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JIMMARY

1. Built by theRoyalCanadiarAir Force, DunsfoldAerodromehas been in aviation use
sincel942 From 1946 to 1951 it was occupiegt Skywaysanair-charter company
It was then taken over by HawkeXircraft Limited later British Aerospacewvho
gained in 1951 permanent planning permission for tmanufacture repair and
flight-testingof aircraft

2. Thepresent ownersacquiredthe site in 2002, afteBritish AerospacéBAe)vacated it
with the loss of 100 jobs. Before thatBAe WaverleyBoroughCouncil(WBC) Surrey
CountyCouncil(SCCand Surrey Economic Partnerstiad jointly commissioned WS
Atkins to review options for the future of the sit@ heir report concluded that (given
the priority wasWY I A Y G A YA Y 3 - prdéBnably (id- piiotizét thej ekigtify
skilled staff and the economic benefits to the communityo options were
potentially viable continued aerospace and aviatioalated activities and/or high
quality employment orientated to growth and technology (leveraging the existing
g 2 NJ T 3k E The thirdiable optionWFNRY | O2YYSNDALIf X
SYGBANRYYSy il fonce BAR ad clodel th@sidwddbeW ! y A YF AA Y (.
and balanced mix of residential, employment and recreational activities and
community support, at sufficient critical mass to become-r&dihint in sustainability
termsQ

3. In the event, the closure took place prior to therodromed &  LJdzNID#nkf@ldS o6 &

Park Ltd(DPL). They hawubsequentlygenerded replacementemployment at the

site amounting to sore 700 jobs through leasing and letting premises tt00
businesses botin the complex of commercial buildings, atfttough variousaviation

related and other uses of the runway compléebhe latter, however, have been
through arrangements of a short term tume as DPL harefused approaches that
involvedlonger termaviationinvestments pursung insteadthe objective of amixed
useWS-@ R f teplagiBgdheAerodrome similar to theWsS Atkin®ption 3

4. Over thefirst five years(20027) of their ownership various preliminary discussions
took placebetween DPL and WBC over possible future development of the bite
2003 WBC establishethe first Special Interest GroufSIG)to inform its approach
but thiswork was aborted in 2004vhen the 2004 Planning Act substantially changed
national planning plicy.

5. In 200 WBCwas told(pre-inquiry) by the Inspectorthat its then draft Core Strategy
responding to the 2004 Actwas likely to be foundunsound, andthe Council
therefore withdrew it WBC started the process of revising the draft, buthwio
Core Strategyikely to be in place for some years DPL decidgdinstdelaying their
plans until it was completed heysubmitted toWBGCin 2008 theiroutline application
for a new settlement This wouldhave comprised 2,601 residential units(of which
910were to beaffordable homesfor rent or part ownership at below market ragg
shops, cafe, pulbo meet local needs, and a variety of services includimyimary
school, health, social and leisure facilitiesjth around 350 acres of publicly
accessible lakes and parklantihe existing 45,000 sq metres of business space would
have grown to 60,000 sq metres.
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Thedesign team summarised threvision as follows:

Create a new concept in rural living and an inggiplace to work

Provide different types and sizes of homes for local residaentduding affordable
homes in a compact settlement

Provide an excellent range of community facilities and laoanities

Incorporate innovative environmental techniques minimise wasteconsumption
and provide green energy

Create new public transport links, as well as walking and cyclmgections to
surrounding villages

Expand the existing business park to generate new employmeiddat people
Provide public access targe areas of landscaped parkland dakks

Promote local agriculture and forestry

Celebrate the aviation history of Dunsfolerodrome by developingan aviation
museum

Improve the quality of life in theCranfold community @/ NJ y 2 f RGe NB TS NI

cluster of some 13 villages surrounding therodrome

The application was refused bWBGC a decision supported by thappeal Inspector
and upheld by the Secretary of State in September 2BChad argued against the
proposal on anumber of grounds, but a significant number ofhose arguments
(summarised for WBC in the closing statement by Timothy Moulfivigee firmly
rejected by both thelnspectorand the Secretary obtate. Amongst the arguments
presented by Mr Mould foWBC burejected in the appeal conclusions were:

i That the superlatives used by those supporting the scheme Wekeg LIS:ND 2 f A O

The Inspector concluded the excellent sustainability of the s¥hS wolHd

compare favourably with other leading schemes bothindké Y R | 8 N2 I RQ

The Secretary o8ate gave considable weight to the fact that it was (and
remains) the only development scheme ever supportedhatronal Friends of
the Earth.

i That the proposal would havl  aA Iy AFAOlI yG F yvewy St ()

FTNRY (GKS {dzNNBeée |1 Aftfta ! hb. Q
The Secretary of Statan complete contrastconcluded the development
would haveWf S & & @ Xihaethé exigtivghdrodrame

iii That the large number of affordable homes proposed providedy 2
2 dza G A Ffér Qraking Ary €ception to the local and regional policies
regarding spatial strategy
The Secretary of State on the contrary gave thér dzo & ( | vy Gghvént

the WASOSNBE aK2NIF3IS 2F | Tanad KNRHARIOS | K 2 dzayA

economiccoa Sl dzSy 0Sa 2F FrLAEtAy3a G2 RS f§

iv Thattherewad y ® 2 dza (fdr priorliding letfing the affordable housing
to those working on the site on sustainability grounds

On the contrary, thelnspectorRS & ONA 6 SR 5t [ Q& LINRPLIZASR

WSy i ANSt g anihé Sepretaryoof Stalegreedthat they accorded
with both the aims of the scheme and with the South East.Plan
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v That WO KSNE A& y2 WwRNR (IKYBR aY 0K SUEa $@
housing requirements under the South EBstn and national policy
In contrast the Secretary of State concluded tHakredard to thelnspectols
comments that theCouncifaced a challenge in deciding how to accommodate
the residual SEP housing requirement for Waverley to 20@& appeal
LINRLI2&lf KFI&A Ylyeée FRGFHyidlFI3aSaQ

8. Timothy Mould QC also argued his closing statement on behalf of WB@Gt my
own then recently pd f A & KSR W ¢df rérél planhing alicy Gusitiependent
review for the last Government]id not support the scheme Specifically, that my
"hub and spokérecommendation for meeting housing needs around existing rural
communities"envisages a formof mini urban extensidnand 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 ¢dhe A28

9. In fact however, | argued @aragraph 23f the Taylor Reviewpecifically against the
kind of edge of communitdevebpments WBC now proposé&t b Sg Sadl G§Sa
on the edge of town, but historically the road layouts of new developments invariably
encourage car use rather than ¢éng or walking, especially if there are no services or

N>

w»

SYLX 28YSyid (2 Rdther] praposddEhat@bgiaphD @.£e Llddzi G A y =

together the value unlocked by thousands of new homes, and planning it as a
community with a sense of place, it issgble to deliver the infrastructure, the shops,
pubs, cafes, schools, health centres, leisure facjlitrdtifunctional green spaces,

odzaAyS&ada LINBYA&ASE YR YAESR K2daAaAy3azr GKI

Figure 2.2: New housing growth for market towns

Neighbourhood centre -
shops, services, New housing

Industrial park employment space ,)'
Historic @
market \

Public green/

town

New housing open space
(1) Bad housing growth: Doughnut (2) Good housing growth: Creating self
development of tightly packed housing contained satellite neighbourhoods with
estates built up against the existing mix of housing, employment and public
settlement with few additional shops, green and open space benefiting both
services, or amenity. new and old communities.




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Further, Figure 2.2 on Page 63X the Taylor Revievelearly illustrates thesaew
WatellitecQ O2YYdzy A A Sa beNdatetiNRekiPspaSeRronil tBelaped
existing communityvhich nonetheless provides the higher level servidgss isrery
much theproposedrelationship betveen the DPIschemeand Cranleigh, in contrast
G2 2 . urréné proposals forGreenfield releases adjacent to Cranleigh and
FarnhamIn fact, mytext stated: 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: Creseifg
contained satellite neighbourhoods with mix of fsing, employment and public
green and open space benefittifgpth new and old communitigsit was therefore
clearly reasonable for DPL to argue thaylorReview(which the Government had
just endorsed)n principle suppoithe kind of scheme they proposednd DPL could
reasonably add today that the Review was also critical of the typ&reenfield
development WBC now appear to propose around Cranleigh and Farnham

The single fundamental issue on which thespectorand the Secretary of State
FANBSR ¢gAGK 2./ Qa 2 afhedadiergfusedthe appedss LINE LJ2
the traffic generation from the proposed development, and it was this that led to the
dismissal of the appeal.

This refusal on transport gumds (the site is described by the Secretary of State as
Wy 234 |  &dza G )isihgwedet sBbjettad @la fuAdanyeftal caveat

The Inspector stated (and the Secretary of State agreedy 5 S& LA GS A
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 SERghous
requirement. However, those other options have yet to be explored. The SEP had not
even been approved at the time of thequiryand theCounciddoes not as yet have an
adoptedCore StrategyThe superiority of the appeal proposals cannot be assumed. A
decision to allow the Eedillage to proceed at this stage, prior to the formulation of

the LDF, would be premature and would effectivelyggpt the proper consideration

of alternatives as part of the develmgnt planning process.

In short, the rgection of the appeal did not in either th@especto® or the Secrary

of Sate® opiniors rule out the scheméeing supported in futuréf it proved to be
the best option for meeting WBE housing requirements when compared to the
alternatives Thiscomparative assessmemiould be appropriatelycarried outin the
process ofdeveloping the LocadDevelopmentFamework not in determining this
application inisolation

Since the appeal severaty mattess have changedvhich 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 fonxeduse re-development
Planning Paty has been sudtantially reformed. The previous Planning Policy
Statementshave beenreplaced by the single Nation&lanning Policy Framework
(NPPFE) rooted n a presumption in favour of sustainable developmetd the
requirement to meet evidenced housing neethe Government has also announced
its intention © abolish regioal plans (including the Soutta& Plan (SEP)), although
this has been delayed by EU requirements for detailed environmental impact

-4-



assessmentsNVBQ®2 bbng delayedCore Strategys now in final draft and is expected
to be subject to arfexaminationn PubliqEiP)next year.

15. However, WBC has not beenlalio agree an alternative lorigrm strategy for the
site withthe ownerg& I Yy R 2 . / QuardingRuasfoidAeddfombiBpeared to
DPL to be almost entirely predicated on tBeuth East Plan and the appeal outcome
As the proposals for the new WERIbre Strategyemerged, it became clear to DPL
that the Borough Councilwould continue to oppose any mixedise (combining
business and residentialevelopment at theAerodrome In Apil 2012 | was
therefore commissioned by Dunsfold Park Ltd to conduct an independent review to
advise them on what options they might naw in the futurerealisticallybe able to
pursue regarding the future use and development of therodromesite. WBC ha
alsoreconstituted (since | was commissioned) a Dunsfold Park Special Interest Group
0{LDOX gAOK GSN¥Xa 2F NBFSNByOS a¢2 AyoS
AerodromeA Yy (U KS ySg RS@OSt2LIYSYyd FTNIYSg2N] F2N

16.  Taking theWsS Atkins report and thappeallnspectoQ & NXB LJ2 NI | dgand- & G I N,
in the context of the NPPF and the drafical Pan, | haveexaminal the likelihood of
DPL being able tprogress anixeddevelopmentreplacing theAerodrome(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 optiomlisd out what alternatve
development of theAerodromewould be most viable for DPL or any future owner of
the Aerodrome

17. | also sought to engage with key stakeholders in themmunity, Councié and
interested parties in reaching annderstanding of the difficult choices facing the
community regarding he future of the Aerodrome site, and what may be the
preferences of the local stakeholdefBhe list of those et is in Appendix 2t the
back of this report.

