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SUMMARY 
 
1. Built by the Royal Canadian Air Force, Dunsfold Aerodrome has been in aviation use 

since 1942.  From 1946 to 1951 it was occupied by Skyways, an air-charter company.  
It was then taken over by Hawker Aircraft Limited, later British Aerospace, who 
gained in 1951 permanent planning permission for the manufacture, repair and 
flight-testing of aircraft. 

 
2. The present owners acquired the site in 2002, after British Aerospace (BAe) vacated it 

with the loss of 1100 jobs.  Before that BAe, Waverley Borough Council (WBC), Surrey 
County Council (SCC) and Surrey Economic Partnership had jointly commissioned WS 
Atkins to review options for the future of the site.  Their report concluded that (given 
the priority was ΨƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ǉǳƻΩ - presumably to protect the existing 
skilled staff and the economic benefits to the community) two options were 
potentially viable: continued aerospace and aviation-related activities, and/or high 
quality employment orientated to growth and technology (leveraging the existing 
ǿƻǊƪŦƻǊŎŜΩǎ skills base). The third viable option ΨŦǊƻƳ ŀ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭΣ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ 
ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǾƛŜǿΩ, once BAe had closed the site, would be Ψŀƴ ƛƳŀƎƛƴŀǘƛǾŜ 
and balanced mix of residential, employment and recreational activities and 
community support, at sufficient critical mass to become self-reliant in sustainability 
termsΩ. 

 
3. In the event, the closure took place prior to the AerodromeΩǎ ǇǳǊŎƘŀǎŜ ōȅ Dunsfold 

Park Ltd (DPL). They have subsequently generated replacement employment at the 
site amounting to some 700 jobs through leasing and letting premises to 100 
businesses both in the complex of commercial buildings, and through various aviation 
related and other uses of the runway complex. The latter, however, have been 
through arrangements of a short term nature as DPL has refused approaches that 
involved longer term aviation investments, pursuing instead the objective of a mixed-
use ΨŜŎƻ-ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜΩ replacing the Aerodrome, similar to the WS Atkins Option 3. 

 
4. Over the first five years (2002-7) of their ownership, various preliminary discussions 

took place between DPL and WBC over possible future development of the site.  In 
2003 WBC established the first Special Interest Group (SIG) to inform its approach, 
but this work was aborted in 2004 when the 2004 Planning Act substantially changed 
national planning policy.  

 
5. In 2007 WBC was told (pre-inquiry) by the Inspector that its then draft Core Strategy, 

responding to the 2004 Act, was likely to be found unsound, and the Council 
therefore withdrew it.  WBC started the process of revising the draft, but with no 
Core Strategy likely to be in place for some years DPL decided against delaying their 
plans until it was completed. They submitted to WBC in 2008 their outline application 
for a new settlement. This would have comprised 2,601 residential units, (of which 
910 were to be affordable homes for rent or part ownership at below market rates), 
shops, cafe, pub to meet local needs, and a variety of services including a primary 
school, health, social and leisure facilities, with around 350 acres of publicly 
accessible lakes and parkland.  The existing 45,000 sq metres of business space would 
have grown to 60,000 sq metres.  
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6. The design team summarised their vision as follows: 
 

¶ Create a new concept in rural living and an inspiring place to work 

¶ Provide different types and sizes of homes for local residents, including affordable 
homes in a compact settlement 

¶ Provide an excellent range of community facilities and local amenities 

¶ Incorporate innovative environmental techniques to minimise waste consumption 
and provide green energy 

¶ Create new public transport links, as well as walking and cycling connections to 
surrounding villages 

¶ Expand the existing business park to generate new employment for local people 

¶ Provide public access to large areas of landscaped parkland and lakes 

¶ Promote local agriculture and forestry 

¶ Celebrate the aviation history of Dunsfold Aerodrome by developing an aviation 
museum 

¶ Improve the quality of life in the Cranfold community (Ψ/ǊŀƴŦƻƭŘΩ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ the 
cluster of some 13 villages surrounding the Aerodrome)  
 

7. The application was refused by WBC, a decision supported by the appeal Inspector 
and upheld by the Secretary of State in September 2009. WBC had argued against the 
proposal on a number of grounds, but a significant number of those arguments 
(summarised for WBC in the closing statement by Timothy Mould QC) were firmly 
rejected by both the Inspector and the Secretary of State.  Amongst the arguments 
presented by Mr Mould for WBC but rejected in the appeal conclusions were: 

 
 i That the superlatives used by those supporting the scheme were ΨƘȅǇŜǊōƻƭƛŎΩ: 

The Inspector concluded the excellent sustainability of the scheƳŜ Ψwould 
compare favourably with other leading schemes both in the UK ŀƴŘ ŀōǊƻŀŘΩ.  

  The Secretary of State gave considerable weight to the fact that it was (and 
remains) the only development scheme ever supported by national Friends of 
the Earth. 

 
 ii That the proposal would have Ψŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ŀ view 

ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ {ǳǊǊŜȅ Iƛƭƭǎ !hb.Ω: 
  The Secretary of State in complete contrast concluded the development 

would have ΨƭŜǎǎ Ǿƛǎǳŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘΩ than the existing Aerodrome. 
 
 iii That the large number of affordable homes proposed provided Ψƴƻ 

ƧǳǎǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ for making an exception to the local and regional policies 
regarding spatial strategy:  

  The Secretary of State on the contrary gave them Ψǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ ǿŜƛƎƘǘΩ given 
the ΨǎŜǾŜǊŜ ǎƘƻǊǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ²ŀǾŜǊƭŜȅΩΣ and the ΨǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ 
economic conǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ƻŦ ŦŀƛƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƳΩΦ   

 
 iv That there waǎ Ψƴƻ ƧǳǎǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ for prioritising letting the affordable housing 

to those working on the site on sustainability grounds:  
  On the contrary, the Inspector ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ 5t[Ωǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ƭŜǘǘƛƴƎǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀǎ 

ΨŜƴǘƛǊŜƭȅ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜΩ, and the Secretary of State agreed that they accorded 
with both the aims of the scheme and with the South East Plan.  
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 v That ΨǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ƴŜŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƴƻ ŎŀǎŜΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ²ŀǾŜǊƭŜȅΩǎ 
housing requirements under the South East Plan and national policy:  

  In contrast the Secretary of State concluded that Ψƛƴ regard to the Inspector's 
comments that the Council faced a challenge in deciding how to accommodate 
the residual SEP housing requirement for Waverley to 2026 ...the appeal 
ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ Ƙŀǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜǎΩ. 

 
8. Timothy Mould QC also argued in his closing statement on behalf of WBC that my 

own then recently puōƭƛǎƘŜŘ Ψ¢ŀȅƭƻǊ wŜǾƛŜǿΩ of rural planning policy (an independent 
review for the last Government) did not support the scheme.  Specifically, that my 
"hub and spoke" recommendation for meeting housing needs around existing rural 
communities "envisages a form of mini urban extension" and that "clearly the appeal 
site cannot achieve that kind of symbiotic relationship with Cranleigh, for the simple 
reason that it is too far distant and separated by a major County road ς the A28" 

 
9. In fact however, I argued at paragraph 23 of the Taylor Review specifically against the 

kind of edge of community developments WBC now propose: άbŜǿ ŜǎǘŀǘŜǎ Ƴŀȅ ōŜ 
on the edge of town, but historically the road layouts of new developments invariably 
encourage car use rather than cycling or walking, especially if there are no services or 
ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǿŀƭƪ ƻǊ ŎȅŎƭŜ ǘƻΦέ Rather I proposed that (paragraph 25) ά.ȅ ǇǳǘǘƛƴƎ 
together the value unlocked by thousands of new homes, and planning it as a 
community with a sense of place, it is possible to deliver the infrastructure, the shops, 
pubs, cafes, schools, health centres, leisure facilities, multifunctional green spaces, 
ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǇǊŜƳƛǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƳƛȄŜŘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέΦ  
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10. Further, Figure 2.2 on Page 63 of the Taylor Review clearly illustrates these new 
ΨsatelliteΩ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ separated by green space from the related 
existing community which nonetheless provides the higher level services. This is very 
much the proposed relationship between the DPL scheme and Cranleigh, in contrast 
ǘƻ ²./Ωǎ Ŏurrent proposals for Greenfield releases adjacent to Cranleigh and 
Farnham. In fact, my  text stated: ά(1) Bad Housing growth: Doughnut development of 
tightly packed housing estates build up against the existing settlement with few 
additional shops, services or amenity. (2) Good housing growth: Creating self-
contained satellite neighbourhoods with mix of housing, employment and public 
green and open space benefitting both new and old communities.έ It was therefore 
clearly reasonable for DPL to argue the Taylor Review (which the Government had 
just endorsed) in principle supports the kind of scheme they proposed, and DPL could 
reasonably add today that the Review was also critical of the type of Greenfield 
development WBC now appear to propose around Cranleigh and Farnham. 

 
11. The single fundamental issue on which the Inspector and the Secretary of State 

ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ²./Ωǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ, and therefore refused the appeal, was 
the traffic generation from the proposed development, and it was this that led to the 
dismissal of the appeal.  

 
12. This refusal on transport grounds (the site is described by the Secretary of State as 

Ψƴƻǘ ŀ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΩ) is however subjected to a fundamental caveat: 
 
 The Inspector stated (and the Secretary of State agreed): ά5ŜǎǇƛǘŜ ƛǘǎ 

disadvantageous location relative to the surrounding transport infrastructure, the 
appeal site has many advantages. When seen in the context of other options the 
appeal proposals may well prove to be the best solution for meeting the SEP housing 
requirement. However, those other options have yet to be explored. The SEP had not 
even been approved at the time of the Inquiry and the Council does not as yet have an 
adopted Core Strategy. The superiority of the appeal proposals cannot be assumed. A 
decision to allow the Eco-Village to proceed at this stage, prior to the formulation of 
the LDF, would be premature and would effectively pre-empt the proper consideration 
of alternatives as part of the development planning process.έ 

 
13. In short, the rejection of the appeal did not in either the InspectorΩs or the Secretary 

of StateΩs opinions rule out the scheme being supported in future if it proved to be 
the best option for meeting WBC's housing requirements when compared to the 
alternatives. This comparative assessment would be appropriately carried out in the 
process of developing the Local Development Framework, not in determining this 
application in isolation. 

 
14. Since the appeal several key matters have changed, which in my opinion should have 

prompted (together with the appeal recommendation above) a ground up re-
evaluation by WBC of the suitability of the site for mixed-use re-development, 
Planning Policy has been substantially reformed. The previous Planning Policy 
Statements have been replaced by the single National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF), rooted in a presumption in favour of sustainable development and the 
requirement to meet evidenced housing need. The Government has also announced 
its intention to abolish regional plans (including the South East Plan (SEP)), although 
this has been delayed by EU requirements for detailed environmental impact 
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assessments. WBCΩǎ long delayed Core Strategy is now in final draft and is expected 
to be subject to an Examination in Public (EiP) next year.  

 
15. However, WBC has not been able to agree an alternative long-term strategy for the 

site with the ownersΣ ŀƴŘ ²./Ωǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǊŜgarding Dunsfold Aerodrome appeared to 
DPL to be almost entirely predicated on the South East Plan and the appeal outcome. 
As the proposals for the new WBC Core Strategy emerged, it became clear to DPL 
that the Borough Council would continue to oppose any mixed-use (combining 
business and residential) development at the Aerodrome. In April 2012 I was 
therefore commissioned by Dunsfold Park Ltd to conduct an independent review to 
advise them on what options they might now or in the future realistically be able to 
pursue regarding the future use and development of the Aerodrome site.  WBC has 
also reconstituted (since I was commissioned) a Dunsfold Park Special Interest Group 
ό{LDύΣ ǿƛǘƘ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ά¢ƻ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜ ŀƴ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ŦƻǊ 5ǳƴǎŦƻƭŘ 
Aerodrome ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ²ŀǾŜǊƭŜȅΦέ 

 
16. Taking the WS Atkins report and the appeal InspectorΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀǎ ŀ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ, and 

in the context of the NPPF and the draft Local Plan, I have examined the likelihood of 
DPL being able to progress a mixed development replacing the Aerodrome (and if so, 
with what scale and key design elements, and with what mitigations, to address the 
objective of high quality sustainable development to meet local needs and the 
requirements of the NPPF); and secondly if this option is ruled out, what alternative 
development of the Aerodrome would be most viable for DPL or any future owner of 
the Aerodrome.  

 
17. I also sought to engage with key stakeholders in the community, Councils and 

interested parties in reaching an understanding of the difficult choices facing the 
community regarding the future of the Aerodrome site, and what may be the 
preferences of the local stakeholders. The list of those I met is in Appendix 2 at the 
back of this report. 

 

Key conclusions summarised 
 
18. Since the appeal, matters have moved considerably both nationally and locally: 
 
 i The introduction of the NPPF introduced a presumption in favour of 

sustainable development, a requirement to meet evidenced housing need, a 
requirement to consider stand-alone ΨƎŀǊŘŜƴ ŎƛǘȅΩ ǘȅǇŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǎ ŀ 
possible way to meet local housing need, a requirement not to turn down 
development proposals purely on transportation grounds unless they cause 
ΨǎŜǾŜǊŜΩ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎΣ and retained a requirement to prioritise ΨbrownfieldΩ 
development over Greenfield development.  

 
 ii The planning status of Dunsfold Aerodrome is accepted to include permanent 

ǇŜǊƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀǾƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǳǎŜǎ όǘƘŜ άŜǊŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǊŜǇŀƛǊ ŀƴŘ ŦƭƛƎƘǘ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ 
ŀƛǊŎǊŀŦǘέΣ ǳƴǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ŦƭƛƎƘǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎΣ ǘƛƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǊƻŀŘ 
traffic movements), with the current temporary restrictions on flight times 
and numbers ending no later than 2018. The site is now agreed to be almost 
entirely (86%) previously developed (ΨbrownfieldΩ) land. WBC was arguing it 
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was a primarily Greenfield site when the South East Plan (SEP) panel rejected 
the suggestion of a mixed-use development at the site of 2,500 homes, and it 
was a matter of contention when WBC rejected the application and opposed 
it at appeal. 

 
 iii ²ŀǾŜǊƭŜȅΩǎ draft Core Strategy requires substantial Greenfield releases 

around Cranleigh and Farnham precisely because WBC still continues to reject 
the option of housing on the previously developed Dunsfold Aerodrome site. 
These Greenfield releases relate to WBC concluding it has to find space for 
around 1,000 homes, more than it can accommodate within the existing 
settlements. Yet the NPPF says άAllocations of land for development should 
prefer land of lesser environmental valueέΣ and that they should άencourage 
the effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed 
(ΨbrownfieldΩ land), provided that it is not of high environmental valueέ. 

 
 iv ²./Ωǎ Core Strategy proposes, even with the Greenfield releases, just 230 

homes per annum compared to the SEP requirement of 250 pa and the 
evidenced need (in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment) of 706 homes 
per annum. Yet the NPPF requires that Local Plans should, over the whole of 
the plan period, meet the άfull, objectively assessed needs for market and 
affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as is consistent with 
the policies set out in the framework, including identifying key sites which 
are critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over the plan periodέ.  

 
 v TƘŜ ΨǳǊōŀƴ ǊŜƴŀƛǎǎŀƴŎŜΩ ƳƻŘŜƭ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ {ƻǳǘƘ 9ŀǎǘ tƭŀƴ ŀŘƻǇǘǎΣ focusing 

development on larger urban centres with a full range of services, is in a 
number of respects no longer accepted best practice. In particular, it is now 
understood that edge of town estate developments are not necessarily well 
connected to the services in the town and can increase car use and 
congestion, whilst mixed-use developments, including new communities, may 
provide a better option. This point featured in the 2008 Taylor Review, and 
consideration of such alternatives is now required by the NPPF: άThe supply 
of new homes can sometimes be best achieved through planning for larger 
scale development, such as new settlements or extensions to existing 
villages and towns that follow the principles of Garden Cities. Working with 
the support of their communities, local planning authorities should consider 
whether such opportunities provide the best way of achieving sustainable 
developmentέΦ 

 
 vi It is now accepted that in many areas, road congestion is an unavoidable 

element of economic growth and necessary development, and may need to 
be managed rather than avoided. Hence the NPPF states άDevelopment 
should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the impacts 
of development are severeέΦ 

 
 vii More recently, WBC argue in their draft Core Strategy that Whitehill/Bordon 

eco-town and the Aldershot Urban Extension both may absorb part of 
WaverleyΩs unmet housing need. However, the Duty to Cooperate 
documentation shows both those Councils rejecting this proposition. It is also 
not clear from the documents that the Duty to Cooperate has led to any 
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meaningful dialogue to resolve issues, which is what the NPPF actually 
requires. Meanwhile, the successful legal challenge to the SEP to release land 
for 2,000 ƘƻƳŜǎ ƴƻǊǘƘ Ŝŀǎǘ ƻŦ DǳƛƭŘŦƻǊŘ Ƙŀǎ ƭŜŦǘ ŀ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ ΨōƭŀŎƪ ƘƻƭŜΩ 
regarding the SEP housing provision on the border of Waverley, exacerbated 
by plans for the Slyfield Urban Extension being put on hold.  

