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Dear Sir,  

 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 – SECTION 77 CALLED-IN 

APPLICATION  

DUNSFOLD PARK, STOVOLDS HILL, CRANLEIGH, SURREY GU6 8TB 

 

Introduction 

This letter is written on behalf of 10 Parish Councils together with POWCampaign Limited 

(“the Joint Parish Councils and POW”)1 and in response to the email of 16th January 2018, by 

which the parties to the called-in Dunsfold Park Planning Inquiry (Appeal Ref. 

P/R3650/W/17/317287) were informed by the Secretary of State that he was exercising the 

power, conferred on him by paragraph 6(2) of Schedule 2 to the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004 (PCA 2004), to vary the timetable for deciding the outcome of that Inquiry, 

pending publication of Inspector Bore’s Report to Waverley Borough Council following his 

examination of the Waverley Borough Local Plan Part 1, because of the potential relevance of 

that Report to this case. Further, the parties were invited to comment upon that Report 

                                                           
1Together these bodies represent over 20,000 local residents. 

 



 

following its publication, in order to assist the Secretary of State in his decision-making. 

Inspector Bore’s Report was published shortly thereafter, on 1st February 2018 (Ref: 

PINS/R3650/429/8), and the Joint Parish Councils and POW do wish to comment upon it, as 

invited, both through this covering letter and its attached Appendices. 

 

We have classified our observations in this covering letter under the following headings: 

 

1. Preliminary Comments 

2. Misdirection of Law on Paragraph 14 of the NPPF 

3. Failing to Take Account of the Planning History and Inconsistency of Decisions 

4. Failing to Take Account of Matters Relevant to Identification of Brownfield Land 

5. Erroneous Approach to Waverley’s Housing Requirement and Duty to Co-operate 

6. Conclusions 

 

In Appendix One to this letter we have tabulated our detailed comments on certain 

paragraphs of Inspector Bore’s Report in support of the matters raised in this covering letter 

in order further to assist the Secretary of State. In the Appendices thereafter, we attach certain 

supplemental documentation supportive of the concerns raised below. In Inspector Bore’s 

Report, his references to “Dunsfold Aerodrome” refer to exactly the same site as we refer to as 

“Dunsfold Park”, and these names should therefore be taken as synonymous. 

 

1. Preliminary Comments 

The Secretary of State will recall that by our letter, dated 3rd August 2017, the Joint Parish 

Councils and POW formally requested that he exercise the powers vested in him by section 

21 of the PCPA 2004 to intervene in the making of the Waverley Borough Local Plan Part 1, a 

request which was supplemented by our further letter dated 15th August 2017. We do not 

repeat the contents of those letters, but for the reasons set out hereafter we do repeat the 

request, and with some urgency given that the Local Plan goes to the Full Council for adoption 

on 20th February 2018. In particular, intervention by the Secretary of State in the making of 

Waverley’s Local Plan Part 1 will be far more likely to deliver housing expeditiously, by 

building the right number of houses in the right places, than the early adoption by the Council 

of a Plan which, for the reasons outlined below, will likely lead to a legal challenge and all of 

the consequential delay and public expense that will entail.  

 



 

Further, and for the same reasons given below, we respectfully submit that, so far as the 

decision on the called-in Inquiry is concerned, very little (if any) weight can properly be 

attached to Inspector Bore’s Report, both because it is vulnerable to legal challenge through 

the legal errors identified and because of the other substantive flaws within his approach and 

analysis. 

 

2. Misdirection of Law on Paragraph 14 of the NPPF 

In our letter dated 3rd August 2017, we pointed out that at the conclusion of the examination 

hearings, Inspector Bore stated that he was unlikely to recommend any change in strategy and 

in relation to the draft allocation of Dunsfold Park because: “At the end of the day there is a 

housing requirement, there is a development requirement, it has got to be met…”.   

 

As we went on to state in our earlier letter, the above comment of Inspector Bore evidenced a 

clear error of law in the light of the terms of paragraph 14 of the NPPF, which sets out two 

circumstances in which housing/development requirements have not “got to be met”. The first 

is where any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits when assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole; and the second is 

where specific policies in the NPPF (such as Green Belt, AONB, ancient woodland or protected 

ecological sites) indicate development should be restricted.  Furthermore, as we pointed out 

in our Closing Submissions at the Inquiry, the “policies in the NPPF taken as a whole” plainly 

embrace those policies which are directed to the locational sustainability of a site, as set out 

below:  

 

“Planning should… take account of the different roles and character of different areas, 

promoting the vitality of our main urban areas, protecting the Green Belts around 

them, recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and supporting 

thriving rural communities within it2.”  

 

“Planning should… actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible 

use of public transport, walking and cycling, and focus significant development in 

locations which are or can be made sustainable3.”  