Key conclusions summesed
18.  Since the appeal, matters have mowvazhsiderably botmationally 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 considerstandaloneW3F NRSy OA (e Q Ge&LlsS
possible way to meet local housing needrequirement not to turn down
development proposals purely on transportation grounds unless they cause
WA S @S NB Qandh rétailted & gegquirement to prioritise WrownfieldQ
development oveGreenfielddevelopment

X«
(0p))

ii The planning status of Dunsfoférodrome is accepted to include permanent
LISNXY¥A&daA2y F2N FGAlLGA2y dzaSa o0GKS &S
FANONF FG6€X dzyNBAGNAOGSR Ay (GSN¥xa 2F 7T
traffic movements, with the current temporary restrictions onlight times
and numbersendingno later than 2018The siteis now agreedo be almost
entirely (86%)previously developed¥rownfield} land. WBC vas arguing it

-5-



Vi

vii

was a primarilyGreenfieldsite when the South East PI{&EPpanel rejected
the suggestion of anixedusedevelopment at the sitef 2,500homes andit
was a matter of contentiomvhen WBC rejected the application and opposed
it at appeal.

2 | @S NXr&fid Code Strategyrequires substantialGreenfield releases
around Cranleigh and Farnham precidedgause WBE!ill continues toreject
the option of housing on the previously developed Dunsfstgdodrome site.
TheseGreenfieldreleases relate to WB€oncluding it has tdind space for
around 1000 homes more than it @an accommodatewithin the existing
settlements Yet the NPPF sawéllocations of land for development should
prefer land of lesser environmental valéeand that they shouldencourage
the effective use of land by reusing land that has beereviously developed
(BrownfieldQand), provided that it is not of high environmental valge

2 . | Qaie Strategyproposes, even with thé&reenfieldreleases, just 230
homes @r annum compared to the SEP requirement of 250 pa and the
evidenced need (in the Strategic HousMarket Assessment) af06 homes
per annum Yet the NPPF requiréisat LocalPlans shouldover the whole of
the plan period,meet the &ull, objectively assessedeeds 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 perod

TKS WdzZNbtFy NByYylFAdalyOSQ Y2RSftfocusiigh OK
development on larger urban centres with a full range of seryit®sn a
number of respects no longercceptedbest practice. In particular, it is now
understoodthat edge of townestate developments are not necessarily well
connected to the seiices in the town and can increasear use and
congestion, whilstixedusedevelopments, including new communities, may
provide a better option.This point featured in the 2008 Taylor Revjeand
consideration of such alternatives mow required by the NPPREiThe 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 tle 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 @

It is now accepted that in many area®ad congestion is an unavoidable
element of economic growth and necessary development, and may need to
be managed rather than avoided. Hence the NPPF stéfes/elopment
should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the impacts
of developmentare severé ¢

More recently, WBC argue in tinaraft Core Strategyhat Whitehill/Bordon
ecotown and the Aldershot Urban Extension bothay absorb part of
Waverley@ unmet housing need. However, th®uty to Cooperate
documentation shows botthose Counci rejectingthis proposition. It is also
not clear from the documents that th®uty to Cooperatehas led to any

-6-
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19.

20.

21.

meaningful dialogue to resolve issues, which is what the NPPF actually
requires.Meanwhile,the successfulegal challenge to the SE#release land

for 2,000K2YSa y2NIK SFad 2F DdAfIRGRNR2KSE@
regarding the SERousing provision on the border of Waverley, exacerbated

by plans for the Slyfield Urban Extensioeing puton hold.

On all these ground€)PLshould seek t@resentthe options outlined in this report
(below) for the future of DunsfoldAerodrome, includinghe case for amixeduse
development schemef some sortfor the Aerodrome site to the newly established
WBC Dunsfoldherodrome SIGWith its broad terms of reference and the recently
improved relationship between DPL and WBC therbapefully, an opportunity for a
genuine engagement in a fundamentalappraisalof the future of the siteSimilarly,

if WBC continugwith its presentstrategy, there is a strong case for D#lLchallenge
the draft Core Strategwt the EiP

One option for such a schemeasproposal for anixeduse schemebased 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
perhapsthrough a park and ride bus scheme catering to Cranleigh andh&lors
Guildford traffic as well as the new developmerfithis would potentiallyrelieve
congestion at Bramley iparticular, and without it even if a Dunsfollerodrome
mixed development does natccur, other developments are likely to drive increasing
congesion there.

The second optoth & | yS¢ avYlff SN YAESR RS@St 2 LIY!
(1,000-1,250 homes) Thiswould certainly have less impact on the A28mhd remove

the need forGreenfieldRS @St 2 LIYSy G G2 YSSG 2./ Tha LINE L
viability of delivering the full transport mitigation and other sustainability benefits of

the larger scheme would need to be tested

Option One: Anupdated proposal based on the 20Gplication

22.

A stieme onbroadlythe original scale, but updateegarding transport mitigatiomo

ensure the transport impacts are not severe (subject to comparatimpact
assessment of WBCalternative proposalsynd to coriorm to the Govermey (i Q &
LINBFSNNBR W3l NRSYy OAleéQ LINAYOALX Sax KIFa O

i. Aviation and automotive usesomld cease solving the noise and disturbance
issues permanently.

il Site acessonto the A281 could be impved, removing the current impacts of
traffic movements on/off site on the surrounding residential properties

iii This scaleof developmentwould still impact onthe A281 but, as the appeal
Inspector concluded alternative development elsewhere in WBC will also
have transport congestion impactend less capacity to support innovative
mitigation.



v Rising traffic levels on the A281 aresultingcongestion notably at Bramley
could befurther mitigated byadding a high quality pa& 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 dBreenfield sites in Waverley(and
potentiallythe Green Belaround Guildforgl

Vi WBCgainsa strong role in the mastgolanning, design, and mitigationn
contrast toits weak position in relation to controllingviation related growth
after 2018

Vil WBC(and potentially Guildford addresstheir evidencedhousing need more

effedively, strengtheningtheir hand in fending off unwantedspeculative
developmentproposalselsewherein the community

vii A national exemplar eecoommunity is createdincluding opportunies to
create and grova centre of excellence for environmental businesses

IX Housing onsite for employees creating genuine-Wak opportunities, with
affordable homesprioritised for those living and working on the site and the
immediate surrounding communities.

OptionTwa DS@Sft 2LJ I &Yl ff SN WI00M0NIR0vhon@sA £ € | 3

23.  Given the fact that WB@asrecentlyrevised its drafiCore Strategyo accommodate
a lager number othomesto bring it (nearly) in line with the SERt hasidentified a
shortfall of around 1,000 homes over the plan period. To address tiW¥BC is
currently proposing to releaséreenfieldsites.

24. These Greenfield release proposals contradict the NPPF (which pramsti
‘brownfield releases), and have sparked considerable local opposigispecially in
Farnham, even before specificces have been identified. The failure to identify
specific sites and the stalled nature of some of the existing proposed development
sites(including the significanEast Street site)also réses a question mark over the
deliverability of the WB@roposals.

25. Ly GKA& O2yGSEG GKS LRaaAroArAftAGe 2F F &Yl
(1,000-1,250 homes) has consideraldéraction.

i Aviation and automotive uses would cease, solving the noise and disturbance
issues permanently.

i 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 impact much less on the A281 and, as the
appeallnspectorconclded, alternative development elsewhere in WBC will
also have transport congestion impacts and less capacity to support
innovative mitigation, including the proposed developments at Cranleigh.

v Rising traffic levels on the A281 and resulting congastiotably 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 substantiverelease of Greenfield sites in Waverley (and
potentially theGreen Belaround Guildford)

Vi WBCgains a strong role in the mastptanning, design, and mitigation, in
contrast to its weak position in relation to controlling aviation related growth
after 2018.

Vil WBC (and potentially Guildford) address housingged more effectively,
strengthening their hand in fending off unwanted speculative development
proposals elsewhere in the community

vii A national exemplar eecoommunity is created, including opportilies to
create and grow a centre of excellence for environmental businesses

IX Housing onsite for employees creating genuine-Wak opportunities, with
affordable homes prioritised for those living and working on the site and the
immediately surromding communities.

26. My recommendation is thaboth these options are discussed with tM¢gBCSIGin
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 optmuid be presented
to the Inspectorat the EiPinto the draft WBCCore StrategyDepending on the
outcome regarding th&€ore Strategythere may also be an opportunity to submit an
application for eitherof the approachesabove on the basis of the presumption in
favour of sustainable developmen#ny housing numbers set for Waverley are likely
to be a minimum given the substantial levels of unmet housing need both in the
Boroughand the immediately surrounding communitiesiotably Guildford.

If mixed-usedevelopment is ruled outgow the existingbusiness

28. If the opportunities for DPL to pursue mixeduse development at Dunsfold
Aerodromeare exhausted or appear to have no achievable outcomes, DPL (or its
successorill needto realise the sit@ alternativeeconomicand businesgotential.

The WS Atkins report (which uniquely examines all the options for Dunsfold
Aerodrome&) = O2y Of dzZRSa G KI G | @A lumigud selling aointi K S

ax

Despite policyCS10 suggesting otherwise, ibid & ! w{ &dzZa3Sald Ay 2.
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apprasal) unlikely that WBC has the powers describesto exercise significant
control over aviation related development Moreover, the NPPF statesiWhen
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 Governent Framework for UK Aviaticér ®aken together, all
these factors mean it is very difficult to see how WBC could resist the growth of
aviation at theAerodromeunless it is closed to allow mixeduse redevelopment.

And DPL show convincing evidence of plogential aviation demand.

Therefore the best option for DPlas a businesg mixeduseis ruled out (which is
what2 . / Q& CdoteNStratagyproposes) is to grow the aviation businesdengside
upgrading the other business offerg§vhat that meaniowever is

i b2 AYLINROSYSYyGs>S IyR @OSNE tA1Ste&e | ¢2N&
communities of theAerodromeuses (air traffic and automotive). WBGwn
environmental appraisal doubts WBC can control this.

il Substantial Greenfield develgppment in Waverley Borough (notably at
Cranleigh and Farnhamihat could instead béetter accommodated on this
HrownfieldCxsite.

iii Cranleigh faces the worst of both worldsincreased aviation impactand
Greenfielddevelopment- 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 9SSy AF 2./ Q& K2dzaAy3d ydzYo SNHkelybeS | I NB
expressed as a minimurMoreover some of the schemes WEJelying on
have long been stalled and are therefore of questionable viability (notably the
Farnham East Street schejneWithout the clearly deliverablehousing
DunsfoldAerodromecould offer, it will be much hardefior WBCto defend
against ad hoc speculative housing developmengapplications across
Waverley.

% DunsfoldAerodromeitself could still win a revised applicatia appealif the
Waverley housing figure is expressed as a minimuprpposed as a
sustainable development RRNBX &aaAy3 2./ Qa SOARSYOSR
This is all especially true ather schemeson which WBGQely, such asEast
Sreet, remain stalled.

Vi Should thelnspectorrequire 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 tBeroughCouncilmay need
to consider very much largéereenfieldreleases unless Dunsfolerodrome
is ruledbackin.

