- The Policy (clause (b)) envisages  ‘around 26,000 square metres of new employment (B class) 

floor space at the site. The way this is stated leaves a large degree of ambiguity, without 

stating the assumed starting size of the industrial development (which is currently already 

being subject to some demolition and new construction, under granted permissions). 

Therefore, for the same reasons POW gives above in respect of housing, it is essential that 

an upper limit is set on the ultimate size of the industrial development. The various B class 

uses have hugely varying impacts on employment and traffic generation (HGVs in particular).  

POW therefore suggests a more detailed breakdown on envisaged B class use, in particular 

heavily restricting B8 (warehousing) use, as inappropriate to this location. 

- No reference is made to one of the most crucial pieces of infrastructure that should be a 

pre-requisite before any development is contemplated, namely the new access road 

(proposed on the eastern side, linking to the A281). Explicit reference to this must be made. 

- Clause (e) refers to ‘off site leisure facilities’; to encourage sustainable transport options, all 

leisure facilities should be on site. 

- Clause (g) refers to reserving land for provision of a heritage museum, but permits the 

option for this to be ‘adjoining the site’. The site is not only big enough to accommodate 

such a facility but also its point would be lost if located off the original airfield site. POW 

would propose deleting ‘…or adjoining the site…’ 

- Clause (l) refers to buffers between the permitted anaerobic digestion (AD) facility and new 

housing development. This is inconsistent unless matched by similar wording to protect 

existing residents, including placing the same restrictions on access for commercial vehicles 

using the AD facility via Stovolds Hill as are being proposed for all traffic, once the new 

access road is built. Buffers become even more imperative if other uses are put forward for 

the AD site (as is the case under current application WA/2015/2395). 

- The Policy is far too vague in its requirement for the delivery of infrastructure (see 18.25), 

given the remote and un-developed nature of this site. Clauses (c) to (k) inclusive should be 

bracketed together with a requirement that ‘Any proposals must contain a firm, funded and 

suitably phased programme for delivery of necessary supporting public infrastructure 

which is scheduled, agreed and funded.’ 

- Infrastructure; POW believes that the minor highways junction improvements proposed in 

this policy are wholly inadequate to mitigate the negative impacts of traffic generated by the 

DA proposed new town. Therefore it suggests the following, as a minimum, should be added 

to the policy and inserted into the IDP (see also Appendix 2): 

 Downslink Guided Busway – detailed feasibility study following up earlier 

suggestions to create a shared-roadspace corridor on the line of the former 
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Guildford to Horsham railway line. This is currently pedestrian/cycle/equestrian 

use as part of the designated ‘Downslink’ path and 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 to 

enhance/replace the vaguely worded entry in the Infrastructure Delivery 

Schedule to an ‘HGV Management Plan’. 

- POW sees no positive protections under this policy for the existing areas of open countryside 

within the DA site, whether agricultural grassland, woodland (including ancient woodland) or 

other open spaces. This could be achieved by extension of the green belt, for example. POW 

also wishes to see greater involvement of the local (existing and future) community in 

decision making for the site. POW proposes the following; 

o Land Use is defined for the whole site with protections put in place for the 

countryside areas within the DA site, irrespective of any plans for its development 

(e.g. by adding such areas to the Green Belt and/or Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty/Area of Great Landscape Value and establishing a Community Land Trust). 

o A local Consultation Forum is set up to debate and discuss possible sustainable uses 

of the DA site. This Forum to include representation from local Elected 

Representatives, Community Groups, the site Owner (Trinity College), and other 

developer(s). 

o Consideration to be given to establishing a Community Land Trust to manage the 

‘green spaces’ on the site. 

 

 

 