 

“Transport policies have an important role to play in facilitating sustainable 

development but also in contributing to wider sustainability and health objectives. 

Smarter use of technologies can reduce the need to travel. The transport system needs 

to be balanced in favour of sustainable transport modes, giving people a real choice 

about how they travel. However, the Government recognises that different policies 

                                                           
25th core planning principle, paragraph 17. 
311th core planning principle, paragraph 17. 
 



 

and measures will be required in different communities and opportunities to 

maximise sustainable transport solutions will vary from urban to rural areas4.”  

 

“All developments that generate significant amounts of movement should be 

supported by a Transport Statement or Transport Assessment. Plans and decisions 

should take account of whether: 

• the opportunities for sustainable transport modes have been taken up 

depending on the nature and location of the site, to reduce the need for major transport 

infrastructure; 

• safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all people; and 

• improvements can be undertaken within the transport network that cost 

effectively limit the significant impacts of the development. Development should only 

be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts 

of development are severe5.”  

 

“Plans and decisions should ensure developments that generate significant movement 

are located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable 

transport modes can be maximised. However, this needs to take account of policies set 

out elsewhere in this Framework, particularly in rural areas6.” 

 

Further, the recent White Paper, “Fixing the Broken Housing Market”, specifically opposed 

development in locations which would force residents into “long commutes”, at page 14. 

 

Hence, in circumstances in which OAN can only be met through developing in places where 

specific NPPF policies indicate that development should be restricted or through developing 

a new settlement on a site which is inherently unsustainable (as Dunsfold Park was previously 

held to be in 2009), then it is plain that full OAN have not “got to be met”, as Inspector Bore 

erroneously stated.  It is for this reason that the Joint Parish Councils and POW forewarned 

the Council, in its Closing Submissions to the called-in Inquiry, that the emerging 

Replacement Local Plan would be challenged on the basis of Inspector Bore’s misdirection in 

law, should it proceed to adoption with that error uncorrected.    

 

However, close analysis of Inspector Bore’s Report reveals that he has not corrected the error 

of law evidenced in the comment made at the examination. In particular, at paragraphs 78-81 

of his Report Inspector Bore’s entire approach was based on the premise that the OAN he had 

previously found at paragraph 40 (which we return to in Section 5 below) had to be met in 

full; and that if they were not met at Dunsfold Park, other greenfield housing sites would 

                                                           
4NPPF, paragraph 29. 
5NPPF, paragraph 32. 
6NPPF, paragraph 34. 
 



 

“need to be identified”7; “further changes to the Green Belt could be needed”8; this could “require 

additional development within landscape settings”9; and this could have a “potential effect on the 

natural environment”10. The above comments demonstrate a continuing, and fundamental, 

misinterpretation of paragraph 14 of the NPPF, which is an error of law – see: the judgment 

of Lord Reed in Tesco Stores v Dundee City Council [2012] PTSR 983, at [17-22].  

 

3. Failing to Take Account of the Planning History and Inconsistency of Decisions 

Further, whilst it is noted that Inspector Bore purports to address the sustainability of the 

location of Dunsfold Park as a location for the delivery of a very significant amount of housing 

in paragraphs 82-87 of the Report, his entire approach is fatally undermined by a failure to 

take account of, or in any way grapple with, the planning history of the site.  In particular, as 

we pointed out in both our letter of 3rd August 2017 and our Closing Submissions at the 

Inquiry, Dunsfold Park is a site which was decided by the Secretary of State in 2009 to be 

“inherently unsustainable” such that its development would be ”unsustainable in transport term”.  

 

We attached that decision to our letter of 3rd August 2017, and drew the Secretary of State’s 

attention to paragraphs 24-27.  We point out yet again that nothing has changed since to make 

the location of the site any more sustainable for such development now than it was in 2009.  

Indeed, if anything, the publication of the NPPF (which post-dates the 2009 decision) has 

reinforced the importance of promoting sustainable development, which, being “inherently 

unsustainable”, this site’s development cannot possibly be.  

 

The planning history to a site such as Dunsfold Park is plainly a material consideration which 

Inspector Bore was obliged to take into account when considering the sustainability of its 

location in accordance with the paragraphs of the NPPF identified above. He failed to do so11.  

That, too, is an error of law, and especially so noting the public law interest in consistency in 

planning decisions – see: North Wiltshire District Council v Secretary of State for the 

Environment [1992] 65 P. & C.R. 137 at [145], a case referred to in our Closing Submissions at 

the Inquiry for this reason. 

 

                                                           
7 See: paragraph 78. 
8 See: paragraph 79. 
9 See: paragraph 80. 
10 See: paragraph 81. 
11 He only mentioned the 2009 decision letter when considering the issue of brownfield land 

in paragraph 64, a matter we deal with in Section 4 below. 