 
19. On all these grounds, DPL should seek to present the options outlined in this report 

(below) for the future of Dunsfold Aerodrome, including the case for a mixed-use 
development scheme of some sort for the Aerodrome site, to the newly established 
WBC Dunsfold Aerodrome SIG. With its broad terms of reference and the recently 
improved relationship between DPL and WBC there is, hopefully, an opportunity for a 
genuine engagement in a fundamental re-appraisal of the future of the site. Similarly, 
if WBC continues with its present strategy, there is a strong case for DPL to challenge 
the draft Core Strategy at the EiP.  

 
20. One option for such a scheme is a proposal for a mixed-use scheme based on that 

submitted in 2008, but updated to address the garden city design principles required 
by the NPPF, and the possibility of better relieving traffic impacts on the A281 ς 
perhaps through a park and ride bus scheme catering to Cranleigh and Horsham-
Guildford traffic as well as the new development. This would potentially relieve 
congestion at Bramley in particular, and without it even if a Dunsfold Aerodrome 
mixed development does not occur, other developments are likely to drive increasing 
congestion there. 

 
21. The second option ƛǎ ŀ ƴŜǿ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ƳƛȄŜŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ΨƎŀǊŘŜƴ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜΩ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ 

(1,000-1,250 homes). This would certainly have less impact on the A281, and remove 
the need for Greenfield ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ²./Ωǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ.  The 
viability of delivering the full transport mitigation and other sustainability benefits of 
the larger scheme would need to be tested. 

 

Option One:  An updated proposal based on the 2008 application  
 
22. A scheme on broadly the original scale, but updated regarding transport mitigation to 

ensure the transport impacts are not severe (subject to comparative impact 
assessment of WBC's alternative proposals), and to conform to the GovernmeƴǘΩǎ 
ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ΨƎŀǊŘŜƴ ŎƛǘȅΩ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎΣ Ƙŀǎ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΥ  
 
i. Aviation and automotive uses would cease, solving the noise and disturbance 

issues permanently. 
 
ii Site access onto the A281 could be improved, removing the current impacts of 

traffic movements on/off site on the surrounding residential properties.  
 
iii This scale of development would still impact on the A281 but, as the appeal 

Inspector concluded, alternative development elsewhere in WBC will also 
have transport congestion impacts and less capacity to support innovative 
mitigation.  
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iv Rising traffic levels on the A281 and resulting congestion, notably at Bramley, 
could be further mitigated by adding a high quality park & ride facility on land 
owned by DPL, facilitated by the frequent public transport financially 
underpinned by the previous proposals.  

 
v No need for substantive release of Greenfield sites in Waverley (and 

potentially the Green Belt around Guildford).  
 
vi WBC gains a strong role in the master-planning, design, and mitigation, in 

contrast to its weak position in relation to controlling aviation related growth 
after 2018. 

 
vii WBC (and potentially Guildford) address their evidenced housing need more 

effectively, strengthening their hand in fending off unwanted speculative 
development proposals elsewhere in the community. 

 
viii A national exemplar eco-community is created, including opportunities to 

create and grow a centre of excellence for environmental businesses. 
 
ix Housing onsite for employees creating genuine live-work opportunities, with 

affordable homes prioritised for those living and working on the site and the 
immediate surrounding communities. 

 

Option Two:  DŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ΨƎŀǊŘŜƴ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜΩ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ƻŦ м,000-1,250 homes 
 
23. Given the fact that WBC has recently revised its draft Core Strategy to accommodate 

a larger number of homes to bring it (nearly) in line with the SEP, it has identified a 
shortfall of around 1,000 homes over the plan period. To address this, WBC is 
currently proposing to release Greenfield sites.  

 
24. These Greenfield release proposals contradict the NPPF (which prioritises 

'brownfield' releases), and have sparked considerable local opposition, especially in 
Farnham, even before specific sites have been identified. The failure to identify 
specific sites and the stalled nature of some of the existing proposed development 
sites (including the significant East Street site), also raises a question mark over the 
deliverability of the WBC proposals. 

 
25. Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ǘƘŜ Ǉƻǎǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŀ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ƳƛȄŜŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ΨƎŀǊŘŜƴ ǾƛƭƭŀƎŜΩ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ 

(1,000-1,250 homes) has considerable attraction.  
 
 i Aviation and automotive uses would cease, solving the noise and disturbance 

issues permanently. 
 
 ii Site access onto the A281 could be improved, removing the current impacts of 

traffic movements on/off site on the surrounding residential properties.  
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 iii This scale of development would impact much less on the A281 and, as the 
appeal Inspector concluded, alternative development elsewhere in WBC will 
also have transport congestion impacts and less capacity to support 
innovative mitigation, including the proposed developments at Cranleigh.  

 
 iv Rising traffic levels on the A281 and resulting congestion, notably at Bramley 

could be further mitigated by adding a high quality park & ride facility on land 
owned by DPL, facilitated by the frequent public transport financially 
underpinned by the previous proposals. 

 
 v No need for substantive release of Greenfield sites in Waverley (and 

potentially the Green Belt around Guildford). 
 
 vi WBC gains a strong role in the master-planning, design, and mitigation, in 

contrast to its weak position in relation to controlling aviation related growth 
after 2018. 

 
 vii WBC (and potentially Guildford) address housing need more effectively, 

strengthening their hand in fending off unwanted speculative development 
proposals elsewhere in the community. 

 
 viii A national exemplar eco-community is created, including opportunities to 

create and grow a centre of excellence for environmental businesses. 
 
 ix Housing onsite for employees creating genuine live-work opportunities, with 

affordable homes prioritised for those living and working on the site and the 
immediately surrounding communities. 

 
26. My recommendation is that both these options are discussed with the WBC SIG in 

order to promote an alternative approach to the spatial strategy currently proposed 
by WBC. Viability of the smaller scheme in particular would need to be tested in 
detail in relation to funding the transport and services suggested. 

 
27. In the absence of agreement with WBC, the analysis and options could be presented 

to the Inspector at the EiP into the draft WBC Core Strategy. Depending on the 
outcome regarding the Core Strategy, there may also be an opportunity to submit an 
application for either of the approaches above on the basis of the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development. Any housing numbers set for Waverley are likely 
to be a minimum given the substantial levels of unmet housing need both in the 
Borough and the immediately surrounding communities ς notably Guildford. 

 

If mixed-use development is ruled out, grow the existing business 
 
28. If the opportunities for DPL to pursue a mixed-use development at Dunsfold 

Aerodrome are exhausted or appear to have no achievable outcomes, DPL (or its 
successor) will need to realise the siteΩs alternative economic and business potential. 
The WS Atkins report (which uniquely examines all the options for Dunsfold 
AerodromeύΣ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǾƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ unique selling point.  
Despite policy CS10 suggesting otherwise, it is όŀǎ ¦w{ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ƛƴ ²./Ωǎ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ 
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appraisal) unlikely that WBC has the powers it describes to exercise significant 
control over aviation related development.  Moreover, the NPPF states, άWhen 
planning for ports, airports and airfields that are not subject to a separate national 
policy statement, plans should take account of their growth and role in serving 
business, leisure, training and emergency service needs. Plans should take account 
of this Framework as well as the principles set out in the relevant national policy 
statements and the Government Framework for UK AviationέΦ Taken together, all 
these factors mean it is very difficult to see how WBC could resist the growth of 
aviation at the Aerodrome unless it is closed to allow a mixed-use redevelopment. 
And DPL show convincing evidence of the potential aviation demand. 

 
29. Therefore, the best option for DPL as a business if mixed-use is ruled out (which is 

what ²./Ωǎ ŘǊŀŦǘ Core Strategy proposes) is to grow the aviation business alongside 
upgrading the other business offers. What that means however is: 

 
 i bƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǾŜǊȅ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ŀ ǿƻǊǎŜƴƛƴƎ ƻŦΣ ǘƘŜ ΨƴǳƛǎŀƴŎŜΩ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ǘƻ ƭƻŎŀƭ 

communities of the Aerodrome uses (air traffic and automotive). WBC's own 
environmental appraisal doubts WBC can control this. 

 
 ii Substantial Greenfield development in Waverley Borough (notably at 

Cranleigh and Farnham), that could instead be better accommodated on this 
ΨbrownfieldΩ site. 

 
 iii Cranleigh faces the worst of both worlds ς increased aviation impacts and 

Greenfield development - sufficient to increase congestion on the narrow link 
roads from Cranleigh to the A281, particularly on those alternative routes 
such as Shamley Green, Wonersh, Shalford etc. 

 
 iv 9ǾŜƴ ƛŦ ²./Ωǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ŀǘ нол ƻǊ нрл ǇŀΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƛƭƭ likely be 

expressed as a minimum. Moreover some of the schemes WBC is relying on 
have long been stalled and are therefore of questionable viability (notably the 
Farnham East Street scheme). Without the clearly deliverable housing 
Dunsfold Aerodrome could offer, it will be much harder for WBC to defend 
against ad hoc speculative housing development applications across 
Waverley. 

 
 v Dunsfold Aerodrome itself could still win a revised application at appeal if the 

Waverley housing figure is expressed as a minimum, proposed as a 
sustainable development ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ²./Ωǎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜŘ ǳƴƳŜǘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƴŜŜŘΦ 
This is all especially true if other schemes on which WBC rely, such as East 
Street, remain stalled. 

 
 vi Should the Inspector require WBC to increase the housing numbers above 250 

in light of the evidenced need (or, as has happened elsewhere, require the 
figures to be updated in a short period) then the Borough Council may need 
to consider very much larger Greenfield releases unless Dunsfold Aerodrome 
is ruled back in. 
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30. I believe there is considerable local support for re-ŜȄŀƳƛƴƛƴƎ ²./Ωǎ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ 
relation to the future of Dunsfold Aerodrome, and thŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ²./Ωǎ 
wider housing and spatial plan. In any event, I conclude a much more thorough and 
up-to-date review of the options for the future of the site is necessary. 
 

31. In particular, before adopting policy CS10, WBC should be pressed to obtain a 
detailed reappraisal of the relative merits of a mixed-use development at Dunsfold 
Aerodrome compared to the WBC proposed Greenfield releases, that does not simply 
presume (as the draft Core Strategy and the URS appraisal both do) that Greenfield 
releases on the edge of Cranleigh and Farnham are more sustainable than a 
development at Dunsfold Aerodrome. This should be combined with an updated 
review of all the possible options for the Aerodrome similar to the WS Atkins report. 
The Alan Stratford and Associates Report (April 2011) regarding aviation is contested 
by DPL on a range of detailed points, including that it misinterpreted the CAA status 
of the Aerodrome and its route constraints. It would be sensible to resolve this by 
WBC and DPL jointly commissioning an appraisal of the commercial opportunities and 
constraints. 

 
32. At the least, before WBC adopt policy CS10 it should be candid with the public 

regarding its ability to control aviation related development and the associated noise 
and nuisance, given that its own environmental appraisal casts doubt on its ability to 
achieve these elements of draft policy CS10. 

 
33. As things stand, on the evidence presented, I conclude that permanently closing off 

the option of a mixed-use development leaves the most viable option for DPL (or an 
alternative future owner) the active pursuit of aviation growth. DPL is armed with a 
permanent unrestricted (re times and numbers) aviation planning permission and 
various permitted development rights. As the sustainability report suggests, I believe 
WBC will have very few powers, in practice, to curtail aviation related development 
here. I also conclude that such aviation development would clearly not be the best 
solution for the surrounding communities, but will likely be the best commercial 
option for DPL or any future owner of the site. 

 
34. The views in this report are mine alone (and from the start I made it clear to those I 

met I would not be directly quoting our discussions, so that they could speak as freely 
as possible). I am very grateful indeed that the overwhelming majority of those I 
approached were willing to spend time with me discussing openly their thoughts and 
concerns about the future of the Aerodrome, the site, and the impacts and issues 
facing the surrounding communities. This has allowed me to be as informed as 
possible of the cross section of opinions locally, about the options that might be 
considered to meet local concerns regarding both the existing uses and any 
development proposed.  

 
35. The review has been conducted at the request of Dunsfold Park Ltd, to inform their 

decisions on what avenues to pursue. Given the decision by WBC to establish a new 
SIG to consider the future role of the site, I hope my report may also help inform 
their deliberations. 
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Conclusion 

36. ²ŀǾŜǊƭŜȅ .ƻǊƻǳƎƘ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŘǊŀŦǘ /ƻǊŜ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎ 
involve a lose-lose scenario: Greenfield developments around 
Farnham and Cranleigh, plus likely growth of aviation use of the 
Aerodrome which the Council would have little or no power to 
control. A well-planned garden village would, in contrast, provide a 
win-win-win for the community: a permanent end to the aviation 
and automotive noise and nuisance issues; an exemplar garden-
village mixed use development which actually enhances the 
landscape, public realm and biodiversity rather than edge of town 
Greenfield developments; and a clearly deliverable (and therefore 
defensible) housing strategy meeting pressing and evidenced 
housing needs in Waverley.  As the Inspector for the 2008 appeal 
suggested it might, I believe that a proper assessment of the net 
sustainability of this development compared to the draft Waverley 
Core Strategy could prove to be the best and most sustainable 
solution for meeting the housing requirement, the requirements of 
the NPPF, and most importantly to deliver the homes, jobs and 
facilities so many local people desperately need. 

 
 
 

 
 
 
Matthew Taylor 
September 2012  



 

 
- 13 - 

About Lord Taylor 
 
 
37. Lord Taylor conducted a Government Review, commissioned by the 

last PM, into how to reform the planning system to better address 
the challenges of rural housing and sustainable rural economic 
development (The Taylor Review, 2008). That review was accepted 
by Government (47 of 48 recommendations) and widely supported 
(CPRE, Country Landowners, ACRE, Local Government Association, 
Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors, NFU, National Association of 
Local Councils, planning bodies like TCPA and RTPI, etc. ς as well as 
by all three main political parties).  

 
38. The Taylor Review informed the development of both Conservative and Liberal 

Democrat planning policy before the last General Election, and thence the NPPF, 
which is now in place and will determine the Waverley Core Strategy.  

 
39. The wide support for the Taylor Review led to the above organisations forming a 

'Rural Coalition' comprising national organisations concerned with rural sustainable 
development and planning, for which he was asked to be the founding Chairman. It is 
now a key 'sounding board' for policy development at the Government departments 
most concerned about rural development ς principally DEFRA, but also CLG. After the 
last General Election the Rural Coalition published a joint document 'The Rural 
Challenge' (2010) that has informed the Government's recently published Rural 
Policy paper.  

 
40. Today Lord Taylor chairs the National Housing Federation (the Housing Association 

national body) which amongst other things has been running for two years a rural 
housing initiative.   

 
41. Lord Taylor also chairs the Partnership Board delivering the St Austell Eco-

Communities (one of the three eco-towns that originally went forward, though as it is 
split across three sites the main development is similar in size and concept to that 
previously proposed at Dunsfold Aerodrome). It also has a similar locational 
relationship to the market town of St.Austell, as Dunsfold Aerodrome has to 
Cranleigh. The partnership takes pride in a wide community involvement and 
support.  Lord Taylor was previously a rural (Cornish) MP for that community for 23 
years, prior to standing down in 2010 and subsequently entering the House of Lords.  

 
42. He continues to advise government and others on national planning and housing 

policy. 
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PART 1 
ANALYSIS OF THE PLANNING POSITION TO DATE 
 

Dunsfold Aerodrome History 
 
43. A large site of 248 hectares, Dunsfold Aerodrome comprises three runways, extensive 

hard standing and aircraft dispersal areas, perimeter tracks and approximately 
45,000sqm of industrial buildings housing a variety of businesses.  

 
44. Built in 1942, Dunsfold Aerodrome was constructed for the Royal Canadian Air Force 

in the Second World War. It has been in continuous aviation use ever since. From 
1946 to 1951 it was occupied by Skyways, an air-charter company. It was then taken 
over by Hawker Aircraft, later British Aerospace (BAe), for the development, flight 
testing, manufacture and repair of aircraft (latterly for development, manufacture 
and repair of both the Hawk and the Harrier).  

