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To be read in conjunction with attachments - Appendices 1 to 11 

 

 

This representation is made by POWCampaign Ltd on behalf of the Protect Our Waverley Campaign 

(POW) which it manages. POW is a campaigning group supported by a large number of residents 

who are concerned that Waverley Borough Council (WBC) should only permit and support new 

development in Waverley that is sustainable. As POW is seeking modifications to the Plan, POW 

confirms its willingness to participate in the oral parts of the examination at the Inspector’s request. 
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Executive Summary 

1.1. This Representation contains the opinion of POWCampaign Ltd1  on the Waverley Draft Local 

Plan (Plan) and associated Evidence Documents published by Waverley Borough Council (WBC) 

for consultation on 19th August 2016.   POW’s desire is for a Local Plan that above all reflects the 

opinions of local residents and puts their needs first.  It must deliver sustainable solutions to the 

latest projected housing needs for the entire Waverley Housing Area (WHMA) whilst also 

ensuring that the unique rural environment of Waverley Borough (Borough), including the 

Surrey Hills and Heaths, is protected for future generations to enjoy. 

1.2. POW has reviewed the Plan and associated documents and concludes that the Plan fails on two 

counts:  

(1) WBC has failed in its Duty to Cooperate with adjacent authorities, because of the lack of 

constructive and ongoing dialogue concerning cross border issues affecting the location of 

housing and provision of the necessary infrastructure. 

 

(2) The Plan fails the test of soundness on a significant number of counts:   

i. It is not positively prepared, particularly in respect of the spatial strategy, which places 
the largest amount of development in the south east corner of the Borough (on 
Dunsfold Aerodrome (DA) and in Cranleigh), where local need is not established and 
there is little support for development on this scale.  

ii. It is not justified, particularly following a flawed and inadequate consultation, and 
contains inconsistencies and conflicts internal to the Plan.  The Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment (SHMA) is out of date, both because the Plan start date is 2017, yet 
the SHMA starts in 2013, and it does not use the latest available DCLG information as 
its starting point.  

iii. It is not effective, posing particular risks by relying heavily on one strategic site (DA) in 
an unsustainable location for delivery of its housing target.  

iv. It is not consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), taking only 
selective evidence to demonstrate compliance, in particular with respect to the largest 
strategic site  (DA). As above the Plan start year and SHMA start year differ by 4 years.  

1.3. POW has referred in this Representation to the question of risk. No major Plan such as this 

should proceed without a clear understanding of the risks of any key element failing or simply 

not being delivered. WBC has presented no risk assessment of the Plan, yet POW has identified 

key risks, particularly in respect of the sustainable delivery of Strategic Sites (notably, DA) and 

the provision of necessary and fit for purpose infrastructure. In addition there is the risk that the 

Plan as drafted does not meet the local needs of the people of Waverley, which is contrary to 

the requirements of the NPPF and Localism. 

                                                           
1

  POWCampaign Ltd. is registered in England No. 9956012 
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1.4. POW has made recommendations to change the Plan in this Representation. The two most 

important being;  

i. To review the objectively assessed housing need (OAN) using up-to-date government 

base data and excluding backlog numbers.  

ii. Remove policy SS7 (DA) which poses an unacceptable risk to the Plan by placing a 

significant amount of housing in the least sustainable location in the Borough.  

POW has made other recommendations in section 5 and commented on the drafting of specific 

policies in Appendix 9.
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Context 

2.1. POW is a non-political residents’ organisation, which exists to ensure that WBC pursues 

policies to support sustainable development in the Borough. POW’s initial concerns were 

raised in connection with the pending Planning Application WA/2015/2395 for development 

of a major settlement town at DA. However, this concern has now taken on a much wider 

perspective since DA has been included in the Plan as the largest Strategic Site for housing 

development in the Borough. POW’s comments are both high-level on the Plan as a whole, 

and specific in respect of certain policies (see Appendix 9).  

2.2. POW supports the production of a Plan that fully complies with the NPPF. It wishes to see a 

Plan that reflects the opinions and needs of local residents and delivers sustainable 

solutions, whilst also safeguarding the unique environment of the Surrey Hills, Heaths and 

countryside for future generations to enjoy. Change and development should make things 

better, not destroy what the community cherishes and holds most dear. POW makes 

constructive recommendations that would, it believes, make the Plan sound, and is keen to 

see that WBC promotes a Plan that will pass scrutiny on Examination.  

Drivers and Evidence 
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2.3. POW sees the Plan as being unsound both viewed from the top down (‘what is driving the 

Plan?’) and from the bottom up (‘what evidence is there that the strategy underpinning the 

Plan is sustainable?’). This is depicted in the diagram above.  

Housing Need and the Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAN) 

2.4. The most crucial top-down driver of a local plan is the OAN which, in this case, has been 

based on the West Surrey SHMA. WBC’s housing target number has increased dramatically 

over various iterations carried out between 2012 and 2014. It was the very high figure of 

519 dwellings per annum (dpa) that has put pressure on WBC to find sustainable sites under 

the severe spatial constraints of this rural Borough described elsewhere (see ‘protection of 

the environment’ section in section 4 below).  