 

Furthermore, Inspector Bore’s approach to the sustainability of Dunsfold Park as a location 

for housing development is also manifestly inconsistent with the decision of another 

Inspector, made following an Inquiry held at the same time as the Dunsfold Park Inquiry: the 

Springbok decision letter (APP/R3650/W/16/3155714), dated 1st December 2017 (attached as 

Appendix Two). The Springbok site is only across a lane from Dunsfold Park (less than 1 

kilometre away) and paragraph of the Inspector’s decision letter in the Springbok appeal 

states as follows: 

 

“37. I conclude that … although measures are put forward to encourage the use of 

travel by alternative means of transport to the private car, it would not be a sustainable 

location for a large new housing development. This is a matter to which I give 

substantial weight.” 

 

It would plainly be wrong and inconsistent for diametrically opposite conclusions to be 

reached on the same issue, in the same location and at the same time.  

 

Finally on this issue, please note in addition to the above matters of law and principle, the 

detailed comments made in Appendix One regarding paragraphs 37, 77, 82, 84, 86 and 89 of 

Inspector Bore’s Report in relation to the unsustainability of the location of Dunsfold Park as 

a site for housing.   

 

4. Failing to Take Account of Matters Relevant to Identification of Brownfield Land 

As noted in footnote 11 above, Inspector Bore only referred to the previous decision letter once 

in his Report, and that was when stating as follows at paragraph 64 of his Report, before 

making a consequential comment at paragraph 65:  

 

“64. … Policy SP2 sets out the components of the spatial strategy, which governs both 

the distribution of strategic sites in the current plan and sites yet to be identified 

through Local Plan Part 2, neighbourhood plans and planning permissions. It aims to 

… to maximise opportunities for the redevelopment of suitable brownfield sites for 

housing, business or mixed use, an objective that lends support to the proposed 

allocation of 2,600 dwellings at Dunsfold Aerodrome. In dealing with an appeal for 

development on this site in 2008, both the Inspector and the Secretary of State 

considered that the aerodrome constituted brownfield land.” 

 

65. … As regards Dunsfold Aerodrome, the aim of re-using land that has previously 

been developed is one of the NPPF’s core planning principles, and the approach that 

has been taken is in line with the concept of new settlements set out in paragraph 52 

of the NPPF.” 

 



 

However, in so stating Inspector Bore failed to deal at all with the following important 

material considerations: 

 

(1) First, that the Secretary of State decided, in his decision letter dated 24th September 

2009 at paragraph 18, that “only the operational part” of the airfield was brownfield 

and, based on the approach then taken (including the runways and interstitial 

grassed areas), only 60-65% of the site would be brownfield, not all of the airfield 

as implied by Inspector Bore. 

 

(2) Second, that extensive evidence was available to Inspector Bore challenging the 

true nature of the Dunsfold Aerodrome site (which, as above, even at best is only 

partly brownfield land), including the fact that the site owners have been claiming 

subsidies on much of the land as it is in agricultural use. 

 

(3) Third, that the definition of “previously developed land” in the NPPF specifically 

excludes “land that was previously-developed but where the remains of the permanent 

structure or fixed surface structure have blended into the landscape in the process”, which 

plainly applies to large parts of the Dunsfold Park site.  

 

Further, and as we also made clear in our Closing Submissions to the Inquiry, even to the 

extent that the application site may, technically, fall within the definition of “previously 

developed land”, that does not make the application site developable in principle when it 

presents, predominantly, as green open space in the panoramic views available from the 

nearby AONB; is used in such a way as to benefit from agricultural subsidies; and when – if 

developed for housing – this would force residents into long commutes contrary to the recent 

White Paper. 

 

5. Erroneous Approach to Waverley’s Housing Requirement and Duty to Co-operate 

The errors identified above, and especially with regard to the misdirection as to paragraph 14 

of the NPPF, were then gravely exacerbated by Inspector Bore’s erroneous approach to 

Waverley’s housing requirement and duty to co-operate.  

 

Inspector Bore found, in paragraphs 31 and 40 of the Report, and for reasons given at 

paragraphs 19-31, that Waverley’s housing requirement was a minimum of 11,210 dwellings, 

or 590 dpa, over the 19 year plan period from 2013 to 2032. This represents an increase of 1,349 



 

dwellings, or 71 dpa, over the housing requirement in the submitted Plan. He arrived at this 

figure as follows: 

 

(1) The 2014 DCLG household projections “starting point” was 378 dpa; 

 

(2) That became 396 dpa when factoring in a SHMA-based vacancy rate of 4.7%; 

 

(3) A 25% uplift was required to reflect market signals, in particular affordability, 

principally based on an OBR House Price Forecast / University of Reading model, 

indicating an OAN of 495 dpa; 

 

(4) An additional uplift of 12 dpa was required to allow for migration from London; 

and  

 

(5) A further uplift 83 dpa was required to allow for Woking’s unmet need. 