-10-



30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

| believe there is considerable local support for&d& I YA YAy 3 2 ./ Qa LR A
relation to the future of Dunsfolderodrome andtt5 O2 YLJ NJ} G A @S A YL} O

wider housing and spatial plan. In any event, | conclude a much more thorough and
up-to-date review of the options for the future of the site mecessary

In particular, before adopting policy CS1®BC should begressed to obtaina
detailed reappraisal of therelative merits of amixeduse development at Dunsfold
Aerodromecompared to the WBC proposé&sareenfieldreleasesthat does not simply
presume (as the drafCore Strategynd the URS appraisal both do) thateenfield
releases on the edge of Ciaigh and Farnham are more sustainable than a
development at DunsfoldAerodrome This should be combined withn updated
review ofall the possibleoptions for theAerodromesimilar to the WS Atkins report.
The Alan Stratford and Associates Report (April 20d€garding aviations contested
by DPL on a range of detailed pointxluding that itmisinterpreted the CAA status
of the Aerodromeand its route constraintslt would be sensible to resolve this by
WBC and BL jointly commissioning an appraisal of the commercial opportunities and
constraints.

At the least, before WBC adopt policy CS1@hibuld be candid with the public
regardingits 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 dfaft policy CS10.

As things stand, on the evidence presentédoncludethat permanently closing off

the option of amixedusedevelopment 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) &ion planning permission and
various permitted development rights. As the sustainability report suggests, | believe
WBC will have very few powels practice to curtail aviation related development
here. | also conclude that suclviation development waild clearly not be the best
solution for the surrounding communitiedut will likely be the best commercial
option for DPlor any future owner of the site

The views in this report are mine alone (and from the start | made it clear to those |
met | would not be directly quoting our discussions, so that they could speak as freely
as possible)l am very grateful indeed that the overwhelming majority of those |
approached were willing to spend time with me discussing openly their thoughts and
concerns about the future of théerodrome the site, and the impacts and issues
facing the surroundingcommunities. This has allowed me to be as informed as
possible of the cross section of opinions loga#lyout the options that might be
considered to meet local concerns regarding both the existing uses and any
development proposed.

The review hasden 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, | hope my report may also help inform
their deliberations.
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Conclusion

36. 2| PSNX Seé . 2NRdzAK [/ 2dzyOAf Qa Od
involve a loselose scenario: Greenfield developments arour

Aerodrome which the Council would have little oronpower to
control. A wellplanned garden village wouldin contrast provide a
win-win-win for the community: a permanent end to the aviatiol
and automotive noise and nuisance issues; an exemplar gard
village mixed use development which actually enhances
landscape, public realm and biodiversity rather than edge ofwo
Greenfield developments; and a clearly deliverable (and therefd
defensible) housing strategy meeting pressing and evidend
housing needs in Waverley. As the Inspector for the 2008 apq
suggested it might, | believe that a proper assessment of thet
sustainability of this development compared to the draft Waverlg
Core Strategycould prove to be the best and most sustainédb

the NPPF, and most importantly to deliver the homes, jobsid

solution for meeting thehousing requirement, the requirements of

PNNB y
d

Farnham and Cranleigh, plus likely growth of aviation use of the

—J

en
he

re

red
eal

y

facilities so many local people desperately need.

—1

Matthew Taylor
September 2012

-12-

R N.



About Lord Taylor

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

Lord Tayloconducted a Government Review, commissioned by {
last PM, into how to reform the planning system to better addre
the challenges of rural housing and sustainable rural econo
development The Taylor Review, 2008That review was accepted
by Government (47 of 48 recommendations) and widely suppor
(CPRE, Country Landowners, ACRE, Local Government Assoc
Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors, NFU, National Associatid
LocalCouncis, planning bodieske TCPA and RTPI,.et@s well as
by all three main political parties).

The Taylor Review informed the development of both Conservative and Liberal
Democrat planning policy before the laGeneral Hection, and thence the NPPF,
which is now in plag and will determine the Waverlggore Strategy

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 whidte 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 developmeqprincipally DEFRA, but also CLG. After the
last General Ection the Rural Coalitiorpublished a joint documentThe Rural
Challengé (2010) that has informed the Government'secently published Rural
Policy paper.

Today Lord Taylor chairs the National Housing Federation (the Housing Association
national body) which amongst other thiaghas been running for two years a rural
housing initiative.

Lord Taylor also chairs the Partnership Board delivering the St Austell Eco
Communities (one of the threeco-towns that originally went forward, though as it is
split across three siteshe main development is similar in size and concept to that
previously proposed at Dunsfolderodromeg. It also has a similar locational
relationship to the market town of St.Austell, as Dunsfdlérodrome has to
Cranleigh. The partnership takes pride in a wide community involvement and
support. Lord Taylomwas previously a rural (Cornish) MP for that community for 23
years, prior tostanding down in 2010 and subsequerdliytering the House of Lords.

He continues to advis government and others on national planning and housing
policy.
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PART 1
ANALYSIS OF THEANNING POSITION DATE

DunsfoldAerodromeHistory

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

Alarge site of 28 hectaresPunsfoldAerodromecompriseshree runwaysextensive
hard standing and aircraft dispersal areas, perimeter tracks and approximately
45,000sgm of industrial buildings housing a variety of businesses.

Built in 1942, Dunsfolderodromewas constructed for the Royal Canadian Air Force
in the Seond World War. It has been in continuous aviation use ever since. From
1946to 1951 it was occupied bgkywaysan aircharter companylt was then taken
over by Hawker Aircraft, later British Aerospace (BAe), for the development, flight
testing, manufactee and repair of aircraft (latterly for development, manufacture
and repair of both the Hawk and the Harrier).

It was grantedpermanent planning permissioon 13 April 195%or the derection
repair and flight testing of aircraft There is no longeany 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.

BAe announced in 1999 that it no longer needed the facilly its peak, BAe
employed 1400 people at Dunsfold Aerodrome and following their withdrawal in
2000 with the loss ohighly skilledjobs, the Aerodrome was purchased bylhe
Rutland Group in 2002, who formed the airfield operating company Dunsfold Park Ltd
(DPL).

For many year, all concerned believed the 19%lanningpermission to have been
temporary. However, lhare now agreed that it was and is a permanent permission,
since it contains no condition or other restrictienlimiting its duration aircraft
movements or on vehicle movements associated with the aviation ese Because

of the mistakenearlier 6 St AST K2¢SOSNE | ydzYoSNJ 27
permissions were sought andbtained, which - unlike the underlying permanent
permission- do place limits orair movements.As a resultthe permissions contaia
number of restrictionsonly aircraft with an unladen weight of 70 metric tonnes or
less may use th@erodrome andaircraft movements are limited to 5,000 in any one
calendar yeafof which no more thar2,500 are to be associated with aircraft repair,
assembly and flight testingind 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 engas on the ground. There are no restrictions on
aircraft noise levels.

Themost recenttemporary permissionsgrantedin 2008 included24 conditions, one

2F GKSY aSiaAy3a Iy wEmrhihdldatethelpdsiBon redefis on ! L
to that of the unrestricted Aprii m dop m LIS NI A & & A 2egpair Bl Nlightt 9 NB O (i
testing of aircraft at Dunsfold\erodromé. The only condition imposethen was:

"No variations from the deposited plans and particulars will be péeaiitunless

previously authorised by the Hambledon Rural Dist@duncitb EThe only plan

submitted in 1951 was a site plan drawn around the willerodromeboundaries.
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49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

DPLis currently pursuing a High Court case arguing that the 1951 unrestricted
permanent permissiorcannot be limited(as a matter of laywby the more recent
temporary permissions, but that is disputed Waverley Borougi€ouncil\WBC) the
case will be heard next yealo 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 evefthere is nolonger any dispute
regarding the fact that the 1951 permissiwill applyby 2018 at the latest

Although previously disputed,sasheWBCCore Strategyraft states the Counciinow

I O O S a6 &f thé site is Previously Developed léafiel Wrownfield) Previously,

at the time of the development of the Soutfast PlafSEP)the sitewas considered
largely@reenfieldd dzy RS @St 2 LIS BCalsd aygReH at khe appeditd the
ecovillage application. The now acknowledged previously developed status of almost
the whole site materially changes the conteggarding potential development of the
site.

There areGeneral Permitted Development OrdetSRDQ permitted development

rights for buldings to be erected(eg hangars, manufacturing factles, associated
offices etc) WBCacceptsthat there areparticularCAA permitted development rights
for aviation related activitiesThough WBGCand the owners dfer on how broadly

these rights may be drawrsubstantial building$or aviation useghangurs, aircraft

related manufacturing and repair facilitieand associated officscould be erected

at broadly the2 ¢ y SdisdRedion

Thus both operationally and in terms of development of assteikafacilities,in
practice WBChas very limited powers as a planning authority to plan, cookror
direct certain aviation related activity on the sitdVBC does not acknowledge this
limited authority in its proposed draft Core Strategypolicy CS10for Dunsfold
Aerodrome but the environmental appraisal commissioned from URS by WBC
highlightsthe fact that it may not be able to apply the corants the policy proposes

on noise, disturbance, and aviation movemenis short, by 2018 WBC camot
control aviationusagefalling within the1951 consent or most aviation related built
development, tlough it caninfluencesubstantively different uses from that originally
permitted (egcommercial passenger aviation)

DunsfoldAerodromeis situatedin open countryside characterised by woodland and
agricultural land and is within an area that the Waverley Local Plan designates as
G/ 2dzy 0 NB a4 A RBeerd B2 Bup Bnallip&rtS of the site aravithin an Area

of Great Landscape Value and there @awo small Sites of Nature Conservation
Interest ¢ as designated by the Local Plann 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.

Planning permission existsr the change of use of some of thexisting buildings
from aviation related usegessentially thenain complexof buildingson the northern
edge) and temporary planning permission granted for various other uses. These
temporary permissionsire subject to restrictions onehicle movementsbut again

the restrictions do not apply to the underlying 1951 permissi@ire site now housge
some 100 tenants and licenseesmployingmore than 700 people, across a broad
range of mdustrial, commercial, distribution and storage us&$ere is alsdilming

-16-



55.

FYR LI2tAOS RNRARISNI (NI JyfomgtidezactiBtied\shich dgdthe Wi NJ C
./ Q& ¢ 2L DS ladMdLiMéh@dularly Wseit for vehicle testing and

driver training. All thesare in addition tothe aviation usesand a number of them

(principally those related to tracéctivitiesand vehicle testing) are associated with a

history of noise related complaints from the immetianeighbours

Currently there are twa@rincipal entrances to the site, one at the southern end of
Stovolds Hill, providing access to the B2130 and the A281 nehite the other is at
Compasses Bridge, giving access to the A281 south at Alfoldw@yssHowever,
DPIQ awn land would allow a direct access onto the A2Bthe 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 souffhe resulting traffic movements dhe
access roadgive rise to complaints from the residents there. Theralg an on
going history ofconcern across a wider area (notably within Cranleigh and the
smaller surrounding villages) about the noise ofmovementsassociated with the
site, and a still greater level of concern that this may increase in future if the
Aerodromeactivities are expanded. W5 dzfigport2 OR A 2y DNRdzLJQ KI &
press against increased airfield activities

KEYPOINTS

i A large site of 248 hectares86% of the site is Previously Develoged
Land {e BrownfieldQ b @

1 The underlying permission allows unrestricted flight and aviaion

related traffic movements
1 Permanent planning permissioexists¥ 2 NJ 6§ KS aSNBQiIA2y X NB
ff AAKG GSadAy3a 2F | ANONI Fié o

1 GPDO permitted development rightsexist for aviation related
activities

1 Noise issues related to aviation and automotive relatedes and
traffic on accessoads

i Site nowhas more than 100ccupiersemployingover 700 people

WS Atkins Impact Study of the Closure of BAe Duns{dih 2000)

56.