2.5. POW has a number of concerns relating to the SHMA and how the output has been treated 

in the Plan.  These are referred to in section 4 below and Appendix 3. It is encouraging that 

there is a now a 5-year housing supply. The most compelling evidence supporting POW’s 

concerns is in the findings of the report by Neil MacDonald of NMSS. This report 

(reproduced in Appendix 8) demonstrates that WBC, in using the G L Hearn 2014 SHMA 

without updating it to take account of the latest government base data, has significantly 

overestimated its OAN. If the revised housing need figures are taken (400 dpa +/-30), and if 

the backlog between 2013 and 2017 is excluded, as it should have been, the 15-year housing 

supply figure drops to around 6,000.  If the 19 years from 2013 to 2032 are taken the OAN 

increases to 7,600. However even this higher number would result in a revised trajectory 

that does not require use of the DA site, thus creating a better balance of new housing 

across the whole Borough.  

Duty to Cooperate 

2.6. The Plan does not deal with the issues that arise out of the disparity between the SHMA 

defined areas, the borough boundaries, and the Housing Market Areas (HMA) as defined by 

the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG).  This is particularly relevant 

to Bordon, which is in East Hampshire to the west of Waverley Borough and the proposed 

Strategic Site (SS 7) at DA which is in the east of Waverley Borough yet in the Horsham HMA.  

Both cases largely satisfy housing need in the neighbouring authority.  Given this significant 

housing need crossover, POW would have expected to find minutes of meetings with both 

East Hampshire and Horsham to address this issue, or at the very least to acknowledge it 

and outline forward looking processes to deal with it.  There is no such record and therefore 

POW can only conclude on this particular item that there is a failure in WBC’s duty to 

cooperate.  For more detail see Appendix 3.  

Public Consultation 

2.7. Considering the Plan development process (see section 3 below) and the lack of adequate 

public consultation described in Appendix 6, POW concludes that WBC has fallen far short of 

its duty of community involvement.  

2.8. There is clearly a potential conflict of interest and confusion arising as a result of the 

concurrent considerations and consultations that WBC is undertaking, on the one hand to 
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the many housing sites in Cranleigh, Alfold and at DA, and on the other for the preparation 

of the Plan. Representations and technical reports have been made available to WBC in 

recent months by some 2,000 individuals, community groups, statutory bodies and 

professional consultants that contain facts concerning DA’s lack of sustainable credentials; 

yet these have not been included as evidence by WBC in the preparation of the Plan. In the 

interests of not repeating its own detailed arguments concerning the sustainability of the DA 

site here, POW includes its submission made to WBC in February 2016 on planning 

application WA/2015/2395 in Appendix 10.  

Developer’s Proposals - DA 

2.9. At the heart of POW’s concerns about the Plan is the 

high dependency that WBC has placed on DA as a key 

strategic site. This is a top-down concern, because it 

was clear from the wording of the Consultation in 

2014, that the inclusion of DA as a new town was a 

developer-led proposal. This is expanded upon in 

Appendix 6.  

2.10. At the same time it is a bottom-up concern because 

evidence shows that the DA site was, and remains, 

unsustainable. The site is afforded ‘strategic’ status in the Plan under policy SS7, and clearly 

it is crucial for the delivery of the OAN of 519 dpa, which is commented on in detail in 

Appendix 7.  

Risk 

2.11. For a Plan to be effective, risks of non-delivery of key elements should have been assessed. 

This is not the case in the Plan, which contains no risk assessment. Such a risk assessment is 

not just a case of ‘having a plan B’ in case the current plan fails; it would have guided WBC 

to make more sustainable choices in the first place, rather than gamble with the future of 

the Borough’s unique rural character as is the case in the Plan as drafted.  

2.12. Most crucially, the Plan will fail if the DA site is not deliverable. This is a huge and 

unacceptable risk.  

NPPF and Sustainability 

2.13. Since sustainability, in NPPF terms, is key to an effective Plan, POW has examined this in 

section 4 below and Appendix 1.  

2.14. WBC uses the Sustainability Analysis (SA) to justify its choice of DA as a major strategic site.  

However, a planning application for a new settlement containing 2,601 dwellings at the 

same site was refused by WBC in 2008, and the decision was upheld by the Secretary of 

State on appeal on the grounds of unsustainability. There have been no material changes to 

the site or its infrastructure since then.  

2.15. Examination of Table 7.1 from the SA shows that the development of DA is only the most 

sustainable option if low priority is given to the economic, transport and housing criteria 

(See Appendix 3.) This analysis is entirely consistent with previous planning assessments 

‘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 
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and with the assessment and feedback of Surrey Country Council (SCC) to the WBC 

consultation. Yet WBC claims, simplistically, that the site ‘… can deliver sustainable 

development… subject to satisfactory highways mitigation’2. 