 
45. It was granted permanent planning permission on 13 April 1951 for the άerection, 

repair and flight testing of aircraftέ. There is no longer any requirement, should that 
use cease, to remove the buildings and return the site to agricultural use, nor is the 
aviation use restricted to a particular user. 

 
46. BAe announced in 1999 that it no longer needed the facility (at its peak, BAe 

employed 1,400 people at Dunsfold Aerodrome), and following their withdrawal in 
2000 with the loss of highly skilled jobs, the Aerodrome was purchased by The 
Rutland Group in 2002, who formed the airfield operating company Dunsfold Park Ltd 
(DPL). 

 
47. For many years, all concerned believed the 1951 planning permission to have been 

temporary. However, all are now agreed that it was and is a permanent permission, 
since it contains no condition or other restrictions limiting its duration, aircraft 
movements, or on vehicle movements associated with the aviation use etc. Because 
of the mistaken earlier ōŜƭƛŜŦ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŀ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ƭŀǘŜǊ ΨŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛƴƎ ǳǎŜΩ 
permissions were sought and obtained, which - unlike the underlying permanent 
permission - do place limits on air movements. As a result, the permissions contain a 
number of restrictions: only aircraft with an unladen weight of 70 metric tonnes or 
less may use the Aerodrome, and aircraft movements are limited to 5,000 in any one 
calendar year (of which no more than 2,500 are to be associated with aircraft repair, 
assembly and flight testing; and 2,500 with the movement of staff and customers of 
occupiers of the site). There are also restrictions on the times of aircraft movements 
and the duration of running of engines on the ground. There are no restrictions on 
aircraft noise levels. 

 
48. The most recent temporary permissions, granted in 2008, included 24 conditions, one 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜƳ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ŀƴ ΨŜȄǇƛǊȅ ŘŀǘŜΩ ƻŦ ол !ǇǊƛƭ нлму. From that date the position reverts 
to that of the unrestricted April мфрм ǇŜǊƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ά9ǊŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ Ǌepair and flight 
testing of aircraft at Dunsfold Aerodromeέ. The only condition imposed then was: 
"No variations from the deposited plans and particulars will be permitted unless 
previously authorised by the Hambledon Rural District CouncilΦέ The only plan 
submitted in 1951 was a site plan drawn around the wider Aerodrome boundaries.   
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49. DPL is currently pursuing a High Court case arguing that the 1951 unrestricted 
permanent permission cannot be limited (as a matter of law) by the more recent 
temporary permissions, but that is disputed by Waverley Borough Council (WBC); the 
case will be heard next year. To be clear, the issue at question is whether the 
unrestricted aircraft movements permitted in 1951 applies now, or not until 2018 
when the current limitations cease in any event. There is no longer any dispute 
regarding the fact that the 1951 permission will apply by 2018 at the latest. 

 
50. Although previously disputed, as the WBC Core Strategy Draft states, the Council now 

ŀŎŎŜǇǘǎ ά86% of the site is Previously Developed Landέ (ie ΨbrownfieldΩ). Previously, 
at the time of the development of the South East Plan (SEP), the site was considered 
largely ΨGreenfieldΩ ǳƴŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƭŀƴŘΣ ŀ ǾƛŜǿ ²BC also argued at the appeal into the 
eco-village application. The now acknowledged previously developed status of almost 
the whole site materially changes the context regarding potential development of the 
site. 

 
51. There are General Permitted Development Orders (GPDO) permitted development 

rights for buildings to be erected (eg hangars, manufacturing facilities, associated 
offices etc). WBC accepts that there are particular CAA permitted development rights 
for aviation related activities. Though WBC and the owners differ on how broadly 
these rights may be drawn, substantial buildings for aviation uses (hangars, aircraft 
related manufacturing and repair facilities, and associated offices) could be erected 
at broadly the ƻǿƴŜǊΩǎ discretion.  

 
52. Thus, both operationally and in terms of development of associated facilities, in 

practice WBC has very limited powers as a planning authority to plan, control or 
direct certain aviation related activity on the site. WBC does not acknowledge this 
limited authority in its proposed draft Core Strategy policy CS10 for Dunsfold 
Aerodrome, but the environmental appraisal commissioned from URS by WBC 
highlights the fact that it may not be able to apply the constraints the policy proposes 
on noise, disturbance, and aviation movements. In short, by 2018 WBC cannot 
control aviation usage falling within the 1951 consent or most aviation related built 
development, though it can influence substantively different uses from that originally 
permitted (eg commercial passenger aviation).  

 
53. Dunsfold Aerodrome is situated in open countryside characterised by woodland and 

agricultural land and is within an area that the Waverley Local Plan designates as 
ά/ƻǳƴǘǊȅǎƛŘŜ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ Green BeltέΦ Two small parts of the site are within an Area 
of Great Landscape Value and there are two small Sites of Nature Conservation 
Interest ς as designated by the Local Plan ς in the northern part of the site. The 
boundary of the Surrey Hills AONB lies less than a mile to the north. The site is 
bounded to the South East by the Wey and Arun Canal.  

 
54. Planning permission exists for the change of use of some of the existing buildings 

from aviation related uses (essentially the main complex of buildings on the northern 
edge) and temporary planning permission granted for various other uses. These 
temporary permissions are subject to restrictions on vehicle movements, but again 
the restrictions do not apply to the underlying 1951 permission. The site now houses 
some 100 tenants and licensees, employing more than 700 people, across a broad 
range of industrial, commercial, distribution and storage uses. There is also filming 
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ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎŜ ŘǊƛǾŜǊ ǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎΣ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ΨǘǊŀŎƪΩ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ automotive activities such as the 
../Ωǎ ¢ƻǇ DŜŀǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜ, and McLaren regularly use it for vehicle testing and 
driver training. All these are in addition to the aviation uses, and a number of them 
(principally those related to track activities and vehicle testing) are associated with a 
history of noise related complaints from the immediate neighbours.  

 
55. Currently there are two principal entrances to the site, one at the southern end of 

Stovolds Hill, providing access to the B2130 and the A281 north, while the other is at 
Compasses Bridge, giving access to the A281 south at Alfold Crossways. However, 
DPLΩǎ own land would allow a direct access onto the A281 if the site is developed. 
There are scattered residential properties and two large gypsy sites to the north of 
the site and a mobile home park to the south. The resulting traffic movements on the 
access roads give rise to complaints from the residents there. There is also an on-
going history of concern across a wider area (notably within Cranleigh and the 
smaller surrounding villages) about the noise of air movements associated with the 
site, and a still greater level of concern that this may increase in future if the 
Aerodrome activities are expanded. ! Ψ5ǳƴǎŦƻƭŘ Airport !Ŏǘƛƻƴ DǊƻǳǇΩ Ƙŀǎ ŦƻǊƳŜŘ ǘƻ 
press against increased airfield activities. 

 

KEY POINTS 1 

¶ A large site of 248 hectares - 86% of the site is Previously Developed 
Land (ie ΨBrownfieldΩύΦ 

¶ The underlying permission allows unrestricted flight and aviation 
related traffic movements. 

¶ Permanent planning permission exists ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ άŜǊŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǊŜǇŀƛǊ ŀƴŘ 
fƭƛƎƘǘ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀƛǊŎǊŀŦǘέΦ 

¶ GPDO permitted development rights exist for aviation related 
activities. 

¶ Noise issues related to aviation and automotive related uses, and 
traffic on access roads. 

¶ Site now has more than 100 occupiers employing over 700 people. 

 

WS Atkins Impact Study of the Closure of BAe Dunsfold (Jan 2000) 
 
56. When BAe announced their intention to vacate Dunsfold Aerodrome, this threatened 

substantial local employment impacts and raised the question of future use of the 
site. 

 
57. WS Atkins was commissioned jointly by BAe, WBC, Surrey County Council and Surrey 

Economic Partnership to assess the options and opportunities for the Aerodrome 
site. The planning permissions regarding the use of the airfield (which were then 
believed to be temporary, requiring a return to agricultural use when the BAe 
activities cease), did not constrain the terms of their review. The remit was to 
develop a plan to minimise the impact on the local community and the economy of 
the BAe closure. The review considered all possible options for the future of the site, 
and the detailed analysis provides a benchmark in understanding its potential.  
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58. WS Atkins urged the early adoption of a άŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ǎƛǘŜΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ŀ άŘƻ ƴƻǘƘƛƴƎέ ƻǊ άǿŀƛǘ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŜέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ƛǘǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǿŜƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ 
ǳƴŘŜǎƛǊŀōƭŜ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ ǳƴǊŀǾŜƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ǘŜǊƳΦέ 

 
59. WS Atkins summarise the options as follows: 
 
 Employment Re-Use And Development Options  

 i Replacement of Aerospace and Aviation Related activities. 
  They cited evidence of demand from foreign owned companies for large scale 

activities such as simulated flight training, manufacturing of flight simulation 
equipment, and aircraft maintenance operations. Additionally, recent nearby 
developments (Farnborough and Fairoaks) suggested a cluster of smaller 
operations, including manufacturing of aircraft components, a range of 
aircraft servicing operations, air taxis and other small scale private aviation 
activities could be attracted around core activities of this kind.  

 
 ii R&D and High tech Manufacturing Activities.  
  Whilst West Surrey is attractive to knowledge based activities, most such 

businesses would seek to retain their ties with the university at Surrey 
Research Park. Dunsfold Aerodrome would only be attractive to those 
requiring a secluded and controlled operating environment.  

 
 iii Headquarters and Customer Support Office Activities. 
  Dunsfold Aerodrome would not prove attractive to major office users (other 

than those above). Speculative development of a campus style office park was 
άŘǳōƛƻǳǎέ due to lack of a suitable labour catchment, limited choice of public 
transport and unacceptable distance from major roads and motorways. 
Without proven demand, funding would be problematic. There might be 
interest in a highly specialised international call centre due to the land area 
available.  

 
 iv General Manufacturing and Industrial Services. 
  Despite an identified shortage of industrial buildings in West Surrey, they 

concluded Dunsfold Aerodrome lies too far from major roads and major 
markets, and there would be a shortage of available workers and no adjacent 
facilities for staff.  

 
 v Leisure and Recreational activities. 
  Leisure and tourism uses would be unlikely to be viable except within a self-

sustaining mixture of other mainstream development activity on the site. A 
hotel/conferencing facility might work as part of a mixed-use development.  

 
 vi Institutional activities. 
  Health/social care would be suited to the attractive, secluded environment 

away from urban areas. A University Campus was unlikely away from a town 
centre. Other institutional uses that require a remote location with security, 
such as prisons, or highly sensitive research activities, might also be attracted 
ς but probably locally unacceptable.   
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 vii Development of Start-up and Expansion Business Units.  
  Such a development might be attracted but would be άhighly dubiousέ as a 

stand-alone use, being better suited as a component of a larger (eg mixed-
use) development.  

 
 viii Agriculture.  
  Viable agricultural use as a single use option was unlikely, though might well 

be viable on a smaller scale as part of a mixture of activity.  
 

Feasibility of Housing Development  
 
60. Unsurprisingly, WS Atkins saw housing development as commercially attractive given 

Dunsfold Aerodrome lies in one of the most sought after areas of the country.  
 
61. In policy terms, they comment that housing provision would ease labour market 

pressures, particularly if this were to include an element of social housing, and might 
cross-subsidise desirable activities such as sports and recreation which might not 
succeed commercially on a stand alone basis on the site. The site might also offer an 
alternative to developing Greenfield sites elsewhere in the area (as is now proposed 
in the Waverley draft Local Plan). The support and infrastructure requirements 
would, however, have to be taken into account, as would the then County Structure 
Plan preferring housing development in urban areas.  

 
62. WS Atkins emphasised that  
 
 i άIt would not be acceptable for the entire site to be developed for housing, 

because, in isolation, this would create excessive demands on the surrounding 
environment and would not be a sustainable form of development. However, if 
housing were to be considered as a realistic re-use of part of the site, it is 
conceivable that this could be justified as part of a mixed-use development, 
oriented to establishing a combination of activities that would make such a 
development self sufficient and reducing the need to travel, mitigating adverse 
environmental impacts which might otherwise ensue. This would require a 
sustainable critical mass of activity which provides a workable stand alone 
economy and social structure which is inter-dependent, achieved by creating a 
community with a compatible balance of employment development (eg small 
business units or a tele-cottaging support), an appropriate mix of housing, 
including affordable homes, copious areas of open space, a range of 
recreation activities and necessary community support facilities. For this to be 
achieved a development of 1,000 or more housing units would be needed to 
create a sustainable demand for the range of support and infrastructure 
needed to make a new settlement sustainable. 

 
 ii άThe benefits of creating a sustainable planned community, promoted as a 

best practice model, exemplary in national and international terms, might 
well justify a planning decision in favour of residential development in a 
mixed-use setting".  
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 iii άThe question would be how to achieve control over the style of development. 
This could however, be addressed by securing the land through public funds or 
promoting a development in partnership with the current owner, then 
mounting a competition to select a suitably imaginative development 
consortium, and tying in minimum standards for the content, mix and style of 
the scheme by way of a development agreement.έ  

 

WS Atkins impact appraisal of these options 
 
63. The economic, environmental and social impacts of these options were: 
 
 i Aerospace and aviation-related uses were likely to be both desirable and 

acceptable where these did not involve excessive traffic or aircraft 
movements creating incremental noise levels (ie mirroring the then still 
current BAe operations). 

 
 ii Low density development of high quality knowledge based industrial uses, 

involving low volume but high value products would be unlikely to create 
adverse environmental impacts, and provide the basis for a stronger and 
sustainable sub-regional economy. This was more likely to succeed by way of 
a small number of owner-occupier establishments rather than speculative 
development.  

 
 iii Major office or industrial development was considered unlikely from a 

commercial point of view and would be likely to create a number of 
undesirable environmental impacts, as well as causing overheating of the local 
labour market.  

 
 iv The development of small business accommodation would be desirable from 

an economic point of view and would have minimal environmental impact. It 
would only be feasible as part of a larger scale mix of uses.  

 
 v Reversion to agricultural use would have low impact from an economic or 

environmental point of view. It would permanently remove an area of 
employment land.  

 
 vi The development of leisure, recreation and tourism activity would be 

beneficial but the commercial viability without cross-subsidisation from other 
more financially attractive forms of development would be questionable.  

 
 vii Housing development as a single use on the site would permanently remove 

employment development potential and at a given scale would lead to 
increased traffic levels.  

 
 viii Certain institutional uses, in particular health care, could meet a ready 

demand and create limited numbers of jobs without excessive environmental 
impact. Other institutional uses could have adverse social impacts or create 
concerns about personal well being and the image of the area, which could 
affect residential property values.   
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 ix A mixed-use development comprised of a balance of housing, employment, 
recreational and community support infrastructure, would be viable in 
commercial terms, preserve employment opportunities but at a more 
acceptable scale, help provide more of a balanced community through the 
provision of affordable housing and enable a desirable range of local 
amenities to be cross-funded through development.  

 

WS Atkins conclusions re feasible re-use and redevelopment options 
 
64. The following conclusions were drawn.  
 
 i άFeasible options, from both a commercial, economic and environmental point 

of view would centre around the following options.  
 

¶ Aerospace and aviation-related activities, with no or limited incremental 
impact on noise.  

 

¶ High quality employment activities oriented to growth and technology, 
developed at low density.  

 

¶ An imaginative and balanced mix of residential, employment and 
recreational activities and community support, at sufficient critical mass 
to become self-sufficient in sustainability terms.έ  

 
65. Commenting on these options, they added: 
 
 i άOf these, in the period up to the closure of the site, the first option should be 

considered the priority, and to a more limited degree the second, given the 
overall aim of maintaining the status quo.  

 
 ii άBeyond this, if the third option is chosen, it would be essential for clear 

guidelines to be established in order to achieve the exemplary, sustainable, 
balanced and high quality mix of activity that would be necessary to justify a 
mixed-use development on the site.  

 
 iii άThe choice of leaving the site vacant for a protracted period of time, with a 

vague policy for re-use and re-development, in order to leave options open, is 
not considered a prudent one, in view of the adverse activities which may well 
find a home on the site, albeit temporarily. A permanent solution to the 
redevelopment and re-use question will be necessary.  

 
 iv άFurthermore if these options are to be realised, it will be necessary to test 

them in sequence in the market, appraise their suitability, and where 
potentially acceptable, to define the planning policy and framework which 
would make them workable. For this to be realistically achieved, a 
development strategy for the site, setting out the acceptable development 
options, together with a supporting infrastructure plan, would need to be 
defined.έ 
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66. The commentary makes clear maintaining continued aviation related employment or 
ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ǇǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ άthe overall aim of 
ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ ǉǳƻέ.  Presumably (though not explicit) this was because it 
was carried out prior to BAe closing their facility, so the employment impact on the 
highly skilled staff was uppermost - the remit being to develop a plan to minimise the 
impact on the local community and the economy. That said, the final 
recommendation is to test all three options in the market. 