S57.

When BAe announced their intention to vacate Duns#ddodrome thisthreatened
substantiallocal employment impacts and raised the question of future use of the
site.

WSAtkinswascommissionedointly by BAe WBG Surrey CountZounciland Surrey
Economic Partnershipp assesshe options and opportunities for théderodrome
site. The planning permissionggarding the use of the airfiellvhich werethen
believed to betemporary, requiring a return to agricultural use when the BAe
activities ceasg did not constrain the terms of their reviewrhe remit wasto
develop a plan taninimise the impact on the local community and the econashy
the BAe closureThe review consided all possible options for the future of the site,
and thedetailed analysis providesbenchmark in understanding its potential
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58.

59.

WS Atkins urged the early adoption oﬁabf SI NI @ FAYSR adGNI (S
AAGSET 050l dASabl KR2l YR (XS Qa BININE | OK
dzy RS&AN)I 60t S 0O2yaSljdsSyoSa GKFG g2dZ R oS

WS Atkins summarise the options as follows:

Employment ReJse And Development Options

Vi

Replacement of Aerospaamnd Aviation Related activities.

They citedevidence of demand from foreign owned companies for large scale
activities such as simulated flight training, manufacturing of flight simulation
equipment, and acraft maintenance operations. Additionallyeaent nearby
developments Farrborough and FairoaKs suggestd 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 atacted around core activities of this kind.

R&D and High tech Manufacturing Activities.

Whilst West Surrey is attractive t@nowledge basd activities,most such
businesses wouldseek to retain their ties with the universitat Surrey
Research ParkDunsfold Aerodrome would only be attractive to those
requiringa secluded and controlled operating environment

Headquarters and Customer Support Office Activities.
DunsfoldAerodromewould not prove atractive to major office usersother
thanthoseabove. $eculative development of a campus style office pads
G R dzo Ad@edmalack of a suitable labour catchment, iiea choice of public
transport and unacceptable distance from majoroads and motorways.
Without proven demang funding would beproblematic. Thee might be
interest in ahighly specialisedhternational call centredue to theland area
available

General Manufacturing and Industrial Services.

Despite an identified shortageof industrial buildings in West Surrethey
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.

Leisure and Recreational activities.

Leisure and tourism usewould beunlikely to be viableexcept withina self
sustainingmixture of other mainstream development activity on tséde. A
hotel/conferencing facilitynight workas part of anixedusedevelopment

Institutional activities.

Health'social care wouldbe suited to theattractive, secluded environment
away from urban areasA University Campuwas unlikely away from a town
centre. Other institutional uses that require a remote location with security,
such as prisons, or highly sensitive reseactivities might also be attracted

¢ but probably locally unacceptable
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Vii

viii

Development of Starup and Expansion Business Units.

Such a developmemnnight be attractedbut would be ¢highly dubious as a
standalone use, beindpetter suited asa component of a largereg mixed
use) development.

Agriculture.
Viable gricultural use as a single use optisas unlikely, thoughmight well
be viable on a smaller scale as part of a mixture of activity.

Feasibility of Housing Development

60.

61.

62.

Unsurprisingly, WS Rins saw housing development as commercially attractive given
DunsfoldAerodromelies in one of the most sought after areas of the country.

In policy terms,they comment thathousing provision would ease labour market
pressuresparticularly if this were to incluelan element of social housing, andght
crosssubsidisedesirable activities such as sports and recreation which might not
succeed commercially on a staatbne basis on the sit&he site might also offean
alternative to developingsreenfieldsites elsewhere in the area (as is now proposed
in the Waverley draftLocal Plan). The support and infrastructurerequirements
would, however, have to be taken into account, as would the th€ounty Structure
Pan preferringhousing development in urban areas.

WS Atkins emphasised that

dt 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 andvould not be a sustainable form of development. However, if
housing were to be considered as a realistiuge of part of the site, it is
conceivable that this could be justified as part aineeduse development,
oriented to establishing a combinatiorf 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 workabledstlone
economy and social structure which is intiependent, achieved by creating a
community with a compatible balance of employment developmegsiall
business units or a teleottaging support), an appropriate mix of housing,
including affordable émes, copious areas of open space, a range of
recreation activities and necessary community support facilities. For this to be
achieved a development d§0000or more housing units would be needed to
create a sustainable demand for the range of support amfdastructure
needed to make a new settlement sustainable.

GThe benefits ofcreating 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-usesetting".
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GThe question would be how to aelae 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 agreeneent.

WSAtkinsimpact appraisal bthese @tions

63.

The economic, environmental and social impacts osdwptionswere:

Vi

Vi

viii

Aerospace and aviatiomelated uses wex likely to be both desirale and
acceptable where these dicdhot involve excessive trafficor aircraft
movements creating incremental noise levdls mirroring the then still
current BAe operations)

Low density develpment of high quality knowledge based industrial uses,
involving low volume but high value products would be unlikely to create
adverse environmental impact@nd providethe basis for a stronger and
sustainalte subregional economy. This wasore likelyto succeed by way of

a small number of owneoccupier establishments rather than speculative
development.

Major office or industrial development wasonsidered unlikely from a
commercial point of view and would be likely to create a number of
undesrable environmental impacts, as well as causing overheating of the local
labour market.

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 fasible as part of a larger scale mix of uses.

Reversion to agricultural use would have low impact from an economic or
environmental point of view. Itwould permanently remove an area of
employment land.

The development of leisure, recreation artdurism activity would be
beneficialbut the commercial viability without crossubsidisation from other
more financially attractive forms of development would be questionable.

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.

Certain institutional uses, in particular health care, could meet a ready
demandand 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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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 commurtitsough the
provision of affordable housing and enable a desirable range of local
amenities to be crosgunded through development.

WS Atkinsconclusionsre feasiblere-useand redevelopmentoptions

64. The following conclusions wed¥awn.

dFeasible options, from both a commercial, economic and environmental point
of view would centre around the following options.

1 Aerospace and aviatierelated activities, with no or limited incremental
impact on noise.

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

1 An imaginative and balanced mix of residential, employment and
recreational activities and community support, at sufficient critical mass
to become selfufficient in sustainability terms.

65. Commenting on these options, they added:

0Of these, in the periodp to the closure of theite, 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.

oBeyond this, if the third option is chosen, it would be essential for clear
guidelines to be eablished in order to achieve the exemplary, sustainable,

balanced and high quality mix of activity that would be necessary to justify a
mixedusedevelopment on the site.

GThe choice of leaving the site vacant for a protracted period of time, with a
vague policy for reise and redevelopment, 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 reisequestion will be necessary.

oFurthermore 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 framewashich
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
definedé
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66.

67.

68.

The commentary malecleammaintaining continued aviation related employment or
AAYAT I NI 0SOKy2ft 238 NBf Il G§SR ShéloderalRamSiy i
YFEAYGFEAYAY3I .(mR&Sumably(thodgh nolj elzdicit) this was becadse i
was carried out prior to BAelosing their facility, sthe employment impact on the
highly skillecstaff was uppermost the remit being to develop a plan to minimise the
impact on the local community and the economylhat said, the final
recommendation is to test all three options ihe market.

Whils WB & f | (i Gote Btratedyil aFdalJLI2 NI a GG KS O2y GAydz GA:

employy Sy & | OG A @A (&, the ownessdayhtinfietd advodaterideduse
redevelopment and therefore continue to offer only short term leasesatiation
relatedbusinesses, albeit successfully attracting a large range of employers.

The riskdV S AtkinkK A A Kt A A K 2crarly definedkstra@gyyfod the futude

gl

2T (KBFrA3G8¢Y LI NI oSSy YAGAIFTGSR o0& GKS

Park Ltd (so the site remains a single entity, and positively managed), and the lost

employment has been replaced by the tenancyrafre than 100occupiers ¢ver 700
staff). However, the short term leases offered whid®PLseek long term permissions
for amixedusescheme mean that the quality and long term nature of this business
use has been limig and no long term investmemossiblein the aviation potential
The resit is that the AerodromeQ a O 2 Y YdeNtalAid iy no means being
realised However,a number of uses are impactingn surrounding residentsegQ
automotive usesair movements) which might have been resolved by longer term
agreement on the use of theite. Were a mixeduse development agreed that
required the closure of thé\erodrome the noise and disturbance issues would be
permanently resolved

KEYPOINTZ

GCSFaAofS 2LWA2yas FTNRY 020K I O2YYSNOALI

point of view would centre around the following options.

i Aerospace and aviatiomelated activities, with no or limited
incremental impact on noise.

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

i An imaginative and balanced mix of residential, employment and
recreational activities and community support, at sufficient criticgl

mass to becomeseli dzZF FAOASY (0 Ay adzadlF Ayl oAt AGE
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The South East Plan

69.

70.

The possibility of anixeduse development of around,500homes and2,000jobs

was presented by Dunsfold Park Ltd to tBeaminationin Public (EiP)nto the South

East Plan, as part of making a wider case for the S&at Ran to consider
incorpaating 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, thenspectorcame down against recommending it:

i oDunsfold Pak - 26.86 The case for strateg&rale 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 mixeduse development on the Dunsfolderodrome site and new
transport links to Cranleigh. Livevork units, a substantial element of
affordable housing provision for local people and accommodation for ever
50s are amongst the components that would, it was argued, provide a
sustainable solutionto housing requirements in this part of the region and
make best use of a majdorownfield 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 vidhe 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 grosed at this locatiore

It is important to note that when this assessment was made, the Dunsfold
Aerodromesite was consideredy WBCalmost entirelyGreenfield and the long

term aviation planning statubased on the 1951 permission was not established
either. Nor had the application and appeal taken place, in which limgpector
concluded that the proposal when assessediast other options for delivering

WE @SNE SeQa {9t Kz2dzaAy Fe thihstoptiddNyr Sfedurser A 3 K {
was the NPPF in place, with its requirethéo consider larger scale intergrated
developments on garden city principles as a possible way to meet housing needs and
the needfor sustainable development.

KEYPOINTS

—

i The RS&IP panetid look at an outline suggestion for developmer
at Dunsfold Park of,500dwellings, and rejected it

i However, at that time the site was considered large(yreenfield
and without a permanent aviation permissianit also reflected &
regional strategy that the Govemment plans to abolish, and which at
the local level hinged on a growth strategy for Guildford which was
successfully appealed againskts conclusions cannotherefore be
assumed to apply in the present circumstangesspedally given the
subsequent advice (see next sectionf) the appellnspector(and the
{ SONB (I NB 2VRen geérl initise wontéxk df dtherbptions the
(DPLs) appeal proposals may well prove to be the best solutign for
meeting the SEP housing requienf. i Q
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closure of the airfield (2008)

71. Dunsfold Park Ltemade a formaplanningapplicationfor a mixeduse development
GONBIFGAY3 | ot yOSR irefrly 2008/ whicH Wds iefaded O2 Y Y
andthen takenunsuccessfullyo appeal.

72. The essence of the proposals was described as béiig2z ONBIFGS | o
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 maked by 2,601 homes, of which 9%l be affordable. A
village centre, containing local shops, primary school, a special needs school, primary
health care, an ecumenical cloty, a multipurpose community centre, health club,
hotel and aviation museum, will be located at the heart of the community, readily
accessible on foot to residents and employ&es.