Delivery issues 

2.16. Deliverability underpins the bottom-up issue of sustainability. As mentioned above, the risk 

of non-delivery of the Plan or elements within it may be high – especially if impacts of 

development have been ignored, underestimated or missed altogether. An associated risk is 

that the infrastructure necessary to mitigate such impacts is not robustly identified, with 

dependencies, timing and costs attached. POW’s analysis has uncovered a significant 

number of such cases.  

i. Transport and Traffic; the impact of traffic (especially HGVs) on minor roads not 

effectively modelled (especially in respect of safety), and infrastructure mitigations 

are inadequate, 

ii. Protection of countryside; small additions to green belt are outweighed by loss of 

existing green belt and inappropriate development of the partially-brownfield site at 

DA. 

iii. Access to services; 45% of development is proposed to be located in the south east 

corner of the Borough, which is demonstrated as the least accessible part of Waverley. 

Essential enhancements to infrastructure are insufficient, un-funded and there is no 

programme for delivery.  

iv. Where people want to live; the housing need has been disproportionately assigned to 

developments away from existing settlements and in the most remote part of the 

Borough, around Dunsfold, Alfold and Cranleigh.  

Further information supporting these findings may be found in Appendix 2, 3, 4, 9 and 10. 

General considerations; recent planning precedents 

2.17. POW believes that the situation pertaining in Waverley is not unique. The debate about 

housing need, for example, goes on around the country. The question of ‘balance’ of 

sustainability as defined in NPPF has been enjoined in national reviews3 as well as in 

individual findings of Planning Inspectors (e.g. Uttlesford District Council4).  POW simply 

points out that WBC’s approach to the Plan does not follow recent precedents and practice, 

and it would expect the Inspector at Examination of the Plan to take these into account.

                                                           
2

  Local Plan Part 1 para 18.16 

3
   LOCAL PLANS, Report to the Communities Secretary and to the Minister of Housing and Planning, Local Plans 

Expert Group, March 2016 

4
  Appeal Decision, LAND NORTH EAST OF ELSENHAM, ESSEX APPLICATION REFERENCE UTT/13/0808/OP, Letter 

from Secretary of State 25th August 2016 
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3. The Plan development and consultation process 

3.1. The sequence of events leading up to publication of the Plan in August 2016, the manner in 

which WBC has conducted its approach to developing the Plan and consulting local residents 

(or not) is important when considering if it has been positively prepared; 

 In 2008/9 proposals for a new 

town on the DA site were rejected by 

WBC, which was upheld on appeal by a 

Planning Inspector and the Secretary of 

State. Quotations from those decisions 

are included in Appendix 10.  

 The Inspectors on examination of 

the South-East Plan in 2009 also 

concluded that the DA site was 

unsustainable (see box right). 

 WBC produced a draft Core 

Strategy in 2012 that was criticised for its 

approach to assessing housing need. DA 

was not included in that strategy as a 

development site. 

 Since the withdrawal of its 

proposed Core Strategy in 2013, WBC 

informally received plans put forward by 

the DA developer, and put those to the 

public in a limited, and highly biased 

‘consultation’ called ‘Making Waves’ in 

2014. See Appendix 6. 

 Since 2014, WBC has not held any 

consultations on the Plan with the local 

community. 

 The extent and nature of 

consultation with the local community in 

2014, though inadequate and biased, has 

been used as justification by WBC for the 

spatial strategy in its current Plan 

 The extent (around 2000 to date) 

and nature of objections raised by 

statutory bodies, infrastructure providers 

and the general public, to the pending 

planning application WA/2015/2395 to 

develop DA has not been reflected by 

WBC in the Plan, even though this is 

useful evidence for the inclusion (or otherwise) of DA as a Strategic Site in the Plan. 

3.2. Key technical evidence needed to test scenarios being considered for sustainably meeting 

the housing need has been published so late that proper consideration by Officers, 

Councillors and the general public has been seriously impaired.  Consequently neither all 

‘In our view the proposal for about 2,500 dwellings 
and 2,000 jobs at Dunsfold Park would seriously 
unbalance the regional strategy and it would be 
likely to remain unsustainable. The area is relatively 
remote from service centres, public transport 
accessibility and the local road network would not 
be capable of being improved to an appropriate 
level, and it would be difficult to secure the level of 
self-containment that might overcome these 
disadvantages. Accordingly, we would not 
recommend the scale of development proposed at 
this location’ 

Panel of Inspectors for South-East Plan, 2009 

Preparing the Plan; A timeline 
 
October 2013 – draft Core Strategy withdrawn 

following Inspector’s comments on 
Examination 

October 2014 – Limited ‘Consultation’ with very 
poor response  

July 2015 - Developer makes public plans for up to 
3400 homes on DA available for viewing on 
one day in one location (in Cranleigh) 

Dec 2015 – DA planning application for 1800 homes 
submitted WA/2015/2395 

June 2016 – first sight of draft Local Plan by Council 
and general public 

June 2016 – First key technical evidence published 
(SHAR and Transport Assessments Stages 1 
to 4) 

August 2016 – Publication of draft Local Plan 
- First sight of other key evidence 
documents including Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan, Sustainability Appraisal, Land 
Availability Assessment and Strategic 
Highways Assessment Report 

Sept 2016 – Additional Information submitted for 
WA/2015/2395 
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impacts, risks, and options have been positively explored nor the Plan justified by this 

evidence.  