 

Our concerns relate to steps (3) and (5) above, which result (in combination with the other 

uplifts) in a startling uplift of 212 dpa from the DCLG starting point (56%). 

 

Step (3) 

So far as step (3) and the OBR / Reading methodology is concerned, there are three 

fundamental flaws with that model:  

 

(1) First, it requires making assumptions on house prices and earnings growth taken 

from OBR forecasts and projecting them over a long period, when the OBR 

produces short term forecasts and it is wrong to simply project them (in a straight 

line) to the end of the Plan period, a long time into the future.  

 

(2) Second, it requires making assumptions about the elasticity of the relationship 

between housing supply and house prices in Waverley when there is no evidential 

basis to support that assumed elasticity applies in this particular locality 

(increasing supply in Waverley may simply attract wealthy people from 

elsewhere, with no effect on affordability at all). 

 



 

(3) Third, it is an extraordinarily sensitive model, used over a very long period, and 

minute changes in the assumptions made have very profound consequences. 

  

Step (5) 

Further, and so far as step (5) is concerned and the uplift to accommodate Woking’s unmet 

need, Inspector Bore plainly pre-empted Woking’s own Local Plan Review, pre-determining 

that Woking was so constrained by Green Belt that it would not be able to plan to meet its 

own OAN. However, that was not a matter for Inspector Bore to determine, but for any 

examiner into the Woking Local Plan. 

 

Furthermore, in so doing, Inspector Bore (who had earlier referred to the duty to co-operate 

at between Waverley, Guildford and Woking at paragraph 15 of the Report) failed to take it 

into account that both Waverley and Guildford had made representations to Woking (which 

are contained in Appendix Three to this covering letter) on its “Proposed Site Allocations 

Development Plan Document”. That draft DPD concerned a proposal to substitute six 

safeguarded sites (with a total capacity of about 1,000 homes) with land to the east of Martyr’s 

Lane (for about 1,200 homes) in order to meet future development needs between 2027 and 

2040. Waverley and Guilford commented as follows with regard to that proposal: 

 

Waverley 

“We recognise that the NPPF requires that, when amending Green Belt boundaries, 

consideration is given to their intended permanence and their ability of enduring 

beyond the plan period.  However, this needs to be considered within the context of 

the currently unmet need within the Housing Market Area, arising from the shortfall 

in planned growth contained within your Core Strategy against the current objectively 

assessed need identified in the West Surrey Strategic Housing Market assessment 

(SHMA). We consider that this warrants further consideration as to whether this land 

could be brought forward within the plan period to meet current needs rather than 

future needs. Indeed, given the size of the shortfall, we would suggest that you explore 

allocating Land at Martyr’s lane in addition to the original six safeguarded sites rather 

than as an alternative to these” 

 

Guildford (having repeated the above) 

“Considering the safeguarded sites in combination rather than as alternatives yields 

capacity for approximately 2,200 homes. Within the context of the NPPF (paragraph 

14), we consider that it would be worth exploring the early delivery of these sites 

further and as a minimum providing evidence to demonstrate that the adverse impacts 

of allocating these sites to meet the current shortfall arising from Woking Borough 

would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of doing so.” 

 



 

It is therefore plainly possible that Woking has capacity for 1,000 more dwellings than 

currently proposed, considerably reducing the amount of unmet needs proposed by Inspector 

Bore to be met in Waverley, and largely at Dunsfold Park. This was entirely ignored by 

Inspector Bore, and amounts to a further error of law. 

 

6. Conclusions 

We conclude as follows: 

 

(1) For the reasons given in Section (5), the housing requirement for Waverley, 

lawfully arrived at, is considerably lower than Inspector Bore has asserted and, 

once corrected, this radically reduces the need to develop on greenfield sites in the 

Borough.  

 

(2) For the reasons given in Section (2), Inspector Bore was wrong in law to consider 

that these needs, once correctly calculated, had “got to be met”.   

 

(3) For the reasons given in Section (3), Dunsfold Park is an inherently unsustainable 

site for such development and the adverse impacts of developing there would 

significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the 

policies of the NPPF taken as a whole.  

 

(4) For the reasons given in Section (4), this harm is in no way mitigated by the 

brownfield status of some of the site – it may be brownfield in part, but developing 

there would force people into long commutes contrary to Government policy.  

 

(5) For the reasons we gave in our Closing Submissions to the Inquiry, to the extent 

that greenfield sites are needed to meet the housing requirements properly 

calculated, they can be found in far more sustainable locations than Dunsfold Park.  

 

For all of these reasons, we respectfully invite the Secretary of State to attach little (if any) 

weight to Inspector Bore’s Report when deciding this called-in application, not the least 

because any adoption of the Local Plan Part 1 pursuant to that Report is plainly susceptible to 

judicial review; and because, for that reason, any decision on the called-in application 

premised upon Inspector Bore’s Report will also be susceptible to legal challenge.  