73. The industrial space was to be progressively upgraded, expanded\ardified 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 sit

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-site combined heat and power plant would
have been fuelled from a rem&ble source: local woodland produce. This, plus water
saving measures and the capture of raater for nonpotable uses, would have
enablal 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 omsite treatment of domestic waste was to be recovered
including recycfig.

76.  About 42% of the site would be developed, the rest of the sdpproximately 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 mixeduse 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 transpattis worth elaborating on the
transport proposals designed to manage demand for travel and promote alternatives
to the car.The nature othe mixedusescheme was to mimise the need to travel by
car for services (with local shop, pub, primary school etc) or joBsiority n the
allocation of housing would go to those workiag the site andn the local areaand
homeworking wouldbe encouragedThe Master Plarwas designed to maximise
accessibility on foot within thevillage through a compact layout (all homes and
workplaces within 650m of theillage centre) and a safe and attractive envirant
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79.

80.

81.

82.

for pedestrianswith limited access for vehicles in the inner regitlal area and the
villagecentre.

The Tansport Strategy then addressdldle remaining demand for travel by a twin
approach ofdeterrents to the use of cars and the promotion of environmentally
friendly alternatives.First a cordon charge levied onekicles leaving the village
Second a workplace parkinggvy.

The netproceeds of both charges woulte 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 Gaalming. Scheduled services woldd complemented by demand
responsive services for destinations or timeish lower flows. The buses woukldso

link the main parts of Duifigld Park itself, facilitating internal movement (no home
more than 300m from a stop). The buses were to be electric, efugbpowered. For

the residual number of trips that require individual transport residents were to be
encouraged to use car clubs purchase electric vehicles.

Pedestrian and cycle routes within the villageuld alsoconnect to external routes
to Cranleigh and nearby villages, facilitating walking and cyclmgroved bus
services and the additional range of jobs at Dunsf@ickRwould also reduce the need
to travel overall and by car for residents of the wid€ranfold area. The transport
measures wee expected to reduce car trips by 39% overall funsfold Park
residents (72% for trips to Cranleigh) and to reduce car tipemployeegravelling
to Dunsfold Park by 20% overall (48% of topginating inCranleigh).

The exemplary quality of the proposed scheme won the support of Friendseof t

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

KEYPOINTS
1 2,000 jobsmatched by 2,601 homes, athich 910affordable
1 A village centre- local shops, primary schooprimary health care,

community centre
i Transport Stréegy, including a cordon charge, funding high
frequency public transport
i 42% developed, the rest of the site largely country park openthe
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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83.

84.

85.

The application was turned down byBCin 2008 andthe appeal refused 2009

Thelnspecto & N&sldragssihe issues raised bWwBCand other objectors about

the ecovillage proposalin his conclusions The Inspectof &onclusions were
endorsed by the Secretary of State in his determination lefféreInspecto report

YR GKS {SONBOGFINE 2F {GFrdSQa tSGG4SNI 3ABS
the development of the site fomixeduse at large scale (in this applicatio@,600

homes and a substantial increase in business space). Albeit this woulthhawthe

context of the new Mtional Planning Policy Framewotkey clarifywhat are, and

what are not, the difficulties and advantages in bringing forwarsinailarly scaled

and exemplary mixedseschemeat this location

In doing so, they lato rest a number of concerns raised byB@and other objectors

to a mixeduse redevelopment of the site of the sort proposedq with broad
commendation for many exemplary aspects of the propasHiswever, the appeal

failed onone key negative, transport impacts, primarily relating to the increased
congestion on the A281. Additionally, it was regardetVasINB ¥ (AdgNJ G K G A {
0S O2yaARSNBR ¢ Ald tkelafter tehadl St crBidisth 2of tHe 5it€ as
Yhherentydzy adza G F Ayl 6t SQ Ay (shNbjeytdolazmidal cavéaNra A &
the possibilitythat the proposalthay welld S G KS o6Sad 2LIA2y F2NJ
housing requirement when compared to other possible sites in the local plan process.

Positives

86.

87.

No increase in noiselNoting the existing activities have substantial noise impacts,
including aviation and the testing of high performance cdéine appeal Inspector
concludedthe extra development woulahot impact much on existing traffic noise
and would anyway beffsetby the existing noisy activities ceasing.

S {SONBUGINEB 27
G N

{G1 4GS |t aRouldbyabectdzRS R
INF Y0jdAt.EAGE 2F GK

S | NBI ¢

A positive impact on viewsConcernwas expressecby WBC and otherabout the
impact on views rbm the Surrey Hills AONBIhe Inspector concluded the
development would havdess visual impact on views from the AONB than the
existingAerodrome the more muted colours and textures of materials in the village,
plus the landscaping, woulbetter blend the development into the surrounding
countryside andncreasethe visual attractiveness of the site.

1 Like the Inspector the Secretary of State didhot 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 thdnspector(i K I-thie praposed Ec¥/illage would result
in the development having less visual impact on views from the AONB than the
existingAerodrome& @
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88.

89.

90.

91.

Better publicaccessThelnspectorconcludal the improved public access could only

be of benefitto the wider @mmunity, 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.

1 The Secretary of State also considered that the improved public access to the
siteaO2dz2f R 2yfé 0S | o0SYy8S®AG (2 GKS SARSNJ

Theproposald S EOSt t Sy (iTheindpdiokdasytibedl xhe avidlénde that

the development would achieve a myehigh overall level of sustainability and a low

carbon lifestyle asP O 2 Y LISandWgySIad Ay SEOSaa 2F 6KI G A
new development and would compare favourably with other leading schemes both in
GKS 'Y YR FOoNRIFRQ

1 Excluding the transport issues (see below) the Secretary of Statep noted
thea OSNE KAIK 20SNItt S@St 2F &adzadl Ayl o
0KS RS@St2LIYSYyl 62dd R | OKASOSEé o

An alternative to developingGreenfieldsites elsewhereAt the time of thelnquiry

the South East Plan required at least 4138 newdes in Waverley by 2026. The
Inspectorstated it wasW Ot S I NJCduKcifates @ kh@llenge in deciding how to
accommodate these without relaxing policy constraint$Ssaenfielddevelopment. 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 valuableiagitural land and in

Fy FNBF GKFEG OdzNNByi(f & KlinXactjities wordsév&ea & 3 NJ
prophetic ¢ the currentWaverley draft plan proposes releasi@eenfieldland for

942new homes

1 In regardto the Inspectofs comments that theCauncil faced a challenge in
deciding how to accommodate the residual SEP housing requirement for
Waverley to 2026the Secretary of Stateagreed that, within this context, the
appeal proposal had many advantages.

Meeting affordable housing needsThe Inspector noted the severe shortage of
FFF2NRFIOES K2dzaAy3d Ay 2| @SNhoRek nea® § KK yyd
numbers needed, the situation deteriorating, and by that point arouriEDQ people

2y 2 .héuSirly needs register wist 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
affordablehomes offered in the scheme weeematerial consideratiorg but only if

the overall scheme was otherwise acceptable. However, for the reasons given below,

he considered that thiswagsy 2 G | &adzA Gl o6fS aAdGS FT2N K2 dzi
GKS O2yGSEG 2F (KS OdzNNByid LINRLRZAlf &aéd

1 Inregard 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.

93.

94.

Appropriate allocation of affordable housingThe Inspectordescribed claims that

the proposed affordable housing would fail to meet the needs of those in housing

need ascplainly wrongé. TheCouncida 202SO0A2Yy 61 & ol aSR 2
affordable housing would be allocated not on the basis of @euncid f SGGA Yy 3
criteria, but to give priority to those in housing need who already live or work near to
Dunsfold Park or are seeking to do sothe Inspectof giew of the nature of the
development and, in particular, its objective of reducing carbon footprint and the

need to travel, thiswad Sy i A NB t & arldd lariy 2agd: givén $hé Scale of loca

YSSR | YR 2| @ Sdde& & @hé bekefits \wald foutweigh any concerns

about allocation.

1 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

Benefical impact on social and economic problems of the Cranleigh atdaving

notedd 0 KS g+ e& GKIFIGd SYSNEHAYy3 D2OSNYYSyd L2t A
concentrating new development on existing towns for reasons of sustainability may

be changing and thareestanding rural settlements and urban extensions are coming

G2 0SS &aSSy | athdaspertir®rieyftéditid®itd X & | LILI NB y {
the evidence put forward at thénquiry that there are considerable economic and

social problems in the Cranlbigrea and that theeco-village would be of very great
FaaAadlyOS Ay KSf UWRWS IENE 2 BSNIRARY Qi K 155D
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.

1 The Secretary of State agreed with tHespectorthat the EceVillage 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
Inspectorthat this was not an overriding factor given that the SEPdhanly just
been approved.

Thorough habitat surveysThe Inspectorconcluded thehabitat surveys carried out
by Dunsfold Park Ltd seemed to have been very thorough and noted they had
satisfied the requirements of English Nature ak&8C

1 The Secretary of State agreed with thiaspector that the habitat surveys
seemed very thorough and satisfied the requirements of English Nature and
WBC
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Negatives

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

The transport impacts The Inspector summarised the existing situatiom these
terms:

[ G¢KS aadsS Aa Ay |y Aaz2ftl dSR NHzNI f f 2
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 polic 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 canddone to improve the existing infrastructure
0S@2YR YAY2NJ I fGSNIXrGA2ya G2 NRBIR 2dzyOi

The proposal sought to address this situation by making the vilageelcontained

as possible, with a series of measures designed to minimise the use of motor
transport. Nevertheless, DPQ a figuieg/still concluded thereoald be 12,000 daily
additional vehicle movements (thaspectorsaw no reason to doubt thisgure gave

a reasonable impression of the scale of additional traffic likely to be generated by the
development).