3.3. POW concludes that WBC has;  

a) Undertaken a flawed and biased consultation process in 2014 which has formed its sole 

justification for the spatial strategy (policy SP2) and strategic site allocation (in particular 

policy SS7) in the Plan.  

b) Failed to undertake any more recent consultation on its Plan until its publication in 

August 2016.  

c) Released the technical evidence in support of the Plan so late (July/Aug 2016) that it has 

not been properly or fully considered in forming the Plan policies, and prevented 

Councillors and the Public from giving due consideration to that evidence.



POW Campaign Ltd. Page 11 Representation v1 

4. Evidence that the Plan is unsound 

4.1. The table below cross-references POW’s  key reasons why the Plan is unsound with the 

appendices attached, and with specific policies in the Plan itself; 

  Cross 
reference(s) to 
Plan Policies 

Cross reference to appendices 
attached 

 It is not positively prepared, particularly in 
respect of the spatial strategy, which places the 
largest amount of development in the south 
east corner of the Borough (on DA and in 
Cranleigh), where local need is not established 
and there is little support for development on 
this scale. 

SP2, SS7 2 Transport Impacts, 
3 Housing Need,   
6 Public Consultation,  
9 Comments on Policies,  
10 POW Letter Feb 2016 
11 HGVs and Employment 

 It is not justified, particularly following a flawed 
and inadequate consultation, and contains 
inconsistencies and conflicts internal to the 
Plan.  SHMA is out of date, both because the 
Plan start date is 2017, yet the SHMA starts in 
2013 and it does not use the latest available 
DCLG information as its starting point. 

ST1, EE1, 
ALH1, SS7 

6 Public Consultation, 
8 Review of West Surrey SHMA 
9 Comments on Policies, 
11 HGVs and Employment 

 It is not effective, posing particular risks by 
relying heavily on one strategic site (DA) in an 
unsustainable location for delivery of its housing 
target. 

ST1, ICS1, 
NE2, SS7 

2 Transport Impacts, 
4 Infrastructure,  
5 Brownfield site, 
7 Employment & Economy, 
9 Comments on Policies, 
10 POW Letter Feb 2016 
11 HGVs and Employment 

 It is not consistent NPPF, taking only selective 
evidence to demonstrate compliance, in 
particular with respect to the largest strategic 
site (DA). As above the Plan start year and 
SHMA start year differ by 4 years. 

SS7  1 Sustainability & NPPF,  
2 Transport Impacts 
9 Comments on Policies 
11 HGVs and Employment 

Drivers for the Spatial Strategy 

4.2. In WBC’s own evidence (for example the Sustainability Appraisal by Aecom5 and the 

Transport Assessment by Mott Macdonald6) WBC directed its consultants to consider 

options that included DA as a strategic site, and did a very limited examination of other 

spatial strategy options after the 2014 consultation. From the consultants’ reports and 

considering the lack of further local consultation between 2014 and 2016, it seems clear 

that WBC has felt pressured; by government (to build new homes and prioritise the use of 

                                                           
5

  Sustainability Appraisal of the Waverley Local Plan Part 1, 8.2.1 para 15 and 16 inter alia 

6  Transport Assessment, Stages 1 to 4, Mott MacDonald, June 2016 
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brownfield land) and by developers (specifically of the DA site), to find ways of including one 

specific site (DA) in its spatial strategy7.  The SA, Mott Macdonald and SCC8 reports have 

raised many areas of concern and provided evidence that the DA site is in the least 

accessible part of the Borough from the point of view of community services, and least 

sustainable location in terms of transport (with no access to rail services and very poor road 

communications). In the SA, serious doubts were still being raised in 20169; ‘… a large 

scheme at [DA] was understood to have certain significant drawbacks (notably, there would 

be a high proportion of housing in the east of the Borough, distant from where housing 

needs are greatest, and there would be pressure on the local highway network…’. Yet still 

WBC continued to pursue DA as a key Strategic Site. See Appendices 1, 2 and 3.  

4.3. What is perhaps even more surprising is that WBC made a robust case in 2008/9, in 

successfully arguing against an application to build an Eco-Village of 2601 houses on the 

same DA site. WBC refused permission and a subsequent Appeal was refused by the 

Secretary of State. He referred, inter alia, to the ‘inherently unsustainable location of the 

site’. POW does not agree with WBC officers’ logic that ‘matters have moved on since 20092 

’, simply on the basis of the introduction of the NPPF in 2012. The ‘golden thread’ in the 

NPPF is sustainability; if anything, the NPPF strengthens the argument against a significant 

development in what remains an unsustainable location. In other words, where the 

necessary infrastructure to make that site accessible and sustainable is not realistically or 

economically viable (see Appendices 1 and 4). Yet WBC has taken a contrary view in the case 

of DA, positively pursuing the proposals put forward by the developers rather than giving 

weight to the environmental and social risks of basing the Plan heavily on developing this 

remote site.  