 
67. Whilst WBCΩǎ ƭŀǘŜǎǘ ŘǊŀŦǘ Core Strategy άǎǳǇǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŀƴǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

employƳŜƴǘ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀǘ 5ǳƴǎŦƻƭŘ tŀǊƪέ, the owners continue to advocate a mixed-use 
redevelopment and therefore continue to offer only short term leases to aviation 
related businesses, albeit successfully attracting a large range of employers.  

 
68. The risks W S Atkins ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ ƴƻǘ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ŀ άclearly defined strategy for the future 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜέ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴ ǇŀǊǘ ōŜŜƴ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ƻǿƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ōȅ 5ǳƴǎŦƻƭŘ 
Park Ltd (so the site remains a single entity, and positively managed), and the lost 
employment has been replaced by the tenancy of more than 100 occupiers (over 700 
staff). However, the short term leases offered whilst DPL seek long term permissions 
for a mixed-use scheme mean that the quality and long term nature of this business 
use has been limited, and no long term investment possible in the aviation potential. 
The result is that the AerodromeΩǎ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ potential is by no means being 
realised. However, a number of uses are impacting on surrounding residents (eg 
automotive uses, air movements) which might have been resolved by longer term 
agreement on the use of the site. Were a mixed-use development agreed that 
required the closure of the Aerodrome, the noise and disturbance issues would be 
permanently resolved. 

 

KEY POINTS 2 

άCŜŀǎƛōƭŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŦǊƻƳ ōƻǘƘ ŀ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭΣ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ 
point of view would centre around the following options.  
 

¶ Aerospace and aviation-related activities, with no or limited 
incremental impact on noise.  

 

¶ High quality employment activities oriented to growth and 
technology, developed at low density.  

 

¶ An imaginative and balanced mix of residential, employment and 
recreational activities and community support, at sufficient critical 
mass to become self-ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘŜǊƳǎΦέ  
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The South East Plan 
 
69. The possibility of a mixed-use development of around 2,500 homes and 2,000 jobs 

was presented by Dunsfold Park Ltd to the Examination in Public (EiP) into the South 
East Plan, as part of making a wider case for the South East Plan to consider 
incorporating new communities of this sort as a possible solution to the housing 
needs and development pressures. Whilst no detailed account of their assessment is 
published, the Inspector came down against recommending it: 

 
 i άDunsfold Park - 26.86 The case for strategic-scale development at Dunsfold 

Park was made at EiP. This was broadly described as a proposal for a 
sustainable development of a cluster of rural settlements, including large-
scale mixed-use development on the Dunsfold Aerodrome site and new 
transport links to Cranleigh. Live-work units, a substantial element of 
affordable housing provision for local people and accommodation for over-
50s are amongst the components that would, it was argued, provide a 
sustainable solution to housing requirements in this part of the region and 
make best use of a major brownfield site. We share the view of a number of 
participants that elements of the proposal are innovative and worthy of 
application more generally. Nonetheless, 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.έ 

 
70. It is important to note that when this assessment was made, the Dunsfold 

Aerodrome site was considered by WBC almost entirely Greenfield, and the long 
term aviation planning status based on the 1951 permission was not established 
either. Nor had the application and appeal taken place, in which the Inspector 
concluded that the proposal when assessed against other options for delivering 
WŀǾŜǊƭŜȅΩǎ {9t ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ǿŜƭƭ ǇǊƻve the best option. Nor of course 
was the NPPF in place, with its requirement to consider larger scale intergrated 
developments on garden city principles as a possible way to meet housing needs and 
the need for sustainable development. 

 

KEY POINTS 3 

¶ The RSS EiP panel did look at an outline suggestion for development 
at Dunsfold Park of 2,500 dwellings, and rejected it. 

 
¶ However, at that time the site was considered largely Greenfield, 

and without a permanent aviation permission. It also reflected a 
regional strategy that the Government plans to abolish, and which at 
the local level hinged on a growth strategy for Guildford which was 
successfully appealed against. Its conclusions cannot therefore be 
assumed to apply in the present circumstances, especially given the 
subsequent advice (see next section) of the appel Inspector (and the 
{ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊȅ ƻŦ {ǘŀǘŜύ ǘƘŀǘ ΨWhen seen in the context of other options the 
(DPLs) appeal proposals may well prove to be the best solution for 
meeting the SEP housing requiremŜƴǘΩ. 
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5ǳƴǎŦƻƭŘ tŀǊƪΩǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ mixed-use development and 
closure of the airfield (2008) 
 
71. Dunsfold Park Ltd made a formal planning application for a mixed-use development 

άŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ŀ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέ in early 2008, which was refused, 
and then taken unsuccessfully to appeal. 

 
72. The essence of the proposals was described as being άǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ŀ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜŘ 

community, building on the employment potential of the inherited land, buildings and 
infrastructure. Jobs, expected to number some 2,000 on completion of the 
development, will be matched by 2,601 homes, of which 910 will be affordable. A 
village centre, containing local shops, primary school, a special needs school, primary 
health care, an ecumenical church, a multi-purpose community centre, health club, 
hotel and aviation museum, will be located at the heart of the community, readily 
accessible on foot to residents and employees.έ 

 
73. The industrial space was to be progressively upgraded, expanded and diversified over 

the 10 year development period to provide for the expansion of existing firms, for the 
development of business in environmental and other emerging technologies, for the 
relocation of local firms and to encourage business synergies on the site. 

 
74. Access within the village was designed to favour walking, the inner core of the village 

providing only limited access for vehicles. 
 
75. The supply of energy and heat from an on-site combined heat and power plant would 

have been fuelled from a renewable source: local woodland produce. This, plus water 
saving measures and the capture of rainwater for non-potable uses, would have 
enabled the village to achieve Level 6 of the Code for Sustainable Homes in relation 
to energy and water. The village would be served by Sustainable Urban Drainage. 
80% of the output of the on-site treatment of domestic waste was to be recovered 
including recycling. 

 
76. About 42% of the site would be developed, the rest of the site - approximately 58% - 

being largely devoted to a new country park open to the public, extensive areas for 
nature conservation, landscaped screening and recreational areas. 

 
77. In addition to mixed-use and other measures to reduce the need to travel, the 

proposals included an ambitious Transport Strategy, including a cordon charge on 
vehicles leaving the village and personal and public transport fuelled by electricity or 
bio-fuels. 

 
78. Given the subsequent issues around transport, it is worth elaborating on the 

transport proposals designed to manage demand for travel and promote alternatives 
to the car. The nature of the mixed-use scheme was to minimise the need to travel by 
car for services (with local shop, pub, primary school etc) or jobs.  Priority in the 
allocation of housing would go to those working on the site and in the local area and 
home-working would be encouraged. The Master Plan was designed to maximise 
accessibility on foot within the village through a compact layout (all homes and 
workplaces within 650m of the village centre) and a safe and attractive environment 
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for pedestrians, with limited access for vehicles in the inner residential area and the 
village centre.  

 
79. The Transport Strategy then addressed the remaining demand for travel by a twin 

approach of deterrents to the use of cars and the promotion of environmentally 
friendly alternatives. First a cordon charge levied on vehicles leaving the village. 
Second, a workplace parking levy.  

 
80. The net proceeds of both charges would be available to support alternative forms of 

transport, together with the benefit of some of the commercial property on site. The 
long term funding of the transport mitigation measures was in this way permanently 
secured. New frequent bus services would connect Dunsfold Park to the main centres 
for shopping, employment, leisure, and transport connections: Cranleigh, Guildford, 
Horsham and Godalming. Scheduled services would be complemented by demand 
responsive services for destinations or times with lower flows. The buses would also 
link the main parts of Dunsfold Park itself, facilitating internal movement (no home 
more than 300m from a stop). The buses were to be electric, or bio-fuel powered. For 
the residual number of trips that require individual transport residents were to be 
encouraged to use car clubs or purchase electric vehicles. 

 
81. Pedestrian and cycle routes within the village would also connect to external routes 

to Cranleigh and nearby villages, facilitating walking and cycling. Improved bus 
services and the additional range of jobs at Dunsfold Park would also reduce the need 
to travel overall and by car for residents of the wider 'Cranfold' area. The transport 
measures were expected to reduce car trips by 39% overall for Dunsfold Park 
residents (72% for trips to Cranleigh) and to reduce car trips by employees travelling 
to Dunsfold Park by 20% overall (48% of trips originating in Cranleigh).  

 
82. The exemplary quality of the proposed scheme won the support of Friends of the 

Earth nationally ς to this day the only development scheme they have ever 
supported. The Master Plan also won the prestigious Francis Tibbalds Award for the 
best potential new development in the UK. 
 

KEY POINTS 4 

¶ 2,000 jobs matched by 2,601 homes, of which 910 affordable 

¶ A village centre - local shops, primary school, primary health care, 
community centre 

¶ Transport Strategy, including a cordon charge, funding high 
frequency public transport 

¶ 42% developed, the rest of the site largely country park open to the 
public 

¶ Closure of the airfield 

¶ This is the only scheme in the country to have been positively 
endorsed by Friends of the Earth 
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The Refusal ƻŦ 5ǳƴǎŦƻƭŘ tŀǊƪΩǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ 
 
83. The application was turned down by WBC in 2008, and the appeal refused in 2009. 
 
84. The InspectorΩǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ addresses the issues raised by WBC and other objectors about 

the eco-village proposal in his conclusions. The InspectorΩǎ conclusions were 
endorsed by the Secretary of State in his determination letter. The InspectorΩs report 
ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ {ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊȅ ƻŦ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ƎƛǾŜ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ōŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊƛǎŜ ƛƴ 
the development of the site for mixed-use at large scale (in this application, 2,600 
homes and a substantial increase in business space). Albeit this would now fall in the 
context of the new National Planning Policy Framework, they clarify what are, and 
what are not, the difficulties and advantages in bringing forward a similarly scaled 
and exemplary mixed-use scheme at this location.  

 
85. In doing so, they lay to rest a number of concerns raised by WBC and other objectors 

to a mixed-use redevelopment of the site of the sort proposed ς with broad 
commendation for many exemplary aspects of the proposals. However, the appeal 
failed on one key negative, transport impacts, primarily relating to the increased 
congestion on the A281.  Additionally, it was regarded as ΨǇǊŜƳŀǘǳǊeΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ 
ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ²ŀǾŜǊƭŜȅΩǎ [5C. In the latter regard, the criticism of the site as 
Ψinherently ǳƴǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜΩ ƛƴ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƛǎ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊ subject to a crucial caveat - 
the possibility that the proposal Ψmay wellΩ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ ²./Ωǎ 
housing requirement when compared to other possible sites in the local plan process.  

 

Positives 
 
86. No increase in noise: Noting the existing activities have substantial noise impacts, 

including aviation and the testing of high performance cars, the appeal Inspector 
concluded the extra development would not impact much on existing traffic noise 
and would anyway be offset by the existing noisy activities ceasing. 

 

¶ ¢ƘŜ {ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊȅ ƻŦ {ǘŀǘŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŎƻƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ άwould not affect 
ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǉǳƛƭƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀέ. 

 
87. A positive impact on views: Concern was expressed by WBC and others about the 

impact on views from the Surrey Hills AONB. The Inspector concluded the 
development would have less visual impact on views from the AONB than the 
existing Aerodrome; the more muted colours and textures of materials in the village, 
plus the landscaping, would better blend the development into the surrounding 
countryside and increase the visual attractiveness of the site. 

 

¶ Like the Inspector the Secretary of State did not accept that the site in its 
present state makes a positive contribution to the appearance of the landscape 
around it. With regard to the views from the Surrey Hills AONB, the Secretary 
of State agreed with the Inspector ǘƘŀǘ άthe proposed Eco-Village would result 
in the development having less visual impact on views from the AONB than the 
existing AerodromeέΦ  
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88. Better public access: The Inspector concluded the improved public access could only 
be of benefit to the wider community, through creating the country park and other 
publicly accessible open spaces within the village, and restoring path and cycle links 
that were broken when the airfield was created.  

 

¶ The Secretary of State also considered that the improved public access to the 
site άŎƻǳƭŘ ƻƴƭȅ ōŜ ŀ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǿƛŘŜǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέΦ 

 
89. The proposalΩǎ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅΥ  The Inspector described the evidence that 

the development would achieve a very high overall level of sustainability and a low 
carbon lifestyle as ΨŎƻƳǇŜƭƭƛƴƎΩ, and ΨǿŜƭƭ ƛƴ ŜȄŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǊƳŀƭƭȅ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ 
new development and would compare favourably with other leading schemes both in 
ǘƘŜ ¦Y ŀƴŘ ŀōǊƻŀŘΩ. 

 

¶ Excluding the transport issues (see below) the Secretary of State, also noted 
the άǾŜǊȅ ƘƛƎƘ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ƭƛŦŜǎǘȅƭŜ ǿƘƛŎƘ 
ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜέΦ  

 
90. An alternative to developing Greenfield sites elsewhere: At the time of the Inquiry 

the South East Plan required at least 4138 new houses in Waverley by 2026. The 
Inspector stated it was ΨŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Council faces a challenge in deciding how to 
accommodate these without relaxing policy constraints on Greenfield development. In 
that context the appeal proposal has many advantages. It would accommodate a 
large proportion of the houses needed over the life of the SEP on previously developed 
land with limited visual impact, without the loss of valuable agricultural land and in 
ŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ ǘƘŀǘ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿŜǎǘ ƎǊŀŘŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴΩ. In fact, these words were 
prophetic ς the current Waverley draft plan proposes releasing Greenfield land for 
942 new homes. 

 

¶ In regard to the Inspector's comments that the Council faced a challenge in 
deciding how to accommodate the residual SEP housing requirement for 
Waverley to 2026 the Secretary of State agreed that, within this context, the 
appeal proposal had many advantages. 

 
91. Meeting affordable housing needs: The Inspector noted the severe shortage of 

ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ²ŀǾŜǊƭŜȅΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƻƳƛƴƎ Ψnowhere nearΩ ǘƘŜ 
numbers needed, the situation deteriorating, and by that point around 1,500 people 
ƻƴ ²./Ωǎ housing needs register wished to live in Dunsfold, Alfold or Cranleigh. 
During the Inquiry attention was drawn to the severe social and economic 
consequences of the failure to deal with the problem. In that context he believed the 
affordable homes offered in the scheme were a material consideration ς but only if 
the overall scheme was otherwise acceptable. However, for the reasons given below, 
he considered that this was άƴƻǘ ŀ ǎǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ǎƛǘŜ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ƛƴ 
ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎέΦ  

 

¶ In regard to the severe shortage of affordable housing in Waverley, and to the 
evidence about the social and economic consequences of the failure to deal 
with the problem, the Secretary of State accorded substantial weight to the 
affordable housing offered.   
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92. Appropriate allocation of affordable housing: The Inspector described claims that 
the proposed affordable housing would fail to meet the needs of those in housing 
need as άplainly wrongέ. The CouncilΩǎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
affordable housing would be allocated not on the basis of the CouncilΩǎ ƭŜǘǘƛƴƎǎ 
criteria, but to give priority to those in housing need who already live or work near to 
Dunsfold Park or are seeking to do so. In the InspectorΩǎ view of the nature of the 
development and, in particular, its objective of reducing carbon footprint and the 
need to travel, this was άŜƴǘƛǊŜƭȅ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜέΣ and in any case given the scale of local 
ƴŜŜŘ ŀƴŘ ²ŀǾŜǊƭŜȅΩǎ ƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ to meet it, the benefits would outweigh any concerns 
about allocation. 

 

¶ The Secretary of State agreed that the proposed method of allocating 
affordable housing within the appeal scheme is consistent both with the aims 
and objectives of the development, and with the SEP 

 
93. Beneficial impact on social and economic problems of the Cranleigh area: Having 

noted άǘƘŜ ǿŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎ ƻƴ 
concentrating new development on existing towns for reasons of sustainability may 
be changing and that freestanding rural settlements and urban extensions are coming 
ǘƻ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ŎƻƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǊȅέΣ the Inspector commented that it άƛǎ ŀǇǇŀǊŜƴǘ ŦǊƻƳ 
the evidence put forward at the Inquiry that there are considerable economic and 
social problems in the Cranleigh area and that the eco-village would be of very great 
ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ƘŜƭǇƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƻǾŜǊŎƻƳŜ ǘƘŜƳέΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƘŜ ŘƛŘƴΩǘ ǎŜŜ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǎ ƻǾŜǊǊƛŘƛƴƎ 
given the SEP had only just been approved by the Secretary of State and therefore 
had to be regarded as taking account of the then current Government thinking.  