 



 

We have copied this letter to Waverley Borough Council to give them advanced warning of a 

legal challenge to any decision to adopt the Local Plan Part 1; and, as indicated at the outset 

of this letter, we invite the Secretary of State to intervene and prevent that adoption in order 

to avoid the need for legal challenge, one which will only delay the adoption of a sound Local 

Plan and the delivery of needed houses in sustainable locations. 

 

*** 

 

Finally, and without prejudice to the above, if, contrary to the case we made at the Inquiry, 

and the comments made in this letter and Appendix One, it is decided that there is such a 

great need for housing in this particular location that permission is granted or an allocation 

made, we firmly request that the Government commit to funding the infrastructure required 

to support it, that is to say the link roads to both the major arterial road and the rail network 

which, currently, do not exist.  

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

Beverley Weddell 

Clerk to Alfold Parish Council 

For and on behalf of the Joint Parish Councils of Alfold, Bramley, Busbridge, Chiddingfold, 

Dunsfold, Hambledon, Hascombe, Loxwood, Plaistow & Ifold, Wonersh and  

POWCampaign Ltd 

 

cc. Rt Hon Sajid Javid MP 

 Rt Hon Anne Milton MP 

 Rt Hon Jeremy Hunt MP 

 Elizabeth Simms, Head of Planning, Waverley Borough Council 

 Tom Horwood, Chief Executive, Waverley Borough Council 

 Cllr Julia Potts, Leader, Waverley Borough Council 

 Cllr Kevin Deanus, Waverley Borough Council 

 Cllr John Gray, Waverley Borough Council 

 

 

  



 
APPENDIX ONE 

 

Paragraph 
Ref. 

Quoted text Comment 

Non-
Technical 
Summary 
para 2 

‘I have recommended 
their [the MMs] 
inclusion after 
considering all the 
representations made 
in response to 
consultation on them.’ 

We see no evidence that Inspector Bore has taken any 
notice whatsoever of the many Representations 
concerning sustainability, lack of infrastructure and other 
matters. On the contrary, the only reference to comments 
he has taken on board come from ad hoc comments made 
by developers ‘off the cuff’ at the Examination (see para 
78). We are seriously concerned about the level of 
selectivity and bias shown by this. 

Non-
Technical 
Summary 3rd 
bullet 

‘…. The introduction of 
a new policy for 
Dunsfold Aerodrome to 
establish the design 
principles for the site…’ 

Evidence ignored; POW’s evidence given in consultation 
challenged the robustness of this policy yet Inspector 
Bore has made no changes.  In addition, it makes no sense 
that the policy to guide development of the site be 
adopted after considering the major planning application 
for the site at Call-In. 

Para 9 
 

 Evidence ignored; The description of the consultations 
held gives no assessment of the comments by POW and 
others who felt that the consultations were inadequate 
and heavily biased for example, due to the choice of 
options. Neither does it do justice to the fact that the 
majority of responses raised serious concerns about the 
OAN figure, the lack of infrastructure and the 
sustainability of the Plan, and in particular its reliance on 
one major site (Dunsfold Aerodrome) for it to even stand 
any chance of being delivered.  

Planning 
history 

 Evidence ignored; There is no reference to Planning 
History. Importantly, there is no acknowledgement that 
the Dunsfold Aerodrome site was turned down for 
housing at Appeal on 24 September 2009, by the then 
Secretary of State, because it is unsustainable in transport 
terms, despite the need for affordable housing in 

Waverley (APP/R3650/A/08/2089143/) 

Para 15 
OAN 

‘… allowance for unmet 
housing need in Woking 
District, this is a matter 
dealt with through 
modifications and does 
not demonstrate any 
failure under duty to 
cooperate’. 

Misrepresenting evidence; Evidence (attached to this 
document) shows that both Waverley and Guildford BC’s 
pointed out to Woking BC that it could choose to meet its 
unmet need by releasing sites already identified. In 
addition, evidence shows that Woking BC has consistently 
over-delivered on its targets – this should offset the 
theoretical ‘unmet need’. 
It was duty bound on Mr Bore to call Woking BC to 
account, rather than simply allocate a theoretical ‘unmet 
need’ to Waverley. 



 

Paragraph 
Ref. 

Quoted text Comment 

Para 22 
OAN 

‘A number of evidence-
based approaches to 
ascertaining the 
appropriate uplift 
were put forward at the 
Examination4. Of these, 
the OBR house price 
forecast / University of 
Reading model 
indicates that 635 dpa 
or an uplift of 28.8% to 
the 2012 household 
projections for 
Waverley would be 
necessary to hold the 
affordability ratio 
constant. This cannot 
be taken as a precise 
figure as the model is 
not tied to a detailed 
analysis of the local 
market, the household 
projections have been 
updated and there are 
uncertainties over 
demand elasticity in 
relation to supply, but it 
is nonetheless a 
credible approach to 
modelling the 
relationship of supply 
to affordability.’  