4.4. The Spatial Strategy SP2 gives some appropriate safeguards to avoiding major development 

on land of highest amenity value (Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and Green 

Belt). However, it is surprising that no mention is made here to Areas of Great Landscape 

Value (AGLV), nor indeed to the protection of countryside beyond the green belt ‘for its 

intrinsic beauty’ – these words being taken from Policy RE1. This is a major inconsistency in 

the Plan, and through this loophole WBC have seemed to have been content to include the 

DA site under policy SS7, even though the non-brownfield parts (see Appendix 5) are 

effectively in countryside beyond the green belt. It could also be argued that the whole of 

the DA site should have the same level of countryside protection as it now has under the 

currently retained policy C2.  

4.5. The amount of urbanised land in this predominantly (92%) rural Borough will be increased 

by 5% at just the one site (DA) alone. This is a disproportionate and unsustainable price to 

pay.  

 

                                                           
7  Spatial Strategy, Local Plan Part 1, Chapter 5 and Policy SP2 

8  Waverley Borough Council Proposed Submission Local Plan; Strategic Highways Assessment, Surrey 

CC, Aug 2016 

9  Sustainability Appraisal of the Waverley Local Plan, Aecom, August 2016, para 6.3.9 
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The need for housing 

4.6. POW has already explained how a high figure for housing need has been a key driver in the 

Plan. It acknowledges the need for more housing, and particularly affordable housing, in the 

Borough. However, POW does not believe 

that WBC has applied the required rigour to 

ensure that meeting the housing target is not 

at the expense of producing a sound, 

deliverable Plan that manages risk and 

maximises opportunities to protect and 

enhance the unique rural character of Waverley.  

4.7. In Appendix 9 POW explains how WBC has applied a sequential approach to allocating sites 

for housing development in policy SP2. The allocation of DA as a strategic site is, effectively, 

at the end of that sequence. The housing trajectory10makes clear that DA only substantially 

contributes to meeting the need in years 6 to 15, and predominantly in the last five years of 

the Plan Period. There is serious doubt that this remote site is either (a) where local people 

want to live, or (b) helping to provide proportionate, well-balanced development 

throughout the Plan Period. See Appendix 3. POW’s major concerns about the OAN figure 

have been described in section 2 above, with reference to the Neil Macdonald report in 

Appendix 8. This, on its own, should give cause for the Plan to be reviewed.  

4.8. POW does not believe that all options to distribute housing sustainably around the Borough 

have been adequately explored. Why, for example, have 236 potential sites for housing 

been rejected, many on the basis of being ‘outside a settlement’, while DA which is also 

outside any settlement, is seen as acceptable?  

4.9. It is relevant to note that a government-backed Eco-Town is in the process of being built in 

Bordon. This is within the HMA boundary for Waverley, but WBC accepted the ‘silver 

standard’ boundary when consultants G L Hearn proposed it for the joint 

Waverley/Woking/Guildford SHMA, excluding Bordon. At the same time, the silver standard 

boundary included the proposed DA site as part of the Alfold/Cranleigh villages ward. 

Neither of these adjustments were explicitly raised in cross-boundary consultation with the 

relevant authorities.  POW believes this is a material flaw and omission in the duty to 

cooperate.  

Justification for DA in the Spatial Strategy 

4.10. POW has examined WBC’s evidence for its Spatial Strategy above and in Appendix 3. It 

challenges the summary justification for the weight given to include DA as the key site in the 

Spatial Strategy that is presented in the Plan (para 18.16, with POW emphasis); 

 

 

                                                           
10  Local Plan Part 1, Appendix C 

 
The Plan is unsound because the OAN target 
for housing need has been based upon 
flawed base data. 

See Appendices 3 and 8 
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Although Dunsfold Aerodrome is in a relatively isolated location, it is considered that 

subject to the provision of necessary infrastructure, the benefits, such as it being a large 

brownfield site, outweigh other concerns. The Council considers that subject to satisfactory 

highways mitigation, Dunsfold Aerodrome can deliver sustainable development. 

 
- WBC accepts that the location is ‘isolated’; this is at the heart of its unsustainability on 

transport grounds (see Appendix 2) and is supported by evidence from Mott MacDonald 

Stage 4 Report. 

- WBC accepts that infrastructure is lacking and needs to be provided, but the huge 

extent and cost of this, with uncertainty of funding makes this assumption highly risky 

(see Appendix 4). 

- It is fallacious to suggest that ‘being a large brownfield site’ is a ‘benefit’ per se. Not only 

is the brownfield status of the site highly opaque (see Appendix 5), but that status only 

has value to WBC in its efforts to meet government targets and in minimising recourse 

to countryside sites; it has no direct value to the community that could be weighed 

against the environmental and economic costs of locating a new town in an 

unsustainable location (see Appendix 1 and Appendix 7).  

- The WBC evaluation of the ‘balance’ of sustainability in NPPF terms neither uses a 

formally prescribed process, nor is it straightforward. POW can find no objective 

evidence for WBC’s assertion in para 18.16 that …’ the benefits… outweigh other 

concerns’. This is a glib statement not backed up by any form of cost-benefit analysis. 

POW has provided other, more objective, evaluations of this balance in Appendix 3, 

which come to a very different conclusion. 