Furthermore, whilst he accepted that there was a high probability that the proposed
traffic mitigation measures would be effective, hentmented 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 tation of the site. That saidh so0 far as adirnative modes

of transport are concernedie confirmedthe proposals would benefit the wider area

as well as residents of theco-village by introducing a high quality bus service, but
that the Aerodromewas too far from Cranleigh for walking/cycling Brio provide a
viable alternative to the cafit is not incidentally clear why he thought a 1.8km
dedicated cycle link was too great a distance for cycling)

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
ecovillage (2600 homes plus expanded business premise®) 2 dzf R LJdzi a S @S
unacceptal® pressure on an overstretched road network in which there is only

fAYAGSR 4021 F2NJ AYLINROSYSY( d¢

He summarised inthiswag:t L. O2y aARSNJ GKIFG GKS A0KSYS 4
example of the part that low carbon built development can plagoimbating climate

change. | 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 siderable

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 schemédwou

have on traffic congestion and its consequent impact on surrounding communities |
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do not accept that this is a consideration that is outweighed by the other advantages
2F (GKS aO0OKSYSo¢

101. However, it is important to note that thinspectoralso obseved that the 5,000 new
houses to be built in Waverley over tt&8-year period of the SEP would hawel
YIE22N) AYLI OG 2y GNI F7FA ONotiagk BRNBEPSaNd theK S& |
development plan sought to focus new development on existing urban areasjdce sa
G2 KSGKSNJ 2NJ y2i 0GKA&a O2dzZ R 0S | OKASOSR A\
on traffic generation remains a matter of conjecture pending formulation of the LDF,
LINS LI NIF GA2Yy 2F 4 KA OKn othér wardsAiri due douise the S| NI
development of the LDFRhe Inspector believed WBCshould consider the traffic
impacts of possible delivery of the housing elsewhere inBbeough against those
of development at Dunsfolderodrome Inthat context the Inspectorheld open the
possibility thatDunsfoldAerodromemight, in the cairse of the development of the
WaverleyCore Strategywell prove to providethe best option but this could not be
assessed in isolation.

i The Secretary of t&te agreed with the Inspector that, in so far as the
existing situationwas 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 prois
sought to make the village as setbntained as possible, and included a
package of other measures designed to ensure that the scheme would
minimise the use of motor transport. Like thénspector, he accepted that
the estimate of 12,000 daily additiolamovements gives a reasonable
impression of the scale of additional traffic likely to be generated by the
development.

il The Secretary of State agreed with tHaspectorthat aviation, commercial
and industrial uses would likely intensify if the appeualere 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. Howeydike 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 thvarious measures
included in the S106 Undertaking would be very severe given the scale of
the developmentandthed A Y K SNB y (i f & lodafion ofdhé $itd. y | 6 f S €

iii That said, the Secretary of State also agreed with tlmspector ¢that the
5,000 newhouses to be built in Waverley over the twenty year period of the
{9t 6SNB tA1Sfte (2 KI@S | YI22NI.AYLI Ol
He had regard to theCouncils case that they would be best accommodated
in an urban extension such as th#ten 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 thaspector (i K |- whethér or not
this could be achieved in Waverley with similar or smaller impact on traffic
3 Sy S Nlremaigey & matter of conjecture pending formulation of the
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Local Development Framework, the preparation of whiakas still at an
early stage.

v The Secretary bState agreed with thelnspectorthat the proposals would
benefit the wider area as well as residents of tleeo-village by introducing a
high quality bus service, but that Cranleigh is too far away for access by
either walking or cycling, and that theravas some doubt as to whether
some of the improvements could be achieved.

v The Secretary of State agreed with thénspectors conclusion that,
notwithstanding the reduced reliance on the private car, the development
would still generate a considerable aount 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 thelnquiry, against the South East Plan housing requirements for
Waverley theCouncilwas required to accommodat,138further new homes in the
period to 2026. | have already reported ttespectoQa O2 Y Y Sdf i a@leaid K I 0
that the Councilfaces a challenge in deciding how to accommodate these without
relaxing policy constraints oGreenfielddevelopment. In that context the appeal
proposal has many advantages. It would accommodate a large proportion of the
houses needed over thdel 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 protectién.

103. He went on to explain that in the plaled system the allocation of sites for housing is
a matter for the development plan process. In preparing its LDFCinencilwould
need to assess the needs of existing urban and rural settlements, while taking
accountof many factors including the existing infrastructure capacity.

104. Notingthere 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 thigistance

aThe 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 estaM/averley

and provide, in one location, more than 60% of BwwouglQa K2 dza Ay 3 a dzLJLJt
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 Beeoughand would
pre-determine the outcome of the LDF procéss.
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105. However, he also made crucial caveat, that it was premature to reach a conclusion
2y U(GUKS NBfFGAGBS YSNARGA 2F GKA&a &aAGS 0SA)
compared to other locationg the Borough In other wordsthe Councilshould not
rule it out on the basis of the appeal findinRather, that in drawing up its LDF (now
0KS RoOdSHateg > Al &dK2dzZ R 6S SEIFIYAYSR 2y |y
cons of other ways of meetine housing requirement:

0Despite 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 bestiolidr meeting

the SEP housing requirement. However, those other options have yet to be explored.
The SEP had not even been approved at the time dhtheryand the Councildoes

not as yet have an adopte@ore StrategyThe superiority of the appeal qposals
cannot be assumed. A decision to allow #&ce-village to proceed at this stage, prior

to the formulation of the LDF, would be premature and would effectivehemnat

the proper consideration of alternatives as part of the develop planmogess

i The Secretary of State had regard to thespectofs comments thatwBC
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 tlmspector, the Secretary of
State also had regard to the regrement in PPS3 that local planning
authorities should not refuse applications solely on the grounds of
prematurity, but the Secretary of State agreed with thespector that a
decision to allow theeco-village to proceed at this stage, prior to the
formulation of the Local Development Framework, would be premature and
would effectively preempt the proper consideration of alternatives as part
of the development planning process.
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Gonclusions

The Inspecto@ overall summary conclusions reflect these two
determiningconclusons

G+AS6SR AY echvlayé wolld b o truly EuSstanding example
the type of development needed to meet the challenge of climate cha
Despite the efforts made to reduce dependence on the motor ve
however, the traffic generated by the development would have
unaceptable impact on an inadequate local road network. It would {
conflict with policies in the SEP and WBLP that seek to focus developnj
existing urban centres and would have the effect of predetermining
outcome of the emerging LDF process. Is@er that the harm so causq
would outweigh the considerable environmental, social and econ
benefits of the scheme. For that reason and having regard to the many
matters raised at thénquirymy overall conclusion is that the appeal sho
bedi YAdaSRdE

i The Secretary of State recognised the very high overall I
of sustainability and low carbon lifestyle which th
development would achieve. He concluded that the appe
scheme would not cause material harm to the character
appearance ofthe countryside. He attribuéd substantial
weight to the 911affordable homes offered by the appes
scheme.

il Nonetheless, the Secretary of State concluded that t
development would generate a considerable amount
additional road traffic and considexd that this would have a
severe and unacceptable impact on an overstretched lo
road network, and that the scheme would be unsustainab
in transport terms. With regard to the proposed siting ¢
major housing and industrial development in a rural are
the Secretary of State concluded that the scheme wol
conflict with the then national, regional and local policy.

iii Furthermore, he was of the view that a decision to allow th
proposals to proceed at that time, prior to the formulatior
of the LDF, would effectively preempt the proper
consideration of alternatives as part of the developmer
planning process.

Y Overall, the Secretary of State concluded that the benef
offered by the proposed development did not outweigh it
shortcomings and ovetome the conflicts with the
development plan and national policy which he identifieg
and therefore that the appeal should be dismissed.
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KEYPOINTS

1 The development would achieve a very high overall level of sustainabit['

1 It would have less visual impact and less noise than the exis
Aerodrome

1 It would have a eneficial impact on social and economic problems |of
the Cranleigh area

1 It would make a significant contribution to meting local housing needs

ty
ing

But...
 ItwouldbeWdzyadzadl AylFofS Ay (NI yaLR2NI G§SNyaQ
1 It would pre-empt proper consideration ofalternative locations to meet

housing needs

However...

' When assessedin the context of other options¥ 2 NJ YSSGAy3 2./ Q:
housing needsthe appeal proposalsionethelessdmay well prove to be
the best solution for meeting the SEP housing requirenmgent

WaverleyBoroughCouncilCore StrategyPreSubmission Document

106. Despite the Secretary of State and the app&@pector stating that the appeal
proposalsad YI & ¢St f thiNEeg Solutib? foran@eting the SEP housing
NB lj dzA NI Yefwoi th Dunsfold ParklVBCs Core Strategyraft is explicitthat,
& 5 dzy &ParR s Rot theCouncls preferred location for accommodating housing
ANRBUKE D

107. Specifically, the shodection devoted to Dunsfold Park states:

dThe site represents an opportunity for employment development, intensification
and expansion of activity to support the economic needs of tBerough Dunsfold
Park is not theCouncils preferred location for accommodating housing growtre

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

dPolicy CS10: Employment Development at Dunsfold Park

The Councilsupports the continuation and expansion of employment activigt
DunsfoldPark, as identified on the Plan at Figure 1, subject to the following matters
being addressed in a detailelllaster Plan
1 appropriate uses including the development of renewaltiechnologies;
1 environmentally acceptable levels of aircraft movement;
1 mitigating environmental impacts of development including noise and
disturbance to adjoining communities;
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109.

1 the need for access and transport accessibility to the site to be improved in
view of its rural location;

1 the location of development with particular focus on areas of previously
RSOSt 2LISR I yR®E

Theamount andlocation ofhousingis set out inPolicy CS2

aThe Councilwill 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 3,61dwellings. These will be delivered by:

1. Promoting the use of land within settlements

2. Selected releases ofGreenfield 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.

Small scale affordable housing schemes in accordance with Policy CS6
The use of suitable ruraBrownfieldQand, including the surplus land

at Upper Tuesley (the former Milford Hospital site).

Hw

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 SiteAllocations DPD and/or local Neighbourhood Plans, as
appropriate. The allocation ofGreenfeld sites will be for the delivery of no more

than 967 new homes.

Additional Greenfieldsites 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 Councilis not ableto 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 atinested
requirementto deliver 967 new homes through selected releasesGreenfieldland

on the edge of settlements. It is proposed that these be distributed broadly as
follows:-

Farnham 434
Cranleigh 433
Godalming  100¢

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

2T 2./ Qdre Mdgynd supporting documents

The Spatial Strategy for Waverley and propos@deenfielddevelopment

111.

112.

WBR A | LILINE I Gtisn ofitBe fuiufe Sevdjogrentf DunsfoldAerodromeis
in part informed bySEP policy SP3: Urban Focus and Urban Rendesgdite the
Government having made clear its intention to abolish the regional plaBC
making the point thatpending itsabolition the South East Plan renms part of the
development plan for the area.

WBCemphasisehat South East Plan policy SP3 fasgevelopment in theegion on
urban areasn order to foster accedsility to employment, housingietail and other
services, and avoid unnecessary traviel. formulating policies,WBC says local
planning authorities are expected to mcentrate development within oadjacent to

0KS NB3IA 2y ead thoatie prgpoded®idiel Strategys 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 developmentwiK A y 2 NJ | R2 | O Sgfhiurbain read K S NI =

il. seek to achieve at least 60% of all new development across the South East
on previously developedand and through conversions of existing buildings

ii. 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 sustable
development

2 use strategic land availability assessments to iddyt the scope for
redevelopmentand intensification of urban areas

-36-



113.

114.

115.

116.

117.

The spatial strategy is based on an urban focus, which aims to concentrate
development and support servicesthereby 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 onneviously-developed land.

Based on this, WBE&ay that n order to achieve the aim of delivering the most
sustainable developmenpossible, the main focus for new housing and other
development will be on the fourmmain settlements of Farnham, Godalmjng
Haslemere ad Cranleigh.

WBC do not however mention that SP3 looks to this policy in part to maximise the
proportion of development on previously developerownfieldQ) land and so
avoidingGreenfieldsites. At the time the SEP was written, Dunstéd&fodromewas
consideredby WBC as largely aGreenfieldsite ¢ in fact it is now agreed tde
HrownfieldQ WBC novproposessubstantial release dbreenfieldland in preference

to housing development onwhat it now accepts ispreviously developed
(Brownfield®land at Dunsfold Park.

Specifically in order to ensure that the target for the number of new homes is
achieved, theCouncilstrategy for housing delivery includes making selected releases
of Greenfieldland aroundtwo of the main settlementsn particular Cranleigh and
FarnhamWBCarguesthat these are the most sustainable locations to accommodate
any significant releases of land for housing

WBCsaysthis is consistent with the NPPbecause the release dbreenfieldland
outside settlements will be on land that is outside tGeeen Beland also outside the
Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and the designated Area of
Great Landscape Value (AGLV).