Even short-term economic modelling is subject to large 
errors and attempting to look this far ahead is unlikely to 
be remotely accurate. The affordability ratio is the result 
of a very complex set of interactions between variables 
that determine the demand and supply of housing. A 
small change in starting assumptions – such as correcting 
for the latest household projections – could result in a 
very significant change in the result. 

Para 27 
OAN and 
Green Belt 
trade-off 

‘…. Waverley …. Is 
significantly less 
constrained [than 
Woking]’ 

Misrepresenting evidence; Statistics available to Mr Bore 
show clearly this is not the case DCLG’s own data 
published as part of its Planning for Homes consultation in 
September 2017 shows that 63% of Woking’s land is 
covered by Green Belt, National Park, AONB and SSSIs 
(although there is actually no AONB in Woking). For 
Waverley, the figure is 64% and does include AONB.  Mr 
Bore has misrepresented these facts to suit his own 
conclusion that ‘Making no allowance in Waverley for 
Woking’s unmet need is therefore not a sound position’, 
and is arguably is putting Green Belt above AONB. 



 

Paragraph 
Ref. 

Quoted text Comment 

Para 28 
OAN 

“… it is very clear from 
Woking Borough 
Council’s evidence to 
the hearing and from 
the obvious constraints 
imposed by the ring of 
Green Belt around 
Woking, that there 
remains a significant 
delivery shortfall 
against housing needs 
in Woking, and that the 
town will very probably 
remain unable to 
accommodate a 
significant proportion 

of its OAN in future.” 

See comments on paras 15 and 27 above 

Para 28 
OAN 

Footnote 7 says “Re-
calculating Woking’s 
OAN in the light of the 
2014 household 
projections is outside 
the scope of this 
examination. The SHMA 
figure has therefore 
been referred to but 
with a recognition that 
lower household 
projections may result 
in some reduction to 
the degree of, unmet 
need. 

Inadequate evidence: This shows that the unmet need on 
which Inspector Bore’s comments are based is known to 
be too high. 

Para 35 
Brownfield 

‘The role of Dunsfold 
Aerodrome….. 
brownfield land’ 

Evidence ignored; Extensive evidence was available to Mr 
Bore challenging the true nature of the Dunsfold 
Aerodrome site, which even at best is only partly 
brownfield land. This evidence includes the fact that the 
site owners have been claiming subsidies on much of the 
land as it is in agricultural use. He has therefore 
selectively ignored evidence presented in favour of the 
argument led by the developer that the site can be 
considered simply as ‘brownfield’. Consideration beyond 
his remit; This is, moreover, a detailed planning issue that 
should correctly be dealt with at the Call-In Public Inquiry, 
not in the Local Plan 



 

Paragraph 
Ref. 

Quoted text Comment 

Para 37 
 

‘The highways impact 
of the Plan… Not 
severe’. 

Misrepresenting evidence; Mr Bore selects this quote to 
justify his overall conclusions, but makes no reference to, 
and therefore misrepresents, the County Council’s 
position in respect of Dunsfold Aerodrome. On this 
specific site, SCC took the position that the site is not in a 
sustainable location; 

The proposed development has been considered 
by Surrey County Council (SCC) as County 
Highway Authority who Object to the proposal for 
the following reason: 
“The development is not in a location where the 
need to travel and distance of travel 
can be minimised, and where the use of 
sustainable modes can be maximised, and 
would therefore be contrary to Core Planning 
Principle 17, bullet point 11, and 
paragraph 34 of the NPPF, and Waverley’s saved 
Policy M1 from its current Local 
Plan”  

Para 40 
OAN 

‘[the housing 
requirement] figure is 
soundly based’ 

We strongly object to this conclusion based on the 
inclusion of Woking’s unmet need (see paras 15, 22, 27 
and 28 above) 

Para 45 
 

‘… housing trajectory… 
Dunsfold Aerodrome… 
are reasonable.’ 

Evidence ignored; several representations including that 
of POW, pointed out to Mr Bore the riskiness of 
depending on over-optimistic delivery rates claimed for 
Dunsfold Aerodrome.  Importantly, this was even brought 
into question by Waverley BC’s own consultants (Troy 
Planning Nov 2016). It is also a well-known fact that large-
scale sites tend to be more expensive to develop than 
smaller ones, and this often results in slower than 
expected delivery. (see also para 84). Recent case studies 
have been in the press including Ebbsfleet in Kent, where 
delivery is far behind the promised targets, largely due to 
it being in private ownership and the developers choosing 
their own most advantageous delivery schedules. 