- It is clear from comments by Councillors in recent Committee meetings, and on advice 

from their Officers, that WBC believes the severe traffic levels that will result from the 

cumulative effects of development in the south east corner of the Borough can simply 

be ‘mitigated’. POW believes, backed by technical evidence from Mott MacDonald and 

SCC's Strategic Highway Assessment Report (SHAR), that the minor mitigations (junction 

improvements) proposed by WBC in the Infrastructure Delivery Schedule will not be 

adequate to protect the rural road network from all of the negative social and 

environmental and road safety impact of traffic, and in particular HGVs (see Appendices 

2, 4 and 11).  

- The SHAR only examines the question of capacity/congestion. Furthermore, the SHAR 

makes it clear that the ‘residual impact’ is after all associated mitigations are in place, 

including all major schemes on the A3. Therefore, the implication by WBC in the Plan 

that the DA site development will be sustainable with only three minor junction 

improvements (see Appendix 4) is clearly not just misleading, but wrong. To make the 

DA site sustainable in transport terms would require a bold and (probably quite costly) 

investment scheme involving road, rail or Light Rapid Transit. No scheme on this scale is 

featured in the Local Plan, or in any topic papers produced by WBC.  

- The SHAR does not address safety impacts. This is of perhaps even greater importance 

than congestion, but it is not addressed and therefore mitigated by WBC.  

- SCC concludes saying ‘This study was undertaken at a strategic scale and consequently 

not all impacts of developments or mitigation schemes have been identified’.11 Clearly 

                                                           
11  Strategic Highway Assessment Report, Surrey CC, August 2016, para 5.1.14 
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there is much work still to be done before WBC can have any confidence that its Plan is 

sustainable in traffic impact terms. 

 

4.11. For the Plan now to be based so heavily on development of this single site, leaves it 

unsound and risks making a mockery of all that the planning process, and NPPF in particular, 

aims to achieve.  

 

NPPF ‘golden thread of sustainability’ 

4.12. The ‘golden thread’ of NPPF is stated in paragraph 14 as ‘a presumption in favour of 

sustainable development’.  Therefore a Plan that has, as its top development site, an area 

previously judged to be in an unsustainable 

location goes against the logic of NPPF and is 

unjustified. POW expands upon this in 

Appendices 1, 5 and 10. 

4.13. WBC has been highly selective in its reading of 

technical reports provided in connection with 

the Plan, and in particular those concerning 

transport. POW’s analysis given in Appendices 2, 

4, 7 and 9 shows that there is evidence indicating residual substantive problems with the 

sustainability of the DA site, even after mitigation, and some of these are not capable of 

being solved.  

4.14. POW acknowledges that transport is only one aspect of the sustainability equation.  

However, the inaccessibility of the DA site, the inevitability of it being populated by a car-

led community and the environmental impacts of increased traffic, especially HGVs (from 

the enlarged 1 million square foot industrial park) have been completely overlooked by 

WBC in the Plan. The fact is that this site alone increases the urbanisation of Waverley by 

5% and risks destroying the very rural nature of the Borough for all future generations.  

Sustainable Transport 

4.15. It is a key consideration under NPPF (section 4) to have policies in a Plan that promote 

sustainable transport. As an essential part of the ‘golden thread’ of sustainability, transport 

has a key role to play, and a Planning Authority cannot leave to chance, or the beneficence 

of private developers, the provision of necessary transport infrastructure to facilitate policy 

delivery. POW expands upon these key issues in Appendices 2 and 4.  

4.16. In WBC’s Plan, while acknowledging the severe constraints on transport in its Spatial 

Portrait, and listing what it describes as ‘mitigations’ concerning the cumulative transport 

impacts of development on roads and railways in particular, there is little tangible 

commitment and funding in place to deliver a sustainable solution, at the strategic level, to 

all the developments proposed. This leads to an unsound Plan by being ineffective and not 

positively prepared.  

4.17. WBC has publicly reinforced the distinction between considering detailed matters of 

planning that naturally, and correctly, are dealt with at the Application stage from those 

 
The Plan is unsound because the case for 
sustainability under NPPF has been 
made using selective evidence, and is 
not balanced. Many key aspects remain 
unsustainable, which make the Plan 
itself unsustainable. 

See Appendix 1 
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that should be addressed at the strategic Plan stage. However, this should not be used as an 

excuse to ignore the extent to which cumulative development on the scale now being 

proposed is unjustified, and not capable of realistic mitigation, when considering transport 

infrastructure. POW considers the evidence further in Appendices 2 and 5; in particular, it 

highlights the inadequacy of the Spatial Vision (chapter 3) and its inconsistency with the 

specific developments in the south east of the Borough (Cranleigh/Alfold/Dunsfold) . A key 

factor in weighing up the balance of sustainability of the DA Strategic Site is its accessibility. 

This has been seriously questioned in evidence provided by Mott MacDonald12, which has 

also cited its relative lack of sustainable credentials13. Its conclusion was that ‘It is difficult to 

see how increases in sustainable travel could be encouraged at the Dunsfold site’14. 

