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Appendix 1 – LPP1 Consultation Response to MM3 and MM4: OAN and Sustainability 

 
MM3 – Policy ALH1 (The Amount and Location of Housing)  
MM4 – Housing Land Supply 

 
The Inspector increased the OAN from 519 in the submitted Plan to 590. Over 19 years, this 
increase implies 11,210 homes are required; an extra 1,344. This Appendix addresses the 
question: can an OAN of 590 be met sustainably?  
 
In Appendix D of the submitted Plan, it was claimed that the capacity in Waverley amounted 
to only 10,069 homes. This means that Waverley had 208 more than the original OAN 
required (10,069 – 9,861). But now a further 1,141 is required to meet to new OAN. How 
can these be found? 
 
Table 1 shows how MM4 increases the number of homes by 1,141. It is not surprising that 
there are now 321 more completions and 925 more “outstanding permissions (including 
resolutions to permit)”. But Table 6.1 shows that this increase of 925 is made up an 
additional 480 “existing planning permissions” plus 445 “resolutions to permit”. There does 
not seem to be an explanation of this significant number. Without a clear explanation, 
these numbers are not credible as it is impossible to judge whether or not they are 
deliverable.  
 
Table 1: Difference between capacity and ALH1 

 
 
In para 5.3.2 of the Sustainability Appraisal Report Addendum (SA-RA) published in 
September 2017 as part of consultation it is claimed that “there are known to be more than 
sufficient available and potentially suitable sites around all of the settlements to 
accommodate the additional housing.” A footnote adds that: “the delivery of these options 
might necessitate development at several existing sites rated as ‘red’ through the Council’s 
Land Availability Assessment (LAA) sites and possibly new sites.“ Yet red sites are defined as 

“not suitable (not currently developable)”1. This underlines that the proposed strategy to meet 

the increased OAN is unrealistic. Yet as para 5.3.2 goes on to point out: “alternatives should be 
'realistic and deliverable' (National Planning Practice Guidance)”. The use of sites previously 
designated as unsuitable implies again that the numbers presented are not credible. 
 
  

                                                      
1  Para 1.9 of the Introduction to the LAA published in August 2016 

Capacity ALH1 Difference

Completions 727             1,048       321             

Outstanding permissions 2,579         3,504       925             

Windfalls 1,000         962          38-               

Suitable LAA sites 5,763         5,696       67-               

Capacity 10,069       11,210    1,141         

Sources: Appendix D (Submitted Plan and MM4)
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Where are these additional homes to be located? MM3 sets out how WBC proposes to 
distribute the additional 1,344 homes across Waverley. All four main settlements have been 
allocated more homes than their reported capacity, as have all the villages except 
Milford/Witley and Alfold: 1,070 in the four main settlements, and 274 in the villages. 
(Details in Table 2.) 
 
Table 2: Difference between capacity and current ALH1 
 

 
  

ALH1 in ALH1 in Increase

Capacity Submitted MM3 in MM3

Plan

Farham 2,317     2,330         2,780       450          

Godalming 1,247     1,240         1,520       280          

Haslemere 827        830             990           160          

Cranleigh 1,520     1,520         1,700       180          

Total main settlements 5,911     5,920         6,990       1,070      

Bramley 68           70               90             20            

Elstead/Weyburn 147        150             160           10            

Chiddingfold 107        100             130           30            

Milford/Witley 491        380             480           100          

Total large villages 813        700             860           160          

Alfold 198        100             125           25            

Churt 10           10               15             5               

Dunsfold 84           80               100           20            

Ewhurst 67           65               100           35            

Frensham 18           15               20             5               

Tilford 15           15               20             5               

Wonersh/S Green 17           20               30             10            

Other 151        151             157           6               

Total small villages 560        456             567           111          

Village windfalls 185 185             188           3               

Total villages 1,558     1,341         1,615       274          

Dunsfold Aerodrome 2,600     2,600         2,600       -           

Total 10,069  9,861         11,205     1,344      
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Section 5.3 of the SA-RA explains how this distribution was reached. The starting point is a 
simple pro-rata increase of 19.5% applied to the allocation in the submitted Plan; these 
numbers are then adjusted to put more of the additional housing in areas that are less 
constrained by environmental designations, particularly Green Belt and AONB. MM3 is 
based on an option “between” these two approaches. 
 
But the original Sustainability Appraisal (SA) (published in August 2016) had already 
considered three options to meet an OAN higher than the original 519, based on a careful 
analysis that examined the sites available: 

 Option 5: to provide 10,700 homes, with landscape constraints less than fully 
applied. 