However, the NPPF has a clédmownfield ¥ A N&  Q Nowilgete iniihk argftdloes
it state that WBChas a policy to preferBrownfieldQland overGreenfield and in
practice this is clearly not its positiodt the very least, the decision to release
substantial development ofGreenfieldland at Farnham (454 homes d@dreenfield
land) and Cranleigh (453 homes @Gmneenfieldland) needs to be justifietly detaikd
comparison againglternative Brownfield(ptions, anda mixedusedevelopment at
Dunsfold Aerodromewould 6 SbroWhfieldQ Such comparison needs to be detailed
and like for like using comparable transport impact assessments. This ddtail
comparative analysis has not been dommt least because WBI€ not identifying
specific sites at Cranlgh or Farnham at this stageo the specific site impacts cannot
be assessed

The WBore Strategyre-submissionsustainability appraisal report p URS

118.

The latestSQustainability Appraisal ReportURS, July 2012) provides high level
analysisof the environmental impacts of the draftore Strategwnd various options.
SpecificGreenfieldlocations canot be appraised on a like for like basis with Dunsfold
Aerodrome becausether specific sites have not been identified.
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119.

120.

121.

122.

123.

The appraisaldoeslook at the policy proposed for Dunsfold Park (CS10) and also
introduces an overview of the alteative approachto the proposedGreenfield

releasesof placing the 000 home shortfall at Dunsfolderodrome In relation to

CS10, the appraisal pointait the Councilfails to explain how the policy, given the

existing airfield uses, can address the noise and disturbance impacts as suggested

URS also note thpolicy willA Yy ONB I &S WAYSFFAOASYGQ LI GGSI
negdive climate change and pollution impacts. Oddly, it does not reference flood

risk, although thigs 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
busiress uses.

The fact that the URS appraisal questions the ability of WBC to actually implement its
proposed policy on key issugacluding aircraft movements and noise and nuisance
impacts casts considerable doubt on how the policy can go forwarertaihly

Councilors and the surrounding community should be made aware of these caveats.

In the context of the ugo-date position, WBG proposal to spend £100,000 on a
masterplanning exercisetherefore appears a potentially futile expenditure of
Coundili ELJ @ SNBQ Y2ySe gAlGKz2dzi |ye& NBFf fA]
what the site owner may propose.

Additionally, policy CS10 refers émy development at Dunsfolderodromehaving

"particular focus on areas of previously developed laitteviously developed land

covers 86% of thisvery large §ite 82 AU Aa 20a0dz2NBE KK (KA?Z
in fact it is intended to refer to the much smaller northeemployment complex

referenced in the Employment Land Review, it should besthdhis is owof-date

given that almost the wholé&erodromeis now accepted to be previously developed
(Brownfield® land, and it begs the question of whether URS understood this in

making their appraisal.

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

Dunsfold rather than theCore Strategyraft proposals forGreenfieldreleases, the

appraisal is equally cursory and contradictory. The South East PlapaB#Pis

referencedr & al @Ay3 GKFEG Ay NIFIA&AAY3I 21 GSNI SeQa
G RRAGAZ2YFE OF LI OAle aK2dzZ R FTANRG 0SS &2dz
not possible then there seemed to the Panel to be limited potential for small
adjustments tourban boundaries that would not conflict with tH@reen Belt AONB

2NJ 20KSN) SYGANRYYSyYy Gl f RSaA biig theAndrgbardé | 2
from 230 to 250 generated a need for additional capacity of only 300, not jB@0

shortfall being addressedy releasingGreenfielda A 1 Sa Ay 2| @&MNI S& Q4
Core Strategy

Although thepaneldo reference Dinsfold Aerodromedescribing the site as a major
brownfield site, it is not clear if they accepted this givenB@/were arguing
(incorrectly) that most of the site (theAerodromg should not be considered
previously developed
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124. In terms of the comparative appraisaétween the propsed housing strategy siting
housing orgreen fieldsat Farnham andranleigh several elements of the URS report
are baffling. The Dunsfolderodrome site is HrownfieldQland, and used as an
Aerodrome Theappeallnspectotd NB L2 NI FyR GKS { SONBGI NB
made it clear that the proposed new development wouldprove 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, amixedusedevelopment means cessation of aviation and auton®iises.

Yet the Appraisal scoresixedusedevelopmentat DunsfoldAerodromeworse 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 ecbusinesselements previously proposed in relation to
economic gowth or as a business locationdespite being positivelyscored in
reference to polig CS10.

125. As for the one real issue regardibyinsfoldAerodrome- 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, theraigpl 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 pedo allow
easywalkableaccess 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 Guildfordpreciselythe reason that development at
DunsfoldAerodromeis rejected. Some of those working at Dunsfodé¢rodromedo
live or would wish to live at Cranleigh (in the absence of a housing scheme at
Dunsfold Aerodrome itself), but WBC regasd Cranéigh and Dunsfa as
unsustainably far apart in travel terms. Indeed, both WBC and URS simply seem to
take it as a given thabreenfielddevelopment on the edge d@@ranleighand Farnham
allow for more sustainable travel patterns thammaxed-usedevelopment at Dunsfold
Aerodrome, but proffer no evidence for this (not least, perhaps, because no
Greenfieldsites 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 appeallngector and the Secretary oRate called for comparing the impacts of
possible Greenfield developments elsewhere in WBC to those afhigh quality
sustainable mixeduse development (and associated closure of aviation and
automotive uses) at Dunsfolderodrome And like the WB  ore StrategyURS
appears to rely on the Regional Strategy EiP panel efddunsfoldAerodromeas an
unsuitable site for &,500home mixedusedevelopment despite that being in a very
different context with different housirg numbers from those URS asses8@0.
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TheGreenfieldreleases proposed

127. TheCore Strategyndicates the broad locations for th@reenfieldreleases, 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 thededstte
identifications to be made (and appraised) as part of there Strategyprocess
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 anetuding
identifying key sites which are critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over
the plan periodé€. It is hard to see how the proposésreenfieldreleases are anything
20KSNJ GKIFY ONRGAOIET G2 2./ Qa auN)rGdS3ae T2N

128. WBCalsoarguestheir Greenfieldapproach is consistent with theB3 and the view of
the Panel oinspectos who conducted the Bifor the SEPt s true that n its report
dealing with housing numbers and distribution irB& 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 environmentalesignations. However,
the context of the SEP was that the great majority of the land at Dunsiiddrome
was at that time erroneously treatedas Greenfield by the relevant planning
authorities The Inspector at the inquiry into the ecesettlement subse&uently
confirmed its statud abrowhfieldQpreviously developed landnd the Secretary of
State agreed with that assessmentin that context, prioritising the release of
Greenfieldsites over any kind or scale wiixedusedevelopment on théBrownfieldQ
land at DunsfoldAerodromeraises substantial policy issugsat at the leastmerit a
detailed comparatie analysis of the respective stainability.

129. Setting aside the Furze Lane site in Godalming, the intention is Gnaénfield
releases will bealmost equallysplit between Farnhan{454 homes)and Ganleigh
(453 homes) WBC argues this distribution between themtakes account of the
constraints and opportunities within these settlements. Whilst Cranlesghnaller
than Farnham, WBGuggest it contains suitable sites for plannedwth without
other constraints, whereafarnham is the largest of the main settlements khey
argueit is more constrained by factors such as ®iéAs and its transport and water
infrastructure constrairg.

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 prioritisatiorde¥elopingGreenfield
land here.Clearly if newesidential 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. HowéweCouncilarguethat
if housing growth were directed awalyom Farnham it would have two adverse
consequencesFirstly, 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 time Green BeltAONB and AGLYV, 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-eéft howsing that could otherwise be
directed to Farnham, it would unbalance the overall strafefiyhat is not said is that
there is a largeorownfield site at DunsfoldAerodrome not just Greenfieldsites on

the edge of Cranlgh, to be considered.

131. WBC does concede thatif routine monitoring shows the overall housing target
cannot be met owing to problems of providing mitigation for SPA affected schemes,
& G K S yCoutickwdll consider bringing forward additionabreenfieldsites on the
edge of the main se (i f S Y Soythé fossibility of even greatGreenfieldrelease is
raised, again without any detaied comparative impact assessment afixeduse
development at Dunsfolderodrome whichcould both relieve the risk to the SPAs
and also mitigate any risk of still largéreenfieldreleases in future. All thisedpite
the comments of the appedhspectorand the Secretary of Statbat when assessed
against other options for delivering I @S NIh&isir@ anumirs, Dunsfold
Aerodromemight provell KS W6 Sad &2t dzi A 2thedtraffic2issued (0 Ka G |
identified when refusing the appeal on thé?Dproposal taken in isolation.

The number of new homes

132. ThisCore Strategyhas been prepared in the contextf the NPPFAs previously
indicated, he NPPF saypara 47)that Local Plans should meet tlfigll, 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 framewoikgcluding identifying
key sites which are critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over the plan
period.

133. WBCacknowledgest A G A& +y SELISYyaArAdS yR &2dzaKid |
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 3,5000useholds onth€ouncRd | 2dzaAy 3 bSSRa wS3aA
need. Of these, about 2,000 households are considered to be in housing nead with
local connectioni¢ the households in the highest priority bands A to C in accordance
with the Counclk allccation 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 aannual shortfall of 515 affordable homes, not
taking into account new affordable homes expected to complete each year. By
comparison, over the ladive years, an average of 48 new affordable homes have
0SSy LINRPOARSR SI OK &SI N

134. In terms of the needF 2 NJ K2dzaAy3ads GKS O2yadzZ Glydaq
model also indicates a combinatked for affordable and market housing of 706
homes a year. IWBQ A 26y a6 BENRASPARSYOS adzZa3asSada |
more affordable housingaswellasasfrd RSYlI yR FT2NJ YI N]J S K2dz
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135.

136.

137.

138.

139.

However, WBC go on ®iatethat, & A G R2Sa y2aG F2fft2¢ OGKFG G
or should be met. Waverley is an attractive place to live and this explains the strong
demand for housing. In fact evidence showat th very significant proportion of the

projected population increase derives from an assumption that the very high levels of
YySi YAIAINIGAZ2Y Ayid2 21 @OSNIXI Se gAatt O2yidaAydzS

This dismissal of its own evidencentrasts withthe requirement of the NPPto

meet the dfull, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the
housing market are&a And, if anything the evidence suggest&BCis under reporting

the scale of the comparative problem facing those needing housing in Waverley:

House building in Waverley comes nowhere near the level needed to keep up with
the rising population and changing demoghécs, as the housing starts figures show
(and which show a much worse housing starts opposition in recent years than the
historic housng 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%he 58th worst drop out of the 67
South East local authorities

YR O2YLI NBR (2 (KS D2@SNYyyYSyiaQa 277,
projection for Waverley of 440pa, the2010/11 housing starts at 50 in
2010/11 is the 62 worst shortfall out of the 67 SE LAs.

WBCreference high house prices in Waverley. In fact the data shows thenare
just HighQaffordability isamongst the verworstin the South East, the regiatself
with the worst unaffordability outside London

1 Median house price 2010: £325,00; only 4 of 67 SECouncis are more
expensive

1 Median house price/median earnings ratio 2010: 13.13¢ 66" worst
affordability of 67

1 Lower quartile house price/lower quartileearningsratio: 12.14¢ again 66"
worst of 67

To justify their failure to address the scale of housing need identified in their own
evidence WBCleans heavily on the SE®& their housing numbersather than the
SHMA even though the Coalition Government intends to abolishSE#TheSERset

a housing target for Waverley of 5,000 new homethim period 2006 to 20264 250

a year compared to the evidence of the SHMA of a need for 706 homes & year
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140. The Councilsays ithas had toddecidewhether or not to set a new locally derived
target for the number of new homégiven that the South East Plan is to be replaced
They argue thatintil the SERs abolished it remains the stang point for considering
the housing requirement for the areawith the additional isse of the NPPF and
what it says on housing supplyand that here is an extensive evidence kathat
underpins the South Eaftlan both in terms of the overall housing target for the
region, and the distribution ohousing across the regioifhey do not say that this
eviderce base is now very dated, and even then fell far short of meeting'$WBC
evidenced housing needs.