Protection of the environment 

 

4.18. The natural environmental constraints of this Borough (acknowledged in Chapter 2 in the 

Plan) have provided the biggest hurdle for WBC to identifying enough sustainable sites to 

fulfil the development needs. But, recognising these natural, and largely insurmountable 

constraints, why has WBC not challenged the OAN housing target?  (see Appendices 3 and 

8). Options that would spread the development more sustainably across the Borough have 

not been fully explored. In the Sustainability Appraisal out of 7 options considered, only one 

did not have any development at DA. Other councils, such as neighbouring Chichester BC, 

with significant AONB constraints have successfully demonstrated to Inspectors that, in 

accordance with NPPF guidance, the OAN should be reduced to reflect the environmental 

constraints.  Waverley’s spatial portrait confirms its 92% rural nature, with significant 

constraints on enlarging some of the existing settlements, and with the new settlement site 

at DA in an unsustainable location.  Hence there is ample justification to consider 

constraining the volume of housing required to ensure sustainable development within 

Waverley.  

4.19. Throughout the Plan, the adjective ‘brownfield’ is associated with the DA site; POW has 

referred to this above. It takes just a view from almost any side of the site to see that most 

of it is open countryside, grassland, trees and woods. This ambiguity is also accentuated in 

the fact that the owners of DA would appear to have been claiming under the agricultural 

Single Payment Scheme for significant portions of the site over a number of years.   It is of 

crucial importance for the actual areas that are ‘previously developed land’ to be 

designated and a true picture of the brownfield land available for development thus 

obtained (see Appendix 5). This should have been done by WBC in a Land Use Plan, but it 

has not been provided, despite repeated requests from POW over many months.  

4.20. POW has other concerns about the weakness of the Plan in protecting the countryside, 

which it is aware will be raised in a Representation by Campaign for the Protection of Rural 

                                                           
12  Transport Assessment, Stage 4, Mott MacDonald, June 2016, Appendix B Heat Maps 

13  Transport Assessment, Stage 4, Mott MacDonald, June 2016, Table 7.1 Transport 

Sustainability 

14  Transport Assessment, Stage 4, Mott MacDonald, June 2016, sect 6.3 para 4 



POW Campaign Ltd. Page 17 Representation v1 

England (CPRE). In the interests of brevity, POW simply adds its support to CPRE’s 

submission.  

Have the risks associated with the Plan being properly considered and mitigated? 

4.21. The Plan does not contain a Risk Assessment, and POW is not aware of any carried out in 

support of the Plan. There is clearly a high risk of the new town on DA not being delivered, 

not least because of lack of local demand and the high cost of infrastructure that WBC is 

expecting the developer to fund through Sect 106 and CIL; this includes all relevant (and 

essential) items in the Infrastructure Delivery Schedule (IDS) (see Appendix 4). But if DA is 

not delivered, the whole Plan fails. In the words of NPPF there is not ‘sufficient flexibility to 

adapt to rapid change’.  

4.22. The Plan is unsound because of the dependence placed upon a single, large Strategic Site 

(DA), the sustainable credentials of which are highly questionable and the delivery of which 

relies upon a huge amount of infrastructure development, a plan for funding and delivery 

of which is absent (See below and Appendices 4, 5, 9). 

Is the infrastructure necessary to deliver the Plan provided for? 

4.23. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP), despite being requested repeatedly by the 

public and Councillors in the period leading up to Plan publication, was only fully made 

available with the Plan itself on 19th August 2016. The associated IDS had been given to 

Councillors on the 12th July but was little more than a wish list, with only 55% of items being 

costed and no timing or dependencies indicated. Both documents were published too late 

to influence the priorities, dependencies and risks in the Plan. Councillors as well as 

members of the public have repeatedly said that the Plan as drafted cannot be allowed to 

go ahead without a funded and deliverable programme of major infrastructure 

improvements. However, the fact is that the published IDP/IDS is still little more than a wish 

list, with 48% of the 109 items still showing no information on the funding gap. A plan, by 

definition, is a ‘formulated method by which a thing is to be done’ (Oxford English 

Dictionary); by no stretch of the imagination is the WBC IDP a ‘Plan’ and this exposes a 

serious lack of confidence that the infrastructure required to deliver the Plan can 

realistically be procured. Further information is provided in Appendix 4. 
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5. Conclusions and Recommendations 

5.1. POW’s conclusions are that the Plan is unsound in its present form for the following 

reasons;  

The Plan is not positively prepared because; 

o Its OAN has been based on out-of-date government data. 

o It has not taken into account truly local needs, but is developer-led.  It does not even 

closely reflect the options presented in WBC’s own public consultation. 

o It has taken no account of local public opinion expressed in connection with recent 

planning applications, which has direct bearing on the siting of new housing and the 

Strategic Site (DA) in Policy SS7. 

o By placing 45% of housing in one relatively remote area of the Borough, it is not where 

people want to live so does not meet local need, nor is it a ‘balanced’ sustainable 

solution. 

o The Plan identifies no need for additional land for industrial use or warehousing, yet a 

large amount of this additional space is included in policy SS7, with severe traffic 

implications.  

o It does not robustly demonstrate how the required community infrastructure is to be 

funded and delivered. 

o It does not robustly demonstrate how the required transport and utility infrastructure is 

to be funded and delivered. 