Para 47 
 

‘The plan is strategic 
and does not itself aim 
to allocate a full range 
of sites to meet the 
housing requirement’ 

Consideration beyond his remit; We agree, but question 
why he then goes on at length to justify the inclusion of a 
highly contentious site (Dunsfold Aerodrome) using his 
own selective evidence, as if he were considering it as a 
planning application. He had neither the remit to do this, 
nor the full evidence to enable him to reach the 
conclusions which he puts forward. 



 

Paragraph 
Ref. 

Quoted text Comment 

Para 64 
Brownfield 

‘... In dealing with 
an appeal for 
development on this 
site in 2008, both the 
Inspector and the 
Secretary of State 
considered that the 
aerodrome constituted 
brownfield land.’ 

Misrepresenting evidence: The Inspector and the 
Secretary of State agreed (Decision Letter 24th September 
2009, para 18) that only the operational part of the 
airfield was brownfield and based on their definition it 
would be 60-65%, not all of the airfield as implied by Mr 
Bore. 
The Secretary of State has also taken account of the 
Inspector’s comments at IR355-358, and he agrees with 
the Inspector that the operational part of the aerodrome, 
including the runways and interstitial grassed areas, is 
previously developed land (IR358). 

 

Para 65 
Brownfield 

“… the aim of re-using 
land that has previously 
been developed is one 
of the NPPF’s core 
planning principles, and 
the approach that has 
been taken is in line 
with the concept of 
new settlements set 
out in paragraph 52 of 
the NPPF.” 

Misrepresenting evidence: the extent of it being 
brownfield is arguable due to it being re-absorbed into 
the landscape – see para 35 comments above.  

Para 77 
 

‘The chosen option with 
2,600 dwellings at 
Dunsfold Aerodrome 
performed best overall’ 

This fails to mention that the option of 2,600 at Dunsfold 
Aerodrome was ranked bottom on transport and 
economy as well as housing. See Table 7.1 of AECOM’s 
Sustainability Analysis (August 2016). 

Para 78 
OAN 

‘… at the hearings no 
developer claimed that, 
individually or in 
combination, these 
would be capable of 
providing enough 
dwellings to obviate the 
need for a large housing 
allocation at Dunsfold 
Aerodrome’ 

Misrepresenting evidence; This comment was not 
formally researched or submitted in writing. It was as an 
ad hoc verbal reply towards the end of the Examination, 
to a leading question put by Mr Bore. Mr Bore had just 
stated that he was minded to have a full housing 
requirement of 590 dpa which gave the developers in the 
room what they wanted. It is a demonstration of how Mr 
Bore was inviting comments outside his remit, which he 
has used to substantiate his own conclusions rather than 
look in a balanced and factual manner at the evidence 
presented.  

Para 79 
OAN 

‘... Without a 
substantial allocation at 
Dunsfold Aerodrome, 
further changes to the 
Green Belt boundary 
could be needed’ 

There was no evidence presented which justified this 
conclusion, especially if Woking's unmet need is not 
substantiated.  Subsequently WBC have found allocations 
which Mr Bore believes are sound without going into the 
Green Belt. 



 

Paragraph 
Ref. 

Quoted text Comment 

Para 80 
 

 Consideration beyond his remit; the whole of this 
paragraph reads at a level of detail one would expect 
from a planning inquiry rather than at the strategic level 
of a Local Plan examination. We would strongly dispute 
the ‘facts’ quoted by Mr Bore such as his description of 
the landscape (which ignores Ancient Woodland for 
example), the impact of the development on it, and the 
protection offered to the AONB. These are highly 
contentious statements that are being challenged 
properly as part of the Call-In Inquiry. 

Paras 82-87 
Planning 
history 

Transport issues Mr Bore ignores the 2009 conclusion that “this would 
have a severe and unacceptable impact on an 
overstretched local road network, and that the scheme 
would be unsustainable in transport terms” (para 37 of 
the letter dated 24 September 2009 and para 415 of the 
PI report (APP/R3650/A/08/2089143/). Nothing has 
changed on the ground. Also, while Mr Bore had access to 
SCC’s Highway Assessment Report (2016), he has not 
taken into account SCC’s comments on the Dunsfold Park 
development submitted to WBC in December 2016 –  

“The development is not in a location where the need to 
travel and distance of travel can be minimised, and where 
the use of sustainable modes can be maximised, and 
would therefore be contrary to Core Planning Principle 17, 
bullet point 11, and paragraph 34 of the NPPF, and 
Waverley’s saved Policy M1 from its current Local Plan” 

Para 82 
 

‘… Some distance from 
a railway station’ 

Misrepresenting evidence; The wording chosen here by 
Mr Bore is completely misleading, making the reader 
think that distance to a railway station is not an issue at 
Dunsfold Aerodrome. This is a serious misrepresentation 
as it is 8 miles (via minor single-track roads) to the nearest 
railway station. 