 

¶ The Secretary of State agreed with the Inspector that the Eco-Village would be 
of very great assistance in helping to overcome the considerable economic and 
social problems in the Cranleigh area.  However, he also agreed with the 
Inspector that this was not an overriding factor given that the SEP had only just 
been approved. 

 
94. Thorough habitat surveys: The Inspector concluded the habitat surveys carried out 

by Dunsfold Park Ltd seemed to have been very thorough and noted they had 
satisfied the requirements of English Nature and WBC.  

 

¶ The Secretary of State agreed with the Inspector that the habitat surveys 
seemed very thorough and satisfied the requirements of English Nature and 
WBC. 
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Negatives 
 
96. The transport impacts: The Inspector summarised the existing situation in these 

terms:   
 
 i ά¢ƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ƛƴ ŀƴ ƛǎƻƭŀǘŜŘ ǊǳǊŀƭ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊƻŀŘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ƛǘ 

consists primarily of narrow country lanes. There is severe congestion on the 
A281, the main trunk road in the area, and in some of the villages. The site is 
not served by public transport. Traffic generated by the existing commercial 
uses on the site includes HGV movements as well as commuter traffic. In so far 
as the existing situation is concerned, therefore, the site is not in a sustainable 
location. Moreover, little can be done to improve the existing infrastructure 
ōŜȅƻƴŘ ƳƛƴƻǊ ŀƭǘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǊƻŀŘ ƧǳƴŎǘƛƻƴǎΦέ  

 
 
97. The proposal sought to address this situation by making the village as self-contained 

as possible, with a series of measures designed to minimise the use of motor 
transport. Nevertheless, DP[Ωǎ ƻǿƴ figures still concluded there could be 12,000 daily 
additional vehicle movements (the Inspector saw no reason to doubt this figure gave 
a reasonable impression of the scale of additional traffic likely to be generated by the 
development).  

 
98. Furthermore, whilst he accepted that there was a high probability that the proposed 

traffic mitigation measures would be effective, he commented that keeping the 
movements down to 12,000 would rely on these measures, so the consequences of 
their failure would be very severe given the scale of the development and the 
inherently unsustainable location of the site. That said, in so far as alternative modes 
of transport are concerned, he confirmed the proposals would benefit the wider area 
as well as residents of the eco-village by introducing a high quality bus service, but 
that the Aerodrome was too far from Cranleigh for walking/cycling links to provide a 
viable alternative to the car (it is not, incidentally, clear why he thought a 1.8km 
dedicated cycle link was too great a distance for cycling). 

 
99. Allowing that if the appeal were to fail there was a reasonable prospect that aviation, 

commercial and industrial uses would intensify (increasing the amount of traffic in 
any event), the additional daily vehicular movements resulting from the proposed 
eco-village (2,600 homes plus expanded business premises) άǿƻǳƭŘ Ǉǳǘ ǎŜǾŜǊŜ ŀƴŘ 
unacceptable pressure on an overstretched road network in which there is only 
ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǎŎƻǇŜ ŦƻǊ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘΦέ 

 
100. He summarised in this way: άL ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƻŦ ƎǊŜŀǘ ǾŀƭǳŜ ŀǎ ŀƴ 

example of the part that low carbon built development can play in combating climate 
change. I see no reason to doubt that it would be seen as a development of national 
and international importance in that respect. Notwithstanding the reduced reliance 
on the private car, however, the development would still generate a considerable 
amount of additional road traffic. In that respect it would not be compatible with the 
existing transportation infrastructure of the area and would not be sustainable in 
transportation terms. Because of the unacceptable impact that the scheme would 
have on traffic congestion and its consequent impact on surrounding communities I 
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do not accept that this is a consideration that is outweighed by the other advantages 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜΦέ  

 
101. However, it is important to note that the Inspector also observed that the 5,000 new 

houses to be built in Waverley over the 20-year period of the SEP would have άŀ 
ƳŀƧƻǊ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ǿƘŜǊŜǾŜǊ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǇƭŀŎŜŘέΦ Noting the SEP and the 
development plan sought to focus new development on existing urban areas, he said: 
ά²ƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƻǊ ƴƻǘ ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ƛƴ ²ŀǾŜǊƭŜȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ƻǊ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ 
on traffic generation remains a matter of conjecture pending formulation of the LDF, 
ǇǊŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŀǘ ŀƴ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǎǘŀƎŜΦέ In other words, in due course in the 
development of the LDF the Inspector believed WBC should consider the traffic 
impacts of possible delivery of the housing elsewhere in the Borough, against those 
of development at Dunsfold Aerodrome.  In that context, the Inspector held open the 
possibility that Dunsfold Aerodrome might, in the course of the development of the 
Waverley Core Strategy, well prove to provide the best option, but this could not be 
assessed in isolation. 

 
 i The Secretary of State agreed with the Inspector that, in so far as the 

existing situation was concerned, the site is not in a sustainable location and 
little can be done to improve the existing infrastructure beyond minor 
alterations to road junctions. He had regard to the fact that the proposals 
sought to make the village as self-contained as possible, and included a 
package of other measures designed to ensure that the scheme would 
minimise the use of motor transport. Like the Inspector, he accepted that 
the estimate of 12,000 daily additional movements gives a reasonable 
impression of the scale of additional traffic likely to be generated by the 
development. 

 
 ii The Secretary of State agreed with the Inspector that aviation, commercial 

and industrial uses would likely intensify if the appeal were to fail, and that 
this would have a direct impact on the amount of traffic, both private and 
commercial, using the roads in the area. However, like the Inspector, he 
considered that even allowing for that, the additional vehicular movements 
resulting from the development would put severe and unacceptable 
pressure on an overstretched road network in which there is only limited 
scope for improvement. Furthermore, the Secretary of State agreed with the 
Inspector that the consequences of the failure of the various measures 
included in the S106 Undertaking would be very severe given the scale of 
the development and the άƛƴƘŜǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǳƴǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜέ location of the site. 

 
 iii That said, the Secretary of State also agreed with the Inspector άthat the 

5,000 new houses to be built in Waverley over the twenty year period of the 
{9t ǿŜǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ǿƘŜǊŜǾŜǊ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ǇƭŀŎŜŘέ. 
He had regard to the Council's case that they would be best accommodated 
in an urban extension such as that then proposed at Slyfield on the outskirts 
of Guildford, and also to national policy as set out in PPS3 and PPS7 and the 
development plan, all of which seek to focus new development on existing 
urban areas. However, he agreed with the Inspector ǘƘŀǘ άwhether or not 
this could be achieved in Waverley with similar or smaller impact on traffic 
ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴέ remained a matter of conjecture pending formulation of the 
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Local Development Framework, the preparation of which was still at an 
early stage. 

 
 iv The Secretary of State agreed with the Inspector that the proposals would 

benefit the wider area as well as residents of the eco-village by introducing a 
high quality bus service, but that Cranleigh is too far away for access by 
either walking or cycling, and that there was some doubt as to whether 
some of the improvements could be achieved. 

 
 v The Secretary of State agreed with the Inspector's conclusion that, 

notwithstanding the reduced reliance on the private car, the development 
would still generate a considerable amount of additional road traffic. Like 
the Inspector, he considered that in this respect the appeal scheme would 
not be compatible with the existing transportation infrastructure of the 
area, and would not be sustainable in transport terms.  

 

Prematurity 
 
102. At the time of the Inquiry, against the South East Plan housing requirements for 

Waverley the Council was required to accommodate 4,138 further new homes in the 
period to 2026. I have already reported the InspectorΩǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ άIt is clear 
that the Council faces a challenge in deciding how to accommodate these without 
relaxing policy constraints on Greenfield development. In that context the appeal 
proposal has many advantages. It would accommodate a large proportion of the 
houses needed over the life of the SEP on previously developed land with limited 
visual impact, without the loss of valuable agricultural land and in an area that 
currently has the lowest grade of protection.έ 

 
103. He went on to explain that in the plan-led system the allocation of sites for housing is 

a matter for the development plan process. In preparing its LDF the Council would 
need to assess the needs of existing urban and rural settlements, while taking 
account of many factors including the existing infrastructure capacity.  

 
104. Noting there was a presumption in PPS3 against the refusal of planning permission on 

grounds of prematurity, he concluded that despite this there were exceptional 
circumstances in this instance: 

 
 άThe Dunsfold Park proposal is no ordinary planning application. Its scale is such that 

the EIP Panel [into the SEP] held that it would seriously unbalance the regional 
strategy. It would involve the expansion of the largest industrial estate in Waverley 
and provide, in one location, more than 60% of the BoroughΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
remaining life of the SEP. The sheer scale of the development would have the effect of 
pre-empting proper consideration of the housing needs of the Borough and would 
pre-determine the outcome of the LDF process.έ 
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105. However, he also made a crucial caveat, that it was premature to reach a conclusion 
ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ƳŜǊƛǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛǘŜ ōŜƛƴƎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ²ŀǾŜǊƭŜȅΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƴŜŜŘǎ 
compared to other locations in the Borough. In other words, the Council should not 
rule it out on the basis of the appeal finding. Rather, that in drawing up its LDF (now 
ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀŦǘ ΨCore StrategyΩύΣ ƛǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŘ ƻƴ ŀƴ Ŝǉǳŀƭ ŦƻƻǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǎ ŀƴŘ 
cons of other ways of meeting the housing requirement:  

 
 άDespite its disadvantageous location relative to the surrounding transport 

infrastructure, the appeal site has many advantages. When seen in the context of 
other options the appeal proposals may well prove to be the best solution for meeting 
the SEP housing requirement. However, those other options have yet to be explored. 
The SEP had not even been approved at the time of the Inquiry and the Council does 
not as yet have an adopted Core Strategy. The superiority of the appeal proposals 
cannot be assumed. A decision to allow the eco-village to proceed at this stage, prior 
to the formulation of the LDF, would be premature and would effectively pre-empt 
the proper consideration of alternatives as part of the develop planning process.έ  

 
 i The Secretary of State had regard to the Inspector's comments that WBC 

faced a challenge in deciding how to accommodate the residual SEP housing 
requirement for Waverley to 2026 and agreed that, within this context, the 
appeal proposal had many advantages. Like the Inspector, the Secretary of 
State also had regard to the requirement in PPS3 that local planning 
authorities should not refuse applications solely on the grounds of 
prematurity, but the Secretary of State agreed with the Inspector that a 
decision to allow the eco-village to proceed at this stage, prior to the 
formulation of the Local Development Framework, would be premature and 
would effectively pre-empt the proper consideration of alternatives as part 
of the development planning process. 
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Conclusions 

The InspectorΩs overall summary conclusions reflect these two key 
determining conclusions:  
 
ά±ƛŜǿŜŘ ƛƴ ƛǎƻƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŜ eco-village would be a truly outstanding example of 
the type of development needed to meet the challenge of climate change. 
Despite the efforts made to reduce dependence on the motor vehicle, 
however, the traffic generated by the development would have an 
unacceptable impact on an inadequate local road network. It would also 
conflict with policies in the SEP and WBLP that seek to focus development on 
existing urban centres and would have the effect of predetermining the 
outcome of the emerging LDF process. I consider that the harm so caused 
would outweigh the considerable environmental, social and economic 
benefits of the scheme. For that reason and having regard to the many other 
matters raised at the Inquiry my overall conclusion is that the appeal should 
be diǎƳƛǎǎŜŘΦέ 
 
 i The Secretary of State recognised the very high overall level 

of sustainability and low carbon lifestyle which the 
development would achieve. He concluded that the appeal 
scheme would not cause material harm to the character or 
appearance of the countryside. He attributed substantial 
weight to the 911 affordable homes offered by the appeal 
scheme. 

 
 ii Nonetheless, the Secretary of State concluded that the 

development would generate a considerable amount of 
additional road traffic and considered 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. With regard to the proposed siting of 
major housing and industrial development in a rural area, 
the Secretary of State concluded that the scheme would 
conflict with the then national, regional and local policy. 

 
 iii Furthermore, he was of the view that a decision to allow the 

proposals to proceed at that time, prior to the formulation 
of the LDF, would effectively pre-empt the proper 
consideration of alternatives as part of the development 
planning process. 

 
 iv Overall, the Secretary of State concluded that the benefits 

offered by the proposed development did not outweigh its 
shortcomings and overcome the conflicts with the 
development plan and national policy which he identified, 
and therefore that the appeal should be dismissed. 
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KEY POINTS 5 

¶ The development would achieve a very high overall level of sustainability 

¶ It would have less visual impact and less noise than the existing 
Aerodrome 

¶ It would have a beneficial impact on social and economic problems of 
the Cranleigh area 

¶ It would make a significant contribution to meeting local housing needs 
 

But... 
 

¶ It would be ΨǳƴǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘ ǘŜǊƳǎΩ 

¶ It would pre-empt proper consideration of alternative locations to meet 
housing needs 

 
However... 

 

¶ When assessed in the context of other options ŦƻǊ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ²./Ωǎ 
housing needs, the appeal proposals nonetheless άmay well prove to be 
the best solution for meeting the SEP housing requirementέ. 

 
 

Waverley Borough Council Core Strategy: Pre-Submission Document 
 
106. Despite the Secretary of State and the appeal Inspector stating that the appeal 

proposals άƳŀȅ ǿŜƭƭ ǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƻ ōŜ the best solution for meeting the SEP housing 
ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘέ, in relation to Dunsfold Park, WBC's Core Strategy draft is explicit that, 
ά5ǳƴǎŦƻƭŘ Park is not the Council's preferred location for accommodating housing 
ƎǊƻǿǘƘέΦ 

 
107. Specifically, the short section devoted to Dunsfold Park states: 
 

άThe site represents an opportunity for employment development, intensification 
and expansion of activity to support the economic needs of the Borough. Dunsfold 
Park is not the Council's preferred location for accommodating housing growth.έ 
 

108. Rather, Policy CS10 promotes the continuation and expansion of employment activity 
at Dunsfold Park: 

 
άPolicy CS10: Employment Development at Dunsfold Park 

 
The Council supports the continuation and expansion of employment activity at 
Dunsfold Park, as identified on the Plan at Figure 1, subject to the following matters 
being addressed in a detailed Master Plan: 

¶ appropriate uses including the development of renewable technologies; 

¶ environmentally acceptable levels of aircraft movement; 

¶ mitigating environmental impacts of development including noise and 
disturbance to adjoining communities; 
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¶ the need for access and transport accessibility to the site to be improved in 
view of its rural location;  

¶ the location of development with particular focus on areas of previously 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƭŀƴŘΦέ 

 
109. The amount and location of housing is set out in Policy CS2: 
 

άThe Council will make provision for at least 5,060 net additional homes in the 
period from 2006 to 2028 (equivalent to 230 dwellings a year). 

 
1,446 additional homes were completed between 2006 and 2012, leaving a residual 
target for the period 2012 to 2028 of 3,614 dwellings. These will be delivered by: 
 

1. Promoting the use of land within settlements 
2. Selected releases of Greenfield on the edge of the four main 

settlements of Farnham, Godalming, Haslemere and Cranleigh on 
land that is not within the Green Belt, AONB or AGLV, together with 
the release of the current Reserve Housing Site at Furze Lane, 
Godalming. 

3. Small scale affordable housing schemes in accordance with Policy CS6 
4. The use of suitable rural ΨbrownfieldΩ land, including the surplus land 

at Upper Tuesley (the former Milford Hospital site). 
 

It is anticipated that these dwellings will be distributed broadly as follows:- 
 
 Farnham:  1,295 
 Godalming:  642 
 Haslemere (including Hindhead and Beacon Hill): 380 
 Cranleigh:  836 
 Villages:  461 

 
The identification of specific housing sites both within settlements and on 
Greenfield sites will be carried out through the proposed Development 
Management and Site Allocations DPD and/or local Neighbourhood Plans, as 
appropriate. The allocation of Greenfield sites will be for the delivery of no more 
than 967 new homes.  

 
Additional Greenfield sites will be identified, but held in reserve only to be brought 
forward where there is clear evidence that the overall housing target cannot be 
achieved as a result of other projected sources of supply not coming forward and 
where the Council is not able to demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable 
housing sites. 
 
The Council will not permit residential development that either alone, or in 
combination with other development, would have a significant adverse effect upon 
the integrity of the European Sites. 
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As explained above, the residual target figure of 3,614 includes an estimated 
requirement to deliver 967 new homes through selected releases of Greenfield land 
on the edge of settlements. It is proposed that these be distributed broadly as 
follows:- 

 
 Farnham:  434 
 Cranleigh:  433 
 Godalming:  100έ 

 
110. To examine this position, it is necessary to look in detail into several different aspects 

ƻŦ ²./Ωǎ ŘǊŀŦǘ Core Strategy and supporting documents. 
 

