
APPENDIX 2

LPP1 Consultation Response to MM22 and MM23 (Policies SS7 and SS7A)

MM22 – Dunsfold Aerodrome

Para 18.17, 18.18 and 18.26 (a)

While we appreciate the Inspector’s wishes to not imply a ‘cap’ in the number of houses 

allocated to this strategic site, the proposed re-wording to replace ‘up to’ by ‘about’ is 

ambiguous and inappropriate to formal policy wording. We would accept deletion of ‘up to’ 

but not the insertion of ‘about’. The Council’s own Sustainability Appraisal has only identified

2600 as a sustainable and deliverable number during the Plan Period so there should be no 

ambiguity about this figure.

Para 18.20

This amendment should be strengthened by replacing the word ‘can’ with ‘will’; i.e. ‘…. The 

facilities will be expanded…’

Para 18.22 and Para 18.26 (j)

We suggest the additional wording still does not provide the unambiguous guarantees 
required by the local community. We would suggest ‘(including a frequent bus service to be 
provided, fully funded by the developer and legally secured in perpetuity).

Para 18.26

We welcome references on p 18-19 to ‘recognise the significance of the heritage value of the
site’, however the Council has rejected the request to make the site a Conservation Area 
while at the same time Historic England has Listed 3 structures on the site with 2 more 
awaiting a final decision. This indicates to us that a reference should be made in this 
paragraph to ‘liaising at all times with other statutory heritage bodies and specifically 
seeking the advice of Historic England’.

Para 18.26 (l)

This should be broadened as follows; ‘An appropriate buffer between any waste or energy 

from waste processing facilities on the site (including the permitted anaerobic digestion 

facility) and any new housing development or existing neighbouring residential dwellings’.



MM23 – Policy SS7A: Dunsfold Aerodrome Design Strategy

Para 18.29 (general comments)

We noted the Inspector’s advice during the Examination Hearing that the Council should take

control of the urban design process at Dunsfold Aerodrome. The wording of the proposed 

MM we believe does not do that. For example, in Para 18.29 it is stated that there is a 

‘requirement for the developer to produce a comprehensive Masterplan for the site’. This 

goes against current good practice when Local Authorities are planning a major new 

settlement, and which in all the best examples there is extensive community involvement at 

a detailed level and from the earliest stages. This site is too important for its Masterplan to 

be left up to the developer to propose, then simply consulted upon and ‘reviewed’, as 

proposed in the currently drafted Policy. We agree with the Inspector when he stated during 

the Examination Hearings that ‘the planning process doesn’t do it’. References in MM23 

(Para 18-28) to the NPPF/NPPG alone are therefore not adequate. We would have expected 

the Council to take the lead on the key framework elements of the Masterplan, and the 

developer to be required to follow it. As described further below, we would have expected 

much more detail on exactly how community engagement will be undertaken.  MM22 and 

MM23 as drafted do not achieve either of these things. 

Policy SS7A as drafted does provide paragraphs which outline certain design principles. 

However, the way most of these are worded is ambiguous, leaving much open to 

interpretation by the developer. We give some examples of this below1. We were expecting, 

in line with the stated wishes of the Inspector at the Examination Hearings, more about how 

the Council expects the developer to put those principles into practice in this case. This 

could, for example, have been achieved through citing national or local design standards or 

best practice guides. Most pertinent of these would be the ‘Garden City Principles’, as 

published by the TCPA (2017). Indeed, we must assume that Waverley Borough Council 

agrees with these principles as they have inserted a Modification on page 5-6 (Para 5.22) in 

support of the concept of Garden Cities ‘…. and (this) support has been echoed…. by the 

Government…’. This Modification was at the request of Dunsfold Airport Limited, so 

presumably is directed in particular to the Dunsfold Aerodrome strategic site. It is therefore 

inconsistent not to also include reference to Garden City Principles in Policy SS7A, and we 

would expect such reference to have been in MM23.

Other readily available Best Practice Guides have also been ignored in the drafting of MM23. 

There is one passing reference to a definition in a  footnote on page 18-21 to the now rather 

1� Examples of ambiguous statements; Under (ii); ‘….support the character of a new Surrey Village….’ (No 
explanation what this means in practice) Under (iii);’ … spaces should be durable…..capable of long-term 
sustainable management…’ (should be ‘in perpetuity’) Under (vii);’…. the new development will be 
compact….’ (What does that mean? Small? Dense?)

Under (vii); ‘…. the buildings and spaces should be designed to be sufficiently flexible……’ (This could 
be interpreted as open spaces being capable of being built on and urbanised later. There is no protection)



dated document ‘By Design’ published by CABE in 2000. But even this document is not cited 

as a guide that should be followed. By this omission, Policy SS7A is silent on key questions of 

design principle such as density, mix, scale (mass and height), access and ease of movement, 

and lighting (to protect the existing ‘dark skies’). This omission, we believe, demonstrates 

that the Council has not answered the key requirement of the Inspector, namely to take 

control of the urban design process.

Para 18-29 (v)

The Wey and Arun Canal is a stand-alone recreational facility and will not contribute to 

‘sustainable travel’ as stated here.

Para 18-29 (vi)

At the end of sentence ‘The layout and design……. air quality within the site’ we suggest 

adding ‘and on neighbouring existing communities. Similar or additional mitigations are 

required for the impact caused by construction activities’.

Para 18-29 ‘The Masterplan’

As already stated, the Masterplan framework elements should be set out by the Council, not 

relying upon the developer solely for its formulation. 

Whilst we welcome new references to public consultation and to the assessment of the 

Masterplan by a Design Review Panel, we have major concerns that these suggestions will 

not meet the requirement for soundness stated by the Inspector as the Examination 

Hearings. We agree with the Inspector, that community engagement should start at the 

earliest stage, involving local communities in the design process. ‘Public Consultation’ 

organised by the developer and Council to date have been completely inadequate and no 

suggestions made have been taken on board by the developer. The community needs much 

more reassurance that this will change if the development goes ahead under Policy SS7A. 

This goes beyond the statutory planning process. We would envisage, for example, round-

table discussions and focus groups involving local elected and non-elected bodies (Parishes, 

Local Societies, and residents).  

In respect of a ‘Design Review Panel’ we welcome this in principle but the Policy needs to be 

explicit about its membership. As well as professional experts including Borough Council 

Officers and consultants, we would expect the Panel to include representatives of (among 

others);

Surrey CC (Highways, Transport, Education and Waste)

Alfold and Dunsfold Parish Councils (or their nominated advisers)

Heritage organisations (Historic England or an independent expert adviser)

‘Detailed design principles and character areas’ are to be proposed by the developer. As 

already stated, this is the wrong way round; Waverley Borough Council should be setting the 

framework elements for these first, thus taking control of the urban design process.



Conclusion

The Inspector at the Examination Hearings was very clear that in order for the Plan to be made 

sound in respect of Dunsfold Aerodrome, the Council needed to take back control of the 

development process. This would include details of ‘how’ the Council would masterplan the site, and

the urban design best practice that must be adopted. It would also require a clearly stated and 

detailed plan for community engagement and consultation. MM22 and MM23 do not deliver on any 

of these things, therefore the Plan remains unsound.
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