Para 84 
 

‘Dunsfold Aerodrome is 
also well-related by 
road to the major 
employment, social and 
retail facilities at 
Guildford and Horsham’ 

Misrepresenting evidence; The remote location of 
Dunsfold Aerodrome is an indisputable fact (referred to in 
part by Mr Bore himself in para 82). It is in fact extremely 
poorly related to these centres because of the poor 
quality and low capacity of these roads and if Mr Bore had 
made this suggestion at the Examination he would have 
been strongly rebutted. 



 

Paragraph 
Ref. 

Quoted text Comment 

Para 84 
 

‘Distances to the 
nearest large town and 
station are not 
dissimilar to those of 
some proposed new 
garden villages 
including Long Marston’  

Use of his own evidence;  Not only was no such evidence 
presented at the Examination, and Mr Bore has clearly 
made this assertion himself, but also his facts are patently 
wrong.  To take just one case, Long Marston; The nearest 
large town and station is Stratford Upon Avon (3 miles), a 
brand new road link is being built to serve the new 
settlement and a new railway connection also proposed. 
By comparison, Dunsfold Aerodrome is 11 miles away 
from the nearest large town, 8 miles away from the 
nearest (and poorly-served railway station) and there are 
no proposals to build any new road or rail links.  
  
The report ignores crucial evidence in this regard, namely 
that WBC had put in an application for Garden Village 
status and it was rejected. Unlike all three of the 
successful examples cited by Mr Bore, which met the 
criteria. So it is a fallacious comparison since the 
government didn't see DA as capable of passing its 
Garden Village test. 
 
Consideration beyond his remit; Making the above 
assertions takes Mr Bore way beyond his remit, and his 
‘facts’ being so clearly wrong brings into question just 
how his conclusions can be considered sound? 

Para 86 
 

‘Whilst transport 
mitigation measures 
are clearly required in 
respect of the 
Dunsfold Aerodrome 
allocation, they have 
been thoroughly 
evaluated, and 
they can be planned for 
and funded by the 
development in a 
phased manner’ 

Consideration beyond his remit;   It was not Mr Bore’s 
job at the EiP to assess whether the requirements had 
been properly evaluated. Detailed evidence was not 
considered as this was for the planning inquiry. 

Para 87 
Planning 
history 

‘… a proposed 
development here has 
been in preparation 
over many years…’ 

Misrepresenting evidence; The wording chosen here by 
Mr Bore is highly misleading, making no reference to the 
current pending Call-In Inquiry and the large number 
(around 5000) representations about Dunsfold 
Aerodrome both on the Local Plan and the planning Call-
In that cite lack of infrastructure or any serious plans to 
improve it that the plans present. Mr Bore makes no 
reference to the planning history at Dunsfold Aerodrome 
which includes the Secretary of State’s rejection of the 
site for housing at Appeal in 2009. 

Para 87 
 

‘… the site is in the 
ownership of one party 
who is experienced in 
developing and 
managing major 
projects’ 

Use of his own evidence;  Mr Bore has ignored the 
evidence for example, Ebbsfleet in Kent has been failing 
to deliver on its plans and promises for many years, and 
the Director of the Development Corporation is on record 
as blaming this largely on it being in single ownership by a 
private company. 

Para 89 ‘… deliverability of 
Dunsfold Aerodrome…’ 

See our comment on para 45 



 

Paragraph 
Ref. 

Quoted text Comment 

Para 89 
 

‘There is no strong 
evidence that there are, 
for example, 
infrastructure issues 
that are so difficult to 
resolve that the site 
could not make the 
contribution expected 
by the Council’ 

Misrepresenting evidence; It is staggering that Mr Bore 
can say this when some the most extensive and widely-
held views on Dunsfold Aerodrome presented to him at 
the Examination involved concerns about a wide range of 
infrastructure issues. See comment on para 86. 

Para 93 
 

‘In conclusion, the 
allocation at Dunsfold 
Aerodrome is a key part 
of the sustainable 
growth strategy for the 
Borough. It provides an 
excellent opportunity to 
meet a significant part 
of the housing needs of 
the Borough, including 
affordable housing, on 
a brownfield site.’ 

Misrepresenting evidence; The glowing praise that Mr 
Bore heaps on the Dunsfold Aerodrome site is staggering, 
even we suspect to the site owners. He makes not even 
the slightest hint that he received a significant number of 
representations that at the least, should raise issues of 
the risk of adopting a Plan that is so heavily dependent on 
the delivery at such a remote and poorly-serviced site. 
Neither does he make any reference to the important role 
of the planning application process, with a Call-In Inquiry 
still underway. See comments on brownfield issue above 

 

 

 