The Spatial Strategy for Waverley and proposed Greenfield development 
 
111. WBCΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜstion of the future development of Dunsfold Aerodrome is 

in part informed by SEP policy SP3: Urban Focus and Urban Renewal, despite the 
Government having made clear its intention to abolish the regional plan - WBC 
making the point that pending its abolition the South East Plan remains part of the 
development plan for the area.  

 
112. WBC emphasise that South East Plan policy SP3 focuses development in the region on 

urban areas in order to foster accessibility to employment, housing, retail and other 
services, and avoid unnecessary travel. In formulating policies, WBC says local 
planning authorities are expected to concentrate development within or adjacent to 
ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǳǊōŀƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ, and that the proposed Core Strategy is consistent with that 
approach. 

 
POLICY SP3: URBAN FOCUS AND URBAN RENAISSANCE 

 
The prime focus for development in the South East should be urban areas, in order 
to foster accessibility to employment, housing, retail and other services, and avoid 
unnecessary travel. 

 
Local planning authorities will formulate policies to: 
 
i. concentrate development witƘƛƴ ƻǊ ŀŘƧŀŎŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ suburban areas 
ii. seek to achieve at least 60% of all new development across the South East 

on previously developed land and through conversions of existing buildings 
iii. ensure that developments in and around urban areas, including urban 

infill/intensification and new urban extensions are well designed and 
consistent with the principles of urban renaissance and sustainable 
development 

iv. use strategic land availability assessments to identify the scope for 
redevelopment and intensification of urban areas 

  



 

 
- 37 - 

The spatial strategy is based on an urban focus, which aims to concentrate 
development and support services, thereby making the best use of already 
developed land and setting out opportunities for sustainable urban expansions. 
Policy SP3 sets out a regional level policy designed to achieve this aim, and includes 
a target for the proportion of new development on previously-developed land. 

 
113. Based on this, WBC say that in order to achieve the aim of delivering the most 

sustainable development possible, the main focus for new housing and other 
development will be on the four main settlements of Farnham, Godalming, 
Haslemere and Cranleigh.  

 
114. WBC do not however mention that SP3 looks to this policy in part to maximise the 

proportion of development on previously developed (ΨbrownfieldΩ ) land and so 
avoiding Greenfield sites. At the time the SEP was written, Dunsfold Aerodrome was 
considered by WBC as largely a Greenfield site ς in fact it is now agreed to be 
ΨbrownfieldΩ. WBC now proposes substantial release of Greenfield land in preference 
to housing development on what it now accepts is previously developed 
(ΨbrownfieldΩ) land at Dunsfold Park.  

 
115. Specifically, in order to ensure that the target for the number of new homes is 

achieved, the Council strategy for housing delivery includes making selected releases 
of Greenfield land around two of the main settlements in particular, Cranleigh and 
Farnham. WBC argues that these are the most sustainable locations to accommodate 
any significant releases of land for housing.  

 
116. WBC says this is consistent with the NPPF because the release of Greenfield land 

outside settlements will be on land that is outside the Green Belt and also outside the 
Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and the designated Area of 
Great Landscape Value (AGLV).  

 
117. However, the NPPF has a clear Ψbrownfield ŦƛǊǎǘΩ ǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴΦ Nowhere in the draft does 

it state that WBC has a policy to prefer ΨbrownfieldΩ land over Greenfield, and in 
practice this is clearly not its position. At the very least, the decision to release 
substantial development of Greenfield land at Farnham (454 homes on Greenfield 
land) and Cranleigh (453 homes on Greenfield land) needs to be justified by detailed 
comparison against alternative ΨbrownfieldΩ options, and a mixed-use development at 
Dunsfold Aerodrome would ōŜ ΨbrownfieldΩ. Such comparison needs to be detailed 
and like for like, using comparable transport impact assessments. This detailed 
comparative analysis has not been done, not least because WBC is not identifying 
specific sites at Cranleigh or Farnham at this stage, so the specific site impacts cannot 
be assessed. 

 

The WBC Core Strategy pre-submission sustainability appraisal report by URS 
 
118. The latest Sustainability Appraisal Report (URS, July 2012) provides a high level 

analysis of the environmental impacts of the draft Core Strategy and various options. 
Specific Greenfield locations cannot be appraised on a like for like basis with Dunsfold 
Aerodrome, because other specific sites have not been identified. 
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119. The appraisal does look at the policy proposed for Dunsfold Park (CS10) and also 
introduces an overview of the alternative approach to the proposed Greenfield 
releases of placing the 1,000 home shortfall at Dunsfold Aerodrome.  In relation to 
CS10, the appraisal points out the Council fails to explain how the policy, given the 
existing airfield uses, can address the noise and disturbance impacts as suggested. 
URS also note the policy will ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ΨƛƴŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘΩ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴǎ ƻŦ ƳƻǾŜƳŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ƘŀǾŜ 
negative climate change and pollution impacts. Oddly, it does not reference flood 
risk, although this is referenced as a negative in relation to possible housing on the 
site; it is not at all clear why flooding is an issue with housing on the site but not 
business uses.  

 
120. The fact that the URS appraisal questions the ability of WBC to actually implement its 

proposed policy on key issues, including aircraft movements and noise and nuisance 
impacts, casts considerable doubt on how the policy can go forward. Certainly 
Councillors and the surrounding community should be made aware of these caveats. 
In the context of the up-to-date position, WBC's proposal to spend £100,000 on a 
master-planning exercise therefore appears a potentially futile expenditure of 
Council ǘŀȄǇŀȅŜǊǎΩ ƳƻƴŜȅ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀƴȅ ǊŜŀƭ ƭƛƪŜƭƛƘƻƻŘ ƻŦ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛƴƎ ƻǊ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎƛƴƎ 
what the site owner may propose. 

 
121. Additionally, policy CS10 refers to any development at Dunsfold Aerodrome having 

"particular focus on areas of previously developed land". Previously developed land 
covers 86% of this very large siteΣ ǎƻ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƻōǎŎǳǊŜ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ΨǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŦƻŎǳǎΩ ƳŜŀƴǎ. If 
in fact it is intended to refer to the much smaller northern employment complex 
referenced in the Employment Land Review, it should be noted this is out-of-date 
given that almost the whole Aerodrome is now accepted to be previously developed 
(ΨbrownfieldΩ) land, and it begs the question of whether URS understood this in 
making their appraisal. 

 
122. In relation to the appraisal of the option of siting the 1,000 home shortfall at 

Dunsfold rather than the Core Strategy draft proposals for Greenfield releases, the 
appraisal is equally cursory and contradictory. The South East Plan EiP panel is 
referenced ŀǎ ǎŀȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴ ǊŀƛǎƛƴƎ ²ŀǾŜǊƭŜȅΩǎ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ нол ǘƻ нрл ŀ ȅŜŀǊΣ ǘƘŀǘ 
άŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŦƛǊǎǘ ōŜ ǎƻǳƎƘǘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǳǊōŀƴ ŀǊŜŀǎ ōǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛŦ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ 
not possible then there seemed to the Panel to be limited potential for small 
adjustments to urban boundaries that would not conflict with the Green Belt, AONB 
ƻǊ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŀǘƛƻƴǎΦέ IƻǿŜǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ Ǌŀising the number 
from 230 to 250 generated a need for additional capacity of only 300, not the 1,000 
shortfall being addressed by releasing Greenfield ǎƛǘŜǎ ƛƴ ²ŀǾŜǊƭŜȅΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ draft 
Core Strategy.   

 
123. Although the panel do reference Dunsfold Aerodrome describing the site as a major 

brownfield site, it is not clear if they accepted this given WBC were arguing 
(incorrectly) that most of the site (the Aerodrome) should not be considered 
previously developed. 
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124. In terms of the comparative appraisal between the proposed housing strategy siting 
housing on green fields at Farnham and Cranleigh, several elements of the URS report 
are baffling. The Dunsfold Aerodrome site is ΨbrownfieldΩ land, and used as an 
Aerodrome. The appeal Inspector'ǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ {ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊȅ ƻŦ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƭŜǘǘŜǊ ōƻǘƘ 
made it clear that the proposed new development would improve the visual 
attractiveness of the site. And the extensive parklands created positive ecological 
impact, whilst the scheme would foster exemplary low carbon life styles. And of 
course, a mixed-use development means cessation of aviation and automotive uses. 
Yet the Appraisal scores mixed-use development at Dunsfold Aerodrome worse than 
Greenfield developments elsewhere for impact on biodiversity, landscapes and 
townscapes, conserving and enhancing the historic environment, and using resources 
efficiently/minimising carbon emissions. This is simply not credible. Nor is any score 
given to the exemplary eco-business elements previously proposed in relation to 
economic growth or as a business location - despite being positively scored in 
reference to policy CS10. 

 
125. As for the one real issue regarding Dunsfold Aerodrome - the transport impacts - no 

reference is given to the possibility of mitigation, or any detailed comparative impact 
of edge of town developments proposed. In this latter respect, the appraisal suggests 
the Greenfield options will positively encourage efficient patterns of movement, 
ignoring widely accepted evidence nationally that edge of town estates without local 
facilities generate substantial car movements as they often fail in practice to allow 
easy walkable access to services, and they are not likely to offer local employment to 
residents.  Indeed, Cranleigh offers very little employment, with most travel to work 
being onto the A281 into Guildford (precisely the reason that development at 
Dunsfold Aerodrome is rejected). Some of those working at Dunsfold Aerodrome do 
live or would wish to live at Cranleigh (in the absence of a housing scheme at 
Dunsfold Aerodrome itself), but WBC regards Cranleigh and Dunsfold as 
unsustainably far apart in travel terms. Indeed, both WBC and URS simply seem to 
take it as a given that Greenfield development on the edge of Cranleigh and Farnham 
allow for more sustainable travel patterns than a mixed-use development at Dunsfold 
Aerodrome, but proffer no evidence for this (not least, perhaps, because no 
Greenfield sites are in fact identified so no detailed appraisal is possible). 

 
126. In short, the URS appraisal fails to offer the detailed and open minded assessment 

the appeal Inspector and the Secretary of State called for comparing the impacts of 
possible Greenfield developments elsewhere in WBC to those of a high quality 
sustainable mixed-use development (and associated closure of aviation and 
automotive uses) at Dunsfold Aerodrome. And like the WBC Core Strategy, URS 
appears to rely on the Regional Strategy EiP panel view of Dunsfold Aerodrome as an 
unsuitable site for a 2,500 home mixed-use development, despite that being in a very 
different context, with different housing numbers from those URS assess (1,000).  
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The Greenfield releases proposed 
 
127. The Core Strategy indicates the broad locations for the Greenfield releases, but the 

detailed assessment and allocation of specific sites will be dealt with through the 
forthcoming Development Management and Site Allocations DPD. So no detailed 
analysis is possible. This is contrary to the NPPF, which looks to these detailed site 
identifications to be made (and appraised) as part of the Core Strategy process: 
Paragraph 47 of the NPPF is clear that the local plan needs to ensure that the full, 
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing are met, άincluding 
identifying key sites which are critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over 
the plan period;έ. It is hard to see how the proposed Greenfield releases are anything 
ƻǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǘƻ ²./Ωǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅΦ 

 
128. WBC also argues their Greenfield approach is consistent with the SEP and the view of 

the Panel of Inspectors who conducted the EiP for the SEP. It is true that in its report 
dealing with housing numbers and distribution in WBC, the Panel said that if it was 
not possible to find capacity for housing within settlements then there appeared to 
be some limited potential for small adjustments to urban boundaries that would not 
conflict with the Green Belt, AONB or other environmental designations. However, 
the context of the SEP was that the great majority of the land at Dunsfold Aerodrome 
was at that time erroneously treated as Greenfield by the relevant planning 
authorities. The Inspector at the inquiry into the eco-settlement subsequently 
confirmed its status ŀǎ ΨbrownfieldΩ, previously developed land and the Secretary of 
State agreed with that assessment.  In that context, prioritising the release of 
Greenfield sites over any kind or scale of mixed-use development on the ΨbrownfieldΩ 
land at Dunsfold Aerodrome raises substantial policy issues that at the least merit a 
detailed comparative analysis of the respective sustainability. 

 
129. Setting aside the Furze Lane site in Godalming, the intention is that Greenfield 

releases will be almost equally split between Farnham (454 homes) and Cranleigh 
(453 homes). WBC argues this distribution between them takes account of the 
constraints and opportunities within these settlements. Whilst Cranleigh is smaller 
than Farnham, WBC suggest it contains suitable sites for planned growth without 
other constraints, whereas Farnham is the largest of the main settlements but they 
argue it is more constrained by factors such as the SPAs and its transport and water 
infrastructure constraints.  

 

Impacts on the Special Protection Areas (SPAs) 
 
130. In relation to the Thames Basin Heaths SPA, the development proposed at Farnham 

does raise a profound question mark over the prioritisation of developing Greenfield 
land here. Clearly if new residential development could be directed to areas outside 
the 5km buffer of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA then it minimises the risk of 
development having a significant impact on the SPA. However, the Council argue that 
if housing growth were directed away from Farnham it would have two adverse 
consequences. άFirstly, the Plan would be much less responsive to the housing needs 
arising in the Farnham area. Secondly, it would put added pressure on other locations. 
In particular, it would either put pressure on the Green Belt, AONB and AGLV, or it 
would result in additional pressure on land around Cranleigh. Whilst Cranleigh can 
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accommodate some of the planned growth, it is considered that if a significant 
additional allocation were proposed here, to off-set housing that could otherwise be 
directed to Farnham, it would unbalance the overall strategyέ. What is not said is that 
there is a large brownfield site at Dunsfold Aerodrome, not just Greenfield sites on 
the edge of Cranleigh, to be considered. 

 
131. WBC does concede that if routine monitoring shows the overall housing target 

cannot be met owing to problems of providing mitigation for SPA affected schemes, 
άǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ Council will consider bringing forward additional Greenfield sites on the 
edge of the main seǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎέΦ So the possibility of even greater Greenfield release is 
raised, again without any detailed comparative impact assessment of mixed-use 
development at Dunsfold Aerodrome, which could both relieve the risk to the SPAs 
and also mitigate any risk of still larger Greenfield releases in future. All this despite 
the comments of the appeal Inspector and the Secretary of State that when assessed 
against other options for delivering ²ŀǾŜǊƭŜȅΩǎ housing numbers, Dunsfold 
Aerodrome might prove ǘƘŜ ΨōŜǎǘ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴΩ ƴƻǘǿƛǘƘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ then traffic issues 
identified when refusing the appeal on the DPL proposal taken in isolation. 

 

The number of new homes 
 
132. This Core Strategy has been prepared in the context of the NPPF. As previously 

indicated, the NPPF says (para 47) that Local Plans should meet the full, objectively 
assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as 
far as is consistent with the policies set out in the framework, including identifying 
key sites which are critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over the plan 
period.  

 
133. WBC acknowledges άƛǘ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŜȄǇŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƻǳƎƘǘ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǘƻ ƭƛǾŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ 

price of a house is £428,195, which is significantly higher than the national average of 
£245,426. Waverley has a significant need for more affordable housing. There are 
currently almost 3,500 households on the CouncilΩǎ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ bŜŜŘǎ wŜƎƛǎǘŜǊ ƛƴ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
need. Of these, about 2,000 households are considered to be in housing need with a 
local connection (ie the households in the highest priority bands A to C in accordance 
with the Council's allocation scheme). Of these, 500 are already in social housing but 
seeking to move to different accommodation. The Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA), which was published in 2009, also highlights the need for more 
affordable housing. It identifies an annual shortfall of 515 affordable homes, not 
taking into account new affordable homes expected to complete each year. By 
comparison, over the last five years, an average of 48 new affordable homes have 
ōŜŜƴ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŜŀŎƘ ȅŜŀǊΦέ 

 
134. In terms of the need ŦƻǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŀƴǘǎΩ ά.ŀƭŀƴŎƛƴƎ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ aŀǊƪŜǘǎέ 

model also indicates a combined need for affordable and market housing of 706 
homes a year. In WBCΩǎ ƻǿƴ ǿƻǊŘǎΣ ά¢Ƙƛǎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ŀ ƘƛƎƘ ƴŜŜŘ ōƻǘƘ ŦƻǊ 
more affordable housing as well as a stroƴƎ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎέΦ 
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135. However, WBC go on to state that, άƛǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ Ŧǳƭƭ ƴŜŜŘκŘŜƳŀƴŘ Ŏŀƴ 
or should be met. Waverley is an attractive place to live and this explains the strong 
demand for housing. In fact evidence shows that a very significant proportion of the 
projected population increase derives from an assumption that the very high levels of 
ƴŜǘ ƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘƻ ²ŀǾŜǊƭŜȅ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜΦέ 

 
136. This dismissal of its own evidence contrasts with the requirement of the NPPF to 

meet the άfull, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the 
housing market areaέ. And, if anything, the evidence suggests WBC is under reporting 
the scale of the comparative problem facing those needing housing in Waverley: 

 
137. House building in Waverley comes nowhere near the level needed to keep up with 

the rising population and changing demographics, as the housing starts figures show 
(and which show a much worse housing starts opposition in recent years than the 
historic housing completions figures which WBC rely on) :  

 
  2006/07: 180 
  2007/08: 210 
  2008/09: 70 
  2009/10: 160 
  2010/11: 50   
 
 So housing starts have dropped 72% - the 58th worst drop out of the 67 

South East local authorities 
 
 !ƴŘ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ 

projection for Waverley of 440pa, the 2010/11 housing starts at 50 in 
2010/11 is the 62nd worst shortfall out of the 67 SE LAs. 