 Option 6: to provide 10,700 homes, with landscape constraints fully applied. 

 Option 7: to provide 12,100 homes. 
In these original Options 5 to 7, the allocation to the villages (except for Milford/Witley) 
were kept at the same level as the preferred Option 4 for providing 9,900 homes) as shown 
in Table 3 below. If it was right in the original SA not to increase the number of homes in the 
villages to meet a higher OAN, why is it right to increase the number now?  
 
Table 3: Options considered in the original SA 

 
 
The answer seems to be that WBC claims the Inspector indicated that the spatial strategy in 
the Plan was sound and it is therefore right to follow the spatial distribution in the 
submitted Plan (SA-RA, para 5.3.1 and 7.2). As there is no formal record of what the 
Inspector said reliance on this argument to generate the detailed options is questionable. 
Para 8 of the Procedural Practice in the Examination of Local Plans2 says 

“The examination will focus on the main issues that the Inspector considers are 
fundamental to the soundness of the plan…. This means that the examination will 
not delve into matters that do not fundamentally affect the plan’s soundness.”  

This implies that the Inspector will not concern himself with details such as whether there 
should be a particular number in a particular village. The case for ignoring the carefully 
constructed options in the original SA has not been made. 
 
So instead of looking at an option representing a between point of Options 5, 6 and 7, WBC 
has rejected all that careful work underlying the original SA and pressed ahead with hastily 
cobbled together allocation which does not make sense because  

 para 9.7.1 of the SA-RA notes that “the areas of greatest housing need are in the 
north and west of the borough” yet much of the extra housing is being placed in the 
south and east. 

 It fails to take into account the constraints faced by the different settlements.  

                                                      
2  The Planning Inspectorate, June 2016 (4th Edition v.1) 

Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7

Main settlements 5,940     6,640      6,740      8,040      

Villages 1,374     1,474      1,374      1,474      

Dunsfold Aerodrome 2,600     2,600      2,600      2,600      

Total 9,914     10,714    10,714    12,114    

Source: SA Table 6.2.
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The SA-RA fails to address properly the transport issue. Transport is dealt with in Section 
9.10 (page 27) of the SA-RA. The analysis is deficient because it fails to acknowledge the 
basic point: more homes mean more traffic. This was made clear in the original SA (Table 
7.1) that shows the Options 5, 6 and 7, which all offer housing above the OAN of 519, all 
performed worse on transport than options to meet the OAN of 519. Para 9.10.3 of the SA-
RA quotes para 10.10.6 of the original SA saying that the submitted Plan “can be seen to 
have negative effects”. It is disingenuous to say in para 9.10.4 that “this conclusion broadly 
holds true for the submitted plan plus proposed modifications”. The transport impact must 
be worse, the negative effects must be greater simply because there is more traffic.  
 
SCC’s Strategic Highway Assessment Report, produced in 2016, appears to have been based 
on the OAN of 519 (see para 3.2.4, on page 10). An additional 1,344 homes represents an 
increase of 13.6% and will increase the number of vehicles on Waverley’s roads by around 
2,500. Yet, despite this significant increase, no revised transport assessment has been 
produced. 
 
Finally, the original SA (page 131) said: 

“As a relatively rural borough, in the context of the Housing Market Area (HMA), 
there is little in the way of a ‘sustainable transport’ argument for Waverley 
meeting Woking’s unmet housing needs.” 

 
The proposed OAN is, quite simply, not sustainable on transport grounds. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The proposed increase in the OAN is clearly unsustainable and the amendments to the 
Plan have failed to demonstrate that the proposed increase is deliverable. The adoption of 
MM3 and MM4 therefore would render the Plan unsound. 
 
To make the Plan sound, the OAN should be reduced and the spatial distribution re-
assessed.  

 Waverley only has the capacity to accommodate an OAN of 530 (=10,069/19). 
Excluding the 95 to accommodate half of Woking’s unmet need and 12 for London’s 
overspill would reduce the OAN to 495, within capacity. (We note that the new 
methodology proposed in the Government’s recent consultation produces a figure of 
538 for Waverley3, which is broadly in line with Waverley’s capacity.) 

 The spatial strategy should put the houses where they are needed, in line with 
Government policy i.e. predominantly in the north and west of the Borough. 

                                                      
3  Planning for the right homes in the right places: consultation proposals, DCLG. 
September 2017. 