 

The Plan is not justified because;  

o A revised OAN target using the latest government statistics would result in a lower OAN 

and thus less pressure on the Plan to find suitable housing development sites. 

o The consultation process was inadequate and deeply flawed. 

o It is not demonstrated that the chosen strategy – using DA as the key Strategic Site  – is 

better than other alternatives, manages risks to delivery of the Plan and brings benefits 

that outweigh costs to the community (the NPPF balanced test of sustainability has not 

been properly applied). 

o It fails to acknowledge the evidence presented on transport in a balanced way.  It ignores 

key evidence of traffic safety impacts associated with HGVs using inadequate local roads, 

most of which are narrow country lanes, and also fails to acknowledge the issue of 

pollution associated with increased vehicular traffic including HGVs. 

 

It is not effective because; 

o It relies entirely on the deliverability of a single large site (Policy SS7), the land use 

designation of which is ambiguous and for which WBC has no land use plan.  

o The strategic site SS7 has been rejected on three previous occasions as being 

unsustainable and nothing physically or materially has changed that. 

o Essential infrastructure delivery partners have not yet signed up to this site as evidenced 

by submissions made in response to the current planning application.  



POW Campaign Ltd. Page 19 Representation v1 

o Evidence shows the south east corner of the Borough as least accessible to all key 

services and therefore completely unsustainable as a location for 45% of extra housing 

development. 

o No Risk Assessment has been carried out for the possible non-delivery of Strategic Sites, 

and in particular Policy SS7. 

o There is a conflict of interest for Councillors who are still considering the planning 

application WA/2015/2395 for the same site which is being proposed in Policy SS7 in the 

Plan. 

o There are significant weaknesses in the proposed Policy SS7 which does not protect 

against future ‘planning creep’, or safeguard the green areas of the site against negative 

environmental impact. 

 

It is not consistent with the NPPF, specifically in respect of the nature of the DA site and its 

planned development; 

o The evidence presented does not support the conclusion that the DA site, given its 

inaccessible and unsustainable location, ‘on balance’ meets Sustainability criteria (i.e. on 

social, environmental and economic grounds). 

o The plan has been developer-led from the outset (there is no support in the local 

community for it). 

o There are “severe” traffic impacts, not all of which can be mitigated, and the impacts of 

which will be social (access to services), environmental (such as road safety and air 

pollution), and economic (congestion will cause delays, the economic cost of which has 

not been calculated). 

o It has not been prepared following the guiding principle in NPPF that ‘… local people … 

can produce their own [local] plans which reflects the needs and priorities of their 

communities.’ 

o Policy SS7 fails to adequately safeguard the intrinsic beauty of the countryside beyond 

the green belt in accordance with Policy RE1.  

POW’s recommendations are that; 

5.2. WBC should make significant changes to the current draft of its Plan; both from the top-

down perspective to review its housing target (OAN), and bottom-up in eliminating its 

reliance on one unsustainable strategic site as the main vehicle for delivery (Policy SS7).  

Specifically, therefore, POW’s two primary recommendations are; 

1. The housing target within the Plan should be modified by; 

a. Updating the SHMA and recalculating the OAN using latest government statistics.  

b. Removing any backlog in housing supply for the years 2013-2017 from the 

housing needs assessment. 

c. Revising the Housing Trajectory (Appendix C) in accordance with (a) and (b) 

above. 
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2. The Spatial Strategy should be revised to Remove DA as a Strategic Site (Policy SS7) and 

to; 

a. Adjust the housing allocation to sites that are spread around the Borough more 

proportionately and equitably (in terms of true local need); for example by 

utilising smaller brownfield sites for housing rather than reserving them for 

industrial use that is surplus to the requirements identified in the Plan. 

b. Review other small sites for housing rejected by the Land Availability Assessment 

(LAA) for possible inclusion in the Plan with a view to achieving (b) above, and 

prioritising sites that are accessible to railway lines and trunk roads. 

c. Develop a more fully researched, funded, and programmed IDP. This may mean, 

that the OAN cannot be delivered sustainably. 

POW's secondary recommendations are to; 

3. Review specific policies as listed in Appendix 9: 

Hold full, in-depth cross-boundary consultations with East Hampshire and Horsham 

District Councils on the subject of housing sites, in particular at, respectively, Bordon and 

Cranleigh/DA/Alfold to ensure that the revised spatial strategy is robust and, if possible, 

follows the ‘gold standard’ for HMAs. 

4. Set up a local Consultation Forum to debate and discuss possible sustainable uses of the 

DA site and work with WBC and the site owners to develop a master plan. This Forum to 

include representation from local Elected Representatives, Community Groups, the site 

Owner (Trinity College), and other developer(s). 

 

5. Review strengthening the long-term protections preventing urban sprawl in areas such 

as Cranleigh/DA/Alfold (e.g. further extension of the green belt, and setting up a 

Community Land Trust for the countryside areas within the DA site). 