 
138. WBC reference high house prices in Waverley. In fact the data shows they are not 

just ΨhighΩΥ affordability is amongst the very worst in the South East, the region itself 
with the worst unaffordability outside London: 

 

¶ Median house price 2010: £325,000 ς only 4 of 67 SE Councils are more 
expensive 

¶ Median house price/median earnings ratio 2010: 13.13 ς 66th worst 
affordability of 67 

¶ Lower quartile house price/lower quartile earnings ratio: 12.14 ς again 66th 
worst of 67 

 
139. To justify their failure to address the scale of housing need identified in their own 

evidence, WBC leans heavily on the SEP for their housing numbers rather than the 
SHMA, even though the Coalition Government intends to abolish the SEP. The SEP set 
a housing target for Waverley of 5,000 new homes in the period 2006 to 2026 (ie 250 
a year, compared to the evidence of the SHMA of a need for 706 homes a year).  

 
  

file://SEP
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140. The Council says it has had to άdecide whether or not to set a new locally derived 
target for the number of new homesέ given that the South East Plan is to be replaced. 
They argue that until the SEP is abolished it remains the starting point for considering 
the housing requirement for the area, άwith the additional issue of the NPPF and 
what it says on housing supplyέ, and that there is an extensive evidence base that 
underpins the South East Plan both in terms of the overall housing target for the 
region, and the distribution of housing across the region. They do not say that this 
evidence base is now very dated, and even then fell far short of meeting WBC's 
evidenced housing needs. 

 
141. Despite resting their case entirely on the SEP, WBC does not even propose to deliver 

the housing numbers that the SEP required of them. The housing target now 
proposed is for the delivery of 3,614 new homes between 2012 and 2028. Together 
with the 1,446 new homes completed between 2006 and 2012, this would result in 
the delivery of 5,060 dwellings between 2006 (start date for the South East Plan) and 
2028 (the projected end date of this Plan) at an annual average of just 230 a year, 
compared to the SEP figure of 250, and the SHMA identifying a need for 706 homes a 
year. 

 
142. The significance of the 230 homes a year figure is that it was contained in the 

submitted SEP before it was increased to 250 by the Secretary of State on the 
recommendation of the SEP Examination in Public (EiP) Panel.  

 
143. The Council seeks to argue that άthis approach strikes the right balance between 

delivering new homes needed in the area, whilst recognising the rural character of 
Waverley and the various constraints that limit the potential to accommodate new 
homes in a sustainable way.έ 

 
144. The work carried out in 2005 to determine the district level allocations in Surrey was 

largely based on the findings of an updated 'Surrey Housing Potential Study'. That 
was an assessment of the potential to accommodate growth within settlements and 
on other suitable rural ΨbrownfieldΩ land. In that light when the South East Plan 
Examination in Public Panel was considering housing numbers, it accepted that there 
was άvery littleέ potential for WBC to contribute more than its allocation of 230 a 
year in a sustainable manner. But it did recommend raising it from 230pa to a 
minimum of 250pa. It is hard to see how WBC can justify to the EiP into its draft Core 
Strategy cutting the number back again now, given it relies on the SEP to justify not 
meeting the evidenced housing need.   

 
145. WBC is arguing it cannot accommodate even the 250 homes pa required by the SEP, 

yet the biggest change since the SEP was agreed is that WBC now accept Dunsfold 
Aerodrome comprises a large area (well over 200ha) of ΨbrownfieldΩ land in the 
Borough which they previously considered mainly Greenfield.  
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Employment Land Review 
 
146. ²./Ωǎ 9ƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ [ŀƴŘ wŜǾƛŜǿ ŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜŘ ƛƴ нллу ƛǎ also seriously out-dated in 

respect of Dunsfold Aerodrome. It was apparently concluded before the Appeal 
Inquiry into the eco-village application for Dunsfold Aerodrome, and classes Dunsfold 
Aerodrome as mainly Greenfield (see 5.3.34 onwards).  The subsequent update in 
2011 makes no mention of the NPPF and no mention whatsoever of Dunsfold 
Aerodrome, or its newly acknowledged status as an 86% brownfield site. In fact it 
goes further by saying that the update is only that, and that matters should be 
referred back to the 2008 document.  

 
147. The update also in section 3.11 onwards is confusing and again no mention of 

Dunsfold Aerodrome, notwithstanding the Certificate of Lawful Existing Use and 
Development (CLEUD) application and Inspectors decision. In sum, no reliance can be 
placed on the Employment Land Review in relation to the role of Dunsfold 
Aerodrome and proposed policy CS10. 

 

Neighbouring Authorities 
 
148. WBC state that Whitehill/Bordon in East Hampshire and the Aldershot Urban 

Extension (AUE) in Rushmoor are άǘǿƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴs which, because of the 
scale of development envisaged and the fact that the housing market areas extend 
across Borough boundaries, are likely to meet some of the housing needs arising in 
²ŀǾŜǊƭŜȅέΦ This is a crucial argument for WBC, as they need to address the fact that 
whilst relying on the SEP for their housing numbers they actually propose 230 homes 
a year rather than the 250 homes in the SEP. And, of course, the SEP housing target 
for WBC itself falls well below the evidenced need in the SHMA of 706pa. Moreover 
the target is framed as a minimum level of delivery. In all respects, they need to 
explain how the shortfall may be made up. 

 
149. However, the case that Whitehill/Bordon and AUE can carry part of ²./Ωǎ housing 

shortfall is undermined by the responses it received from the relevant Local 
Authorities, which make clear that they are struggling to meet their own evidenced 
housing needs even after these developments are taken into account. 

 

¶ East Hampshire and the Whitehill/Bordon eco-town 
 
150. In relation to Whitehill/Bordon, WBC met East Hampshire District Council (EHDC) on 

30 April 2012.  According to Para 3.9 of the EHDC Duty to Co-operate document, 
since WBC is currently not proposing to meet the full South East Plan housing target, 
ά²BC requested EHDC to consider whether that unmet need could be attributed to 
the Whitehill and Bordon Eco-ǘƻǿƴΣ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ƻŦ пΣлллέΦ  

 
151. ²./Ωǎ 5ǳǘȅ ǘƻ /ƻƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ 9I5/ ŎƻƴŎŜŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ²Ƙƛtehill Bordon 

would likely house some of those otherwise looking to live in Waverley ς but cross 
border migrations are part of their own housing needs assessment (all SHMA take 
account of people needing to move between areas, as well as the needs of people 
already within the area to be housed there).  So it is unsurprising that whilst EHDC 
accept that some of those who will live in Whitehill/Bordon may come from 
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Waverley, they do not accept that part of the housing planned in Whitehill/Bordon 
could be counted against WBCΩs evidenced housing needs shortfall. Quite the 
contrary: EHDC Duty to Cooperate document states they replied to WBC that άit 
would currently be unǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŦƻǊƳŀƭƭȅ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘƛǎέΦ   

 
152. In any event the SEP figure for Waverley of 250 homes pa was determined at a time 

when the Whitehill/Bordon eco-town was also planned to deliver 5,500 homes. Since 
Whitehill/Bordon is now planned to provide just 4,000 homes, it is hard to see how 
this could justify WBC providing for lower housing numbers than it was required to in 
the SEP. 

 

¶ Rushmore and the Aldershot Urban Extension (AUE) 
 
153. In relation to the Aldershot Urban Extension, the Rushmoor Core Strategy was 

adopted in October 2011 without reference to provision against Waverley housing 
needs. Again WBC approached Rushmoor to ask if WaverlŜȅΩs unmet need could be 
attributed to them, and (like EHDC) Rushmoor said no.  

 
154. ²./Ωǎ Ψ5ǳǘȅ ǘƻ /ƻƻǇŜǊŀǘŜΩ document states: 
 

ά¢ƘŜ wǳǎƘƳƻƻǊ Core Strategy issues make provision for 1,745 more homes than 
required to meet the South East Plan target (this includes the identified and 4,000 
new homes planned as part of the Aldershot Urban Extension (AUE)). In the South 
East Plan the amount of housing envisaged at AUE was 4,500. However, SE Plan 
Policy WCBV3 made it clear that in the event that the AUE cannot be released for 
development, there was no expectation that an equivalent amount of land in the 
Borough or elsewhere should be allocated to meet the overall SE Plan target for 
wǳǎƘƳƻƻǊΦ Lƴ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀƴǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜŘ ΨƻǾŜǊǎǳǇǇƭȅΩ ƛƴ wǳǎƘƳƻƻǊ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {9 
Plan target, together with the clear links in housing market terms between parts of 
Waverley and Rushmoor, Waverley Council is of the view that some of the new 
housing in Rushmoor, which will be taking place on previously developed land, will 
meet wider than just local needs identified within Rushmoor, including needs 
arising in Farnham. In response, Rushmoor BC accepts that there is an overlap 
between housing markets in Rushmoor and Farnham and that housing 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ wǳǎƘƳƻƻǊΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ !¦9Σ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƳŜŜǘ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ CŀǊƴƘŀƳΩǎ 
ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƴŜŜŘǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛǘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ wǳǎƘƳƻƻǊΩǎ ΨƻǾŜǊ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴΩ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ƻŦŦǎŜǘ 
the need to provide housing elsewhere in the wider area to meet the overall 
strategic needs of the sub region. It draws attention to the fact that the Core 
Strategy annual housing target is equivalent to 374 dwellings a year set against a 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) that shows an annual requirement 
ŦƻǊ мΣллл ƘƻƳŜǎΦέ 

 
155. In short, although Rushmoor plan to provide more homes than required as a 

minimum by the SEP (over the next five years an average of 330pa compared to the 
SEP figure of 310pa, and over the whole plan period 2010-2027 an anticipated 
373.5pa), their SHMA still shows this is a huge shortfall compared to wǳǎƘƳƻƻǊΩǎ ƻǿƴ 
evidenced housing need ς ƛǘ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ōŜ ǘŀƪŜƴ ǘƻ ƻŦŦǎŜǘ ŀƴȅ ǎƘƻǊǘŦŀƭƭ ƛƴ ²./Ωǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
delivery.  
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Dwelling Provision 
pa* 

Affordable Need 
Shortfall pa** 

Market Demand 
Shortfall pa** 

South East Plan 
310 681 329 

 
156. Nor are the AUE and Whitehill-Bordon proposals the only issues that emerge from 

the duty to co-operate. In respect to at least two local authorities, there is or may be 
pressure on Waverley to address neighbouring housing shortfalls:  

 

¶ Guildford  
 
157. The SEP plan required relatively high levels of housing delivery in Guildford, delivery 

now in severe doubt given DǳƛƭŘŦƻǊŘΩǎ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ legal challenge against the plan to 
release land for 2,000 ƘƻƳŜǎ ƴƻǊǘƘ Ŝŀǎǘ ƻŦ DǳƛƭŘŦƻǊŘ Ƙŀǎ ƭŜŦǘ ŀ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ ΨōƭŀŎƪ ƘƻƭŜΩ 
regarding the SEP housing provision on the border of Waverley, exacerbated by plans 
for the Slyfield Urban Extension being put on hold.   According to GuildfordΩs Interim 
Housing Paper presented on 24th May 2012 to the Executive, WBC also approached 
them άǎŜŜƪƛƴƎ ŀ ǾƛŜǿ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƘƻƳŜǎΣ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ 
and other services within Guildford can meet the needs both within Guildford 
Borough and other areas within the zone of influence of Guildford, including 
Waverleyέ.  

 
158. The Guildford response acknowledged the inter-relationship between the two 

boroughs, set out its current plan-making position (including that a local housing 
number had not yet been set at that time), explained Guildford BoroughΩǎ ƘƛƎƘ 
identified housing need, that this would be very challenging to address in full, and 
άŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ it is unable to plan for a portion of Waverley BoroughΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 
need.έ  

 
159. ²./Ωǎ 5ǳǘȅ ǘƻ /ƻƻǇŜǊate report references the Guildford response as follows: ά!ǎ 

identified in the South East Plan, much of Waverley is within the same housing 
market area as Guildford. This is why Waverley, Guildford and Woking jointly 
commissioned the SHMA 2009. Migration trends also illustrate the close link 
between Waverley and Guildford in housing market terms. Guildford has not yet 
identified a housing target for its emerging Core Strategy. Guildford has recognised 
that new housing provided in Guildford may be taken by residents in Waverley and 
vice versa. However, it has also made it clear that it has a significant need for new 
homes and that it will be a challenge just to plan to meet its own housing needs. 
Therefore, it has said that it cannot accept or plan for additional housing needs on 
behalf of another Borough, including Waverley. As Guildford has not yet set its 
housing target for the emerging Core Strategy, it is not possible to assess whether 
there will be any knock-on impacts on Waverley arising from the number of new 
ƘƻƳŜǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ƛƴ DǳƛƭŘŦƻǊŘΦέ    
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160. The final sentence in WBC's report on Guildford touches on a more likely scenario ς 
that Guildford will fall so far short of meeting its own housing needs (due to Green 
Belt restrictions) that unless development on the greenbelt is agreed, Guildford may 
need to look to neighbouring authorities to assist in meeting this need under the 
Duty to CƻƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ όǘƘŜ ΨƪƴƻŎƪ-on impacts referred to above by WBC). In fact, at the 
time of writing, DǳƛƭŘŦƻǊŘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊ ǘƻ ōŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ²./Ωǎ ǇŀǘƘ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǇƻǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ {9t 
ΨƻǇǘƛƻƴ м ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭΩΣ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǎŜ онн ƘƻƳŜǎ Ǉŀ ς far short of the final Guildford SEP 
figure of 422 homes pa. So when Guildford do come forward with their Local Plan 
proposals, as things stand they are very likely to need to press neighbouring 
authorities (including WBC) to assist them, under the duty to co-operate, to meet 
their unmet housing needs. 

 

¶ Chichester 
 
161. Chichester District Council ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŘŜǘŀƛƭ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ²./Ωǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ 

housing target in Policy CS2 in highly critical terms.  
 

ά¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ нол ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎǎ ŀ ȅŜŀǊ όǘƘŜ ΨhǇǘƛƻƴ мΩ ŦƛƎǳǊŜύ ƛǎ ŎƭƻǎŜ 
to the South East Plan requirement of 250 dwellings a year. However, the draft 
Core Strategy is being prepared to take account of the likely abolition of the South 
East Plan and should therefore show how the housing targets have been derived 
following national guidance set out in the NPPF. This sets a presumption that Plans 
should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid 
change, unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits; or that specific policies in the NPPF indicate 
development should be restricted. 
 
άAlthough housing provision in the Waverley Core Strategy has been increased 
since the January 2011 draft Core Strategy, Chichester DC remains concerned that 
the Core Strategy housing figures are not clearly justified or based on up-to-date 
evidence of objectively assessed needs. The evidence base prepared to support the 
South East Plan is a useful starting point, but is now several years old. Chichester 
DC is not able to support the level of housing provision in the Waverley Core 
Strategy, pending further justification and up-to-date evidence. We consider that 
the level of housing included in the Core Strategy should be based on an up-to-date 
assessment of housing requirements. It should indicate whether the housing target 
would be sufficient to meet this up-to-date assessment and then set out the 
justification for any reduced housing target, in accordance with NPPF guidance. If 
it is considered that development proposals in neighbouring authorities could 
ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ²ŀǾŜǊƭŜȅΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǎƘƻǳƭd be supported by evidence, 
for example, via agreed statements with these neighbouring authorities. We will 
not be [able] to support the Core Strategy until these points are addressed. 
 
άA further consideration is the likelihood that there will be relatively low provision 
of housing within the South Downs National Park (SDNP) which covers a large part 
of Chichester District. This is likely to result in additional pressures for housing 
development in neighbouring areas outside the National Park. In particular, the 
north of Chichester District (outside the National Park) is characterised by small 
rural settlements with limited scope to accommodate additional housing to make 
up any shortfall arising from the National Park.έ 
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162. In essence, Chichester argue that WBC are failing to address the requirement of the 

NPPF to meet their own evidenced housing needs, and that this may negatively 
impact on Chichester. The concerns expressed by Chichester mirror my own concern 
ǘƘŀǘ ²./Ωǎ ŘǊŀft Core Strategy clearly fails to address the scale of its own evidenced 
housing needs ς a failure that is very hard to justify given the large area of 
ΨbrownfieldΩ land at Dunsfold Aerodrome which both the appeal Inspector and the 
Secretary of State have ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛǎŜŘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ²./Ωǎ ōŜǎǘ ƻǇǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎƛƴƎ 
its housing needs, yet which WBC rule out for any housing provision at all. 

 

163. Furthermore, around Waverley all the other neighbouring Councils are failing to meet 
their SHMA evidenced housing needs. As a result, the actual position is that WBC is 
unable to establish that any of its unmet housing need evidenced by the SHMA will 
be met by neighbouring authorities. Even those planning to exceed their SEP housing 
numbers fall far short of meeting their own evidenced housing need, and have 
refused to confirm that WBC can count any of their housing provision towards its 
own unmet need.  

 
164. In these circumstances, it is clearly misleading for WBC to reference the AUE and 

Whitehill/Borden developments as potentially ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ²./Ωǎ 
housing shortfall. WBC, in the light of the Duty to Co-operate consultation responses, 
should at the least withdraw the Draft Core Strategy statement that 
Whitehill/Bordon in East Hampshire and the Aldershot Urban Extension (AUE) in 
Rushmoor are άǘǿƻ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƘƛŎƘΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŎŀƭŜ ƻŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 
envisaged and the fact that the housing market areas extend across Borough 
boundaries, are likelȅ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀǊƛǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ²ŀǾŜǊƭŜȅέΦ In so 
ŦŀǊ ŀǎ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ²./Ωǎ ƻǿƴ ǳƴƳŜǘ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜŘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƴŜŜŘǎΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ 
be asserted. 

 

Transport 
 
165. WBCΩǎ Core Strategy explains that άnew development that will generate a high 

number of trips to be directed toward previously developed land in sustainable 
locations or will be required to demonstrate that it can be made sustainable to 
reduce the need to travel and promote travel by sustainable modes of transportέ. It 
adds that all new development should be appropriately located in relation to public 
transport and the highway network. What WBC does not provide is a full study of the 
comparative traffic impacts and travel related sustainability of different options of 
the sort the Dunsfold Park appeal Inspector expected to take place. 

 
166. The SCC 2012 revised Transport Evaluation has been updated to take into account 

the new revised local housing target, and assess the impact of the proposed broad 
locations of development in the Core Strategy on the strategic and local road 
networks. It also considered the cumulative effect of developments outside of 
Waverley, in particular, Queen Elizabeth Barracks in Hart, Aldershot Urban Extension 
in Rushmoor and Whitehill-Bordon in East Hampshire. This analysis concludes that 
major highway infrastructure is not required to support the level of growth planned 
in Waverley. However, it says that some schemes in urban areas such as Farnham, 
and at key junctions, will be required to support and manage the planned 
development contained in the Core Strategy.  
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167. The analysis also acknowledges that the A325 and A31 corridors in and around 

Farnham town centre are very sensitive to the additional traffic from strategic 
developments external to Waverley and would require significant highway 
infrastructure to mitigate impacts if estimated forecasts were achieved. Therefore, it 
recommends that further work is undertaken to understand and more accurately 
predict the impacts of the proposed external developments, specifically 
Whitehill/Bordon.  

 
168. What none of this does is carry out a detailed comparative study of the transport and 

other impacts of including some level of mixed-use development at Dunsfold 
Aerodrome as an alternative to substantial development at Farnham and Cranleigh.  
This despite the acknowledged severe congestion issues around and in Farnham, the 
SPA impacts, and the fact that substantial development (much of it Greenfield) at 
Cranleigh is certain to have at least some of the transport impacts on the A281 that 
led to the development proposed at Dunsfold Aerodrome being refused. 

 
169. Given that an integrated development at Dunsfold Aerodrome would involve a 

package of transport mitigation measures difficult or impossible to replicate with a 
series of Greenfield housing estate developments at Cranleigh or Farnham, it is not 
obvious what the best option is without such detailed analysis.  The appeal Inspector 
clearly believed a comparative study should be undertaken before ruling out 
Dunsfold for housing in the Core Strategy, saying άDespite its disadvantageous 
location relative to the surrounding transport infrastructure, the appeal site has many 
advantages. When seen in the context of other options the appeal proposals may well 
prove to be the best solution for meeting the SEP housing requirementΦέ    

 
170. My conclusion is that SCC should be asked to revisit its transport assessment of the 

impacts of development at Dunsfold Aerodrome at the 2,600 originally proposed, or 
around 1,000 to address WBCΩs housing shortfall and avoid unnecessary Greenfield 
development at Cranleigh and Farnham. This should allow a like for like assessment 
of the transport impacts of the draft WBC Core Strategy proposals against the 
alternative developments possible at Dunsfold Aerodrome.  

 
171. This is especially so since SCC has not undertaken a comparable analysis of the Core 

Strategy proposals, partly because they told me their own approach has changed and 
partly because WBC fails to identify specific Greenfield sites. Moreover, the NPPF 
significantly alters the test for transport impacts that was applied under previous 
planning policy. The NPPF is clear that (para 32) ά5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƻƴƭȅ ōŜ 
prevented or refused on transport grounds where the impacts of development are 
ǎŜǾŜǊŜέΦ It is certainly not at all clear that a smaller development at Dunsfold 
Aerodrome of 1,000-1,250 would have a severe impact. 
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172. Setting aside any impression that WBC may now have an in-principle mind-set against 
any housing development at Dunsfold Aerodrome, there appear to be two key 
presumptions behind the WBC preference for development on the edge of Farnham 
and Cranleigh: 

 
 a i First, their view that development on the edge of these existing urban 

centres is intrinsically more sustainable than delivering an integrated 
new community (of similar scale) at Dunsfold Aerodrome or similar. 
Yet nationally there has been a rapid evolution of thinking away from 
the assumption that edge of town residential development is by 
definition the most sustainable solution purely because key services 
are in the town centre - the preconception that governs the WBC 
approach. 

 
  ii It is generally now accepted in planning that housing developments on 

the edge of urban areas can in practice generate significant traffic 
impacts. This is because typically housing estates on the edge of town 
do not contain local services such as a shop, pub, leisure facilities, cafe, 
or work places, and are sufficiently disconnected from the services 
that many or most journeys to them are by car. Nor is public transport 
necessarily well connected into such new estates. In contrast, schemes 
like DPL proposed where all of these facilities are within walking 
distance, and the ability to build in high quality public transport 
services and disincentives to car use can better mitigate undesirable 
travel patterns.  

 
  iii LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ²./Ωǎ ΨInfrastructure Providers consultation reportΩ (which is, 

incidentally rather old to be cited in the 2012 Duty to Cooperate 
submission, as it is dated 2008), states that providers cited the 
ΨŘƛŦficulty in providing sustainable bus services to peripheral 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦŦ ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǊƻǳǘŜǎΩ.  

 
  iv The NPPF specifically says: ά¢ƘŜ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ ƘƻƳŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ 

be best achieved through planning for larger scale development, such 
as new settlements or extensions to existing villages and towns that 
follow the principles of Garden Cities. Working with the support of 
their communities, local planning authorities should consider 
whether such opportunities provide the best way of achieving 
sustainable development. In doing so, they should consider whether 
it is appropriate to establish Green Belt around or adjoining any such 
new deǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦέ This directly echoes the view of the Inspector and 
the Secretary of State regarding the Dunsfold application that it might 
ōŜ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ²./Ωǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǿƘŜƴ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ 
to the transport and other impacts of alternative delivery options such 
as the Greenfield development now proposed in the WBC Draft Core 
Strategy. 
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 b. i Second, clearly reliance is being placed by WBC for ruling out a mixed-
use/housing development at Dunsfold on the appeal decision. Yet 
when consulting SCC regarding their current view of the transport 
impacts of the previously proposed mixed-use scheme at Dunsfold, 
they indicated that their approach to transport planning had evolved 
to one of managing inevitable congestion on many routes like the 
A281 arising from whatever form of development takes place feeding 
into the road network. This appears to underlie the SCC position that 
the proposals for development at Cranleigh and Farnham in the draft 
Core Strategy Ŏŀƴ ΨōŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜŘΩ with packages of measures drawn 
from the transport strategies of the Surrey Transport Plan, and limited 
highway capacity infrastructure improvements (of which a number are 
proposed for Farnham).  

 
173. This change of approach by SCC implies that a future application for Dunsfold Park 

might receive a very different response from the Surrey transport team (albeit a 
suitable travel plan and traffic impacts study would still be required to identify and 
resolve specific issues arising). However, the current position of SCC has not it 
appears been sought by WBC (or URS in their comparative sustainability appraisal of 
housing at Dunsfold Aerodrome). Therefore the transportation response from Surrey 
to development at Cranleigh, which will impact the A281, bares no relation to the 
very different approach of SCC to the similar transport issues that arose with the 
Dunsfold Aerodrome proposals four years ago. To determine whether development 
at Dunsfold Aerodrome may in fact be the best option, as the appeal Inspector and 
the Secretary of State advised, WBC should seek from Surrey a like-for-like transport 
impact assessment. 

 

¢ƘŜ bttC ŀƴŘ ²ŀǾŜǊƭŜȅΩǎ 5ǊŀŦǘ Core Strategy ς a summary 
 
174. In terms of the WBC Core Strategy, much of the early work and the evidence base 

predates the NPPF. Like a lot of Core Strategy proposals at present coming forward, 
ǘƘŜ bttC ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ΨōƻƭǘŜŘ ƻƴΦΩ 

 
175. In terms of how the draft proposals may be regarded by the Inspector at the EiP, five 

key elements stand out in the context of the WBC proposals and the ambitions of 
DPL: 

 
 i Waverley is proposing 230 homes per annum. The housing needs are assessed 

in their SHMA at 706 homes pa. The final South East Plan figures were 250 pa. 
Since the NPPF says that Local Plans should meet the άŦǳƭƭΣ objectively 
assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market 
area, as far as is consistent with the policies set out in the framework, 
including identifying key sites which are critical to the delivery of the 
housing strategy over the Ǉƭŀƴ ǇŜǊƛƻŘέ this shortfall will need a very strong 
justification compared to the SHMA. WBC in large measure explain this in 
terms of the SEP having been worked through and approved in detail ς but 
that makes their decision to go for the even lower Option 1 figure of 230 
rather than 250 very hard to defend. It is clearly likely that Waverley will be 
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pushed to a higher housing figure (and will need a 5% margin, and it will 
almost certainly be cast as a minimum). 

 
 ii Even at 230 pa, WBC is planning to deliver significant numbers of new homes 

on Greenfield sites, some of which also impact on their SPA ς which WBC 
admit may require even higher Greenfield releases elsewhere if their 
mitigation measures are unsuccessful. However, the NPPF is clear that 
ά!ƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƭŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ǇǊŜŦŜǊ ƭŀƴŘ ƻŦ ƭŜǎǎŜǊ 
ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜέΣ and that they should άŜƴŎƻǳǊŀƎŜ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ 
land by reusing land that has been previously developed (ΨbrownfieldΩ land), 
provided that it is not of hiƎƘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜέ. WBC justify their 
Greenfield releases by arguing that it has no other option ς but this ignores 
the significant ΨbrownfieldΩ ƭŀƴŘ at Dunsfold Aerodrome, which is clearly also 
of lesser environmental value than the Greenfield land proposed for release. 
WBC also point out that the SEP Inspectors turned down the proposal put to 
them for a mixed-use scheme at Dunsfold Aerodrome, but at that time the 
site was considered Greenfield land. 

 
 iii ¢ƘŜ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ²./Ωǎ Ǉƭŀƴ ƛǎ ǉǳestionable.  
 

¶ A number of the sites they rely on have failed to be developed over many 
years now and are reportedly unviable at present. 

¶ They rely on developments impacting the Special Protection Areas ς 
admitting that non-deliverability of mitigation measures may require an 
increase in Greenfield releases.   

¶ They rely on housing developments in neighbouring authorities to make 
up part of the shortfall, but cannot show under the Duty to Cooperate 
that this has been agreed by those authorities; in fact, it has not, and 
those authorities themselves are not meeting their evidenced needs.  

¶ Finally, the Core Strategy indicates the broad locations for the significant 
Greenfield releases, but the detailed assessment and allocation of specific 
sites is to be dealt with through a forthcoming Development 
Management and Site Allocations DPD. This is contrary to the NPPF, 
which looks to these detailed site identifications to be made (and 
appraised) as part of the Core StrategyΥ άidentifying key sites which are 
ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ǇŜǊƛƻŘέΦ 

 
 iv In relation to the transport issues around the Dunsfold Aerodrome 

application, the planning policy position of the NPPF is very different from 
previous policy. The NPPF states that ά5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƻƴƭȅ ōŜ 
prevented or refused on transport grounds where the impacts of 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀǊŜ ǎŜǾŜǊŜέΦ 

 
 v The NPPF is explicit that ά¢ƘŜ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ ƘƻƳŜǎ Ŏŀƴ sometimes be best 

achieved through planning for larger scale development, such as new 
settlements or extensions to existing villages and towns that follow the 
principles of Garden Cities. Working with the support of their communities, 
local planning authorities should consider whether such opportunities 
provide the best way of achieving sustainable developmentέΦ There is no 
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indication that this process of comparing the option of new settlements to 
other alternatives for delivery has actually been subject to a detailed 
assessment, the site at Dunsfold Aerodrome could clearly have the potential 
for such a development, and the Appeal Inspector and the Secretary of State 
both indicated that this might prove to be the most sustainable option for 
delivery in Waverley, but it seems to have had no serious analysis against the 
Greenfield releases proposed. 

 
176. L ŀƳ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŀǎƪŜŘ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ bttC άǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊέ gel with the Localism 

Agenda. There is a view that 'localism' means that Councils are empowered to ignore 
any GƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ǿƛǎƘ ŦƻǊ ΨǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΩ ŀƴŘΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƻǇǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ 
to development, to minimise it all over again. Certainly it is true that since the 
/ƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ΨƭƻŎŀƭƛǎƳΩ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀ ƪŜȅ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ 
to ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻǇǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ΨǘƻǇ-ŘƻǿƴΩ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ .ǳǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ 
confusion about what this actually means. 

 
177. By stripping out regional-ƭŜǾŜƭ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎΣ ǘƘŜ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ΨLƻŎŀƭƛǎƳΩ 

approach asks for need to be identified and understood at a local level: figures will 
not be handed down from on high. However, the evidence needs to be sound ς the 
Local Authority is the driving force, but it has to evidence its numbers against local 
needs, and according to the NPPF that requirement cannot be ducked. Even more 
fundamentally, 'Localism' asks for urgent delivery to meet this need. 

 
178. So Local Authorities are empowered to find their own solutions, but they cannot wish 

the issues away. If they do fail to provide the evidence or fail to identify the means to 
deliver against housing need, then the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development kicks in. Localism provides the opportunity for communities to decide 
how to tackle local needs ς but it does not allow them to ignore local needs. 

 
179. There is already clear evidence that Inspectors are challenging Core Strategy 

proposals from Local Authorities that fail to address up-to-date evidence of housing 
need. Most recently, as this report was finalised, the Inspector suspended the 
Reigate and Banstead Core Strategy submission for six months. The InspectorΩǎ 
reasons are similar to the position Inspectors have recently taken with a number of 
Core Strategies, and illustrate some of the hurdles the WBC draft Core Strategy may 
face: 

 
 i Duty to Co-operate: From the CouncilΩǎ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ŜƴǘƛǘƭŜŘ Ψ/Ǌƻǎǎ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ 

ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Inspector that meaningful cross 
boundary working had taken place. Whilst the statement set out the process 
of consultation with neighbouring planning authorities and other agencies 
that has underpinned the preparation of the RBCS, the Inspector felt that it 
failed to draw out the main strategic cross-boundary issues and their 
outcomes.  

 
 ii Housing scale and distribution: The Inspector identified four main concerns in 

his paper:  
  