141. Despite resting their case entirely on the SBBCdoesnot even propose to deliver
the housing numbers that the SEP requiretl them. The housing targt 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 $weith East Plan) and
2028 (the projected end date of thRan) at an annual average pfst 230 a yeay
compared to the SEP figure of 250, and the SHMA identifying a need for 706 homes a
year.

142. The significance ofhe 230 homes a yeafigure is that it was contained n the
submitted SEPbefore it was increased to 250 by the Secretary oftéStan the
recommendation of theSEHExamination in Public (EiP) Panel.

143. The Councilseeks to arguehat cthis approach strikes the right balance between
delivering new homes needed in tlagea, whilst recognising the rural character of
Waverley ad the various constraints thdimit the potential to accommodate new
homes in a sustainable way.

144. Thework carried out in 2005 to determine the district lexadlocations in Surrewas
largely based on the findings of an updated 'Surrey Housing Potential Stundy'.
was an assessment of the potential to accommodate growth wiskeittlements and
on other suitable ruraMrownfieldQland. In that light when the South East Plan
Examination in Public Panel was considehingsing numbers, it@eptedthat there
was avery lttle€ potential for WBQo contribute more than its allocation of 230 a
year in a sustainable manneBut it did recommend raising it from 230p& a
minimum of 250palt is hard to see how WBfanjustify to the EiP into its draf€ore
Strategycutting the number back again nowiven it relies on the SEP to justify not
meeting the evidenced housing need

145. WABCis arguing itcannot accommodateven the 25thomes pa required bthe SP,
yet the biggest change since the SEP was agredthisWwBCnow accept Dunsfold
Aerodrome comprisesa large area(well over 200ha)of BrownfieldQland in the
Boroughwhich they previously considered mair@yeenfield
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Employment LandReview

146. 2 ./ Q& 9YLX 28YSyd [ YR wSédsosesousty dudaiddina A 2 y SR
respect of DunsfoldAerodrome It was apparently concluded before the Appeal
Inquiryinto the ecovillage application for Dunsfollerodrome and classesuhsfold
Aerodromeas mainlyGreenfield(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 aknowledged status as an 86Btownfield 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 €rtificate of Lawful Existing Use and
Development (CLEUBpplication andnspectos decisionIin sum, no reliance can be
placed on the Employment LandReview in relation to the role ofDunsfold
Aerodromeand proposed policy CS10.

Neighbouring Authorities

148. WBC state that Whitehill/Bordon in East Hampshire and the Aldershot Urban
Extension (AUE) in Rushmoor a@rdl ¢ 2 LJ- NI A © ddfich, Mécduse Of tiiieA 2 y
scale of development envisaged and the fact that the housing market areas extend
acrossBoroughboundaries, are likely to meet some of the housing needs arising in
2 | @S NIh& & & drucial argument forBg as they need to address the fact that
whilst relying on the SEP for their housing humbkteesy actually propose 23Bomes
a year rather than the 250 hormsén the SEPANd, of course, the SEP housing target
for WBC itself falls well below the evidencededen the SHMA of 706p&oreover
the target is framed as a minimum level of delively all respects, they need to
explain how the shortfall may be made up.

149. However, tle casethat Whitehill/Bordon and AUE can carrarpof 2 . / Bbésing
shortfall 8 undermined by the responses it received from the relevaotal
Authorities, which make clear that they are struggling to meet their own evidenced
housingneeds even after these developments are taken iamtoount.

1 East Hampshire ahthe Whitehill/Bordon ecetown

150. In relation to WhitehilBordon,WBC metEast Hampshire Distri@ouncilEHDon
30 April2012 According to Para 3.9 of the EHDGty to Co-operate document,
since VBCis currently not proposing to met the full South East Plan housing target,
a 2BC requested EHDC to consider whether that unmet need could be attributed to
the Whitehilland BordonEca 2 g6y > K2 dzaAy3a GFNBSG 2F nXnny

151. 2 ./ Q& 5dzie G2 / 22LISNI S NI LI NIehillBBrdos NSy OS
would likelyhouse some of those otherwise looking to live in Waveqdyut cross
border migrations are part of theown housingneeds assessmerfall SHMA take
account of people needing to move between areas, as well as the needs of people
already within the area to be housed thereyo it is unsurprising that whilst EHDC
accept that some of those who will live in Whitehil/Bordon may come from
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152.

153.

154.

155.

Waverley, they daot accept that part of the housing planned in Whitehill/Bordon

could be counted against WRCevidenced housing needs shortfaQuite the

contrary: EHDC Duty tG@ooperatedocument states they replied to WBC thaéit

would currently beuNS I a2y o6t S (2 F2NXYIFfte adldsS (KA

In any eventhe SEP figure for Waverley of 250 homeasnyas determined at a time
when theWhitehill/Bordoneco-town wasalsoplanned to delive,500homes Since
Whitehill/Bordon is now planned to provide ju4t000homes, it is hard to see how
this could justify WBC providing for lower housing numbersihavas required to in
the SEP.

Rushmore and the Aldershot Urban Extension (AUE)

In relation to the Aldershot Urbartxtension, the RushmoofCore Stratgy was
adopted in October 2011 without reference to provision against Waverley housing
needs.AgainWBCapproached Rushmoor to ask if Wal&is Gnmet need ould be
attributed to them, and(like EHDTRushmoor said no.

2/ Qa W5 dzii & ddcwmentstatrd IS NI (S Q

G ¢ KS wdfokeSaatelyissues makeprovision 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 wd&0@, 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
Boroughor elsewhere should be allocated to meet the overall SE Plan tafge

wdza KY22NXP LY @ASg 2F GKS FTYGAOALI GSR Y20
Plan target, together with the clear links in housing market terms between parts of
Waverley and Rushmoor, Waverlegouncilis of the view that some of the new

housing h 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 inRushmoor and Farnham and that housing
RSOSt2LIYSYld Ay wdzAKY22NE LI NOAOdz | NT & |0
K2dzaAy3a ySSRaod | 26SOSNE AdG adldsSa GKIFG wd
the need to provide housing elsewhere in the wider aréa meet the overall

strategic needs of the sub region. It draws attention to the fact that th&ore
Strategyannual housing target is equivalent to 374 dwellings a year set against a
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) that shows an annual reqeiném

T2NI MmInnn K2YS&aodé

In short, dhough Rushmoorplan 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 ZDRXY an anticipated

373.5pa), the& SHMA still showthis is ahugeshatfall comparedtowdza K'Y 2 2 NDa& 2 ¢
evidenced housingeed¢A G OF yy2G o6S GF 1Sy G2 2FFasSa |
delivery.
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Dwelling Provision Affordable Need Market Demand

pa* Shortfall pa** Shortfall pa**

South East Plan

310 681 329

156.

157.

158.

159.

Nor are the AUE anwhitehill-Bordon proposals the only issuésat emerge from
the duty to ceoperate. In respect to deasttwo local authorities, there is or may be
pressure onNaverleyto address neighbouring housisportfalls

Guildford

The SEP plarequired relatively high levels of housing delivery in Guildfod#livery

now in severe doubgivenD dzA f R F 2 NR (kgal cliallzn® Sgaiddiiedatan to
release land foR,000K 2 YSa y2NIK Sl ad 2F DdaAf RTF2NR KI
regarding the SEP housing provision on the border of Waverley, exacerbated by plans

for the Slyfield Urban Extension being put on holdccording to Guildfor@ Interim

Housing Paper presited on 24" May 2012 to theExecutive, WBC also approached

thema aSS1Ay3a | @GASg 2y GKS adrdSySyd GKI
and other services within Guildford can meet theeeds both within Guildford

Borough and other areas within the zone of influence of Guildford, including
Waverley.

The Guildford response acknowledged the mtelationship between the two
boroughs, set out its current plamaking position (including that a local housing

number had not yet been set at that time), explained Guildf@drougfQa KA I K
identified housing need, that this auld be very challenging to address in full, and

G 002 NR Aityisduhable t glandor a portion of WaverleoroughQda K2 dza A y 3
needg

2 /| Q& 5 dzi &te teport ref@réntdS MIGuildford responsas follows:a ! &
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 200WMigration trends also illustrate the close link
between Waverley and Guildford in housing market termSuildford has not yet
identified a housing target for its emejing Core StrategyGuildford has recognised
that new housing provided in Guildford may be taken by residents in Waverley and
vice versa. However, ihas also made it clear that it has a significant need for new
homes and that it will be a challenge jusbtplanto meet its own housing needs.
Therefore, it has said that it cannot accept or plan for additional housing needs on
behalf of anotherBorough including Waverley. As Guildford has not yet set its
housing target forthe emergingCore Strategyit is not possible to assess whether
there will be any knoclon impacts onWaverley arising from the number of new
K2YSa G2 0S LINPGARSR AYy DdzAf RTF2NR®E

-46-



160.

161.

The final sentence in WBOreport on Guildford touches on a more likely scenario

that Guildford will fall so far short of meeting its own housing needs (duéreen
Beltrestrictions) that unless development on the greenbelt is agré&ai|dfordmay

need to look to neighbouringuthorities to assisin meeting this need under the

Dutyto @ 2 LISNJ (i S -aniinipé&cts Hferyed 10 hbove by WBG®).fact,at the

time of writing DdzA f RTF2NR | LJLJSFNJ 2 o6S F2tit26Ay3 2
W2 LIJGA2Y M LINR LI al f Q3 fahsfiort ifihe dinal Guildf&d SER H K 2
figure of 422 homes p&So when Guildford do come forward with theiocal Plan

proposals, as things atd they are very likely taneed to press neighbouring
authorities (including WBQo assistthem, under the duty to cebperate,to meet

their unmet housing needs

Chichester

Chichester DistricCouncilO2 YYSYGSR Ay RSUOFAT Ay NBaLR)
housing target in Policy CS2 in highly critical terms

KS LINPLR2ASR NBIddZANBYSYyld 2F wHon RgStftAy3
to the South East Plan requirement of 250 dwellings a year. Hoavethe draft

Core Strategys 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 objectivel 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.

GAlthough housing provision in the Waverle@ore Strategyhas been increased
since theJanuary2011 draftCore Strategy Chichester DC remains concerned that
the Core Strategyhousing figures are not clearly justified or based on-tgdate
evidence of objetively 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 Wavesyre
Strategy, pending further pstification and upto-date evidence. We consider that
the level of housing included in th€ore Strategyshould be based on anp-to-date
assessment of housing requirements. It should indicate whether the housing target
would be sufficient to meet thisup-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
O2y iNROGdzGS G2 21 @SNI Se& Qdibe suppdeied by Bvidgh€eS Ra (i K
for example, via agreed statements with these neighbouring authorities. We will
not be[able] to support theCore Strategyntil these points are addressed.

0A further consideration is the likelihood that there will be relatilyelow 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 particulte
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.
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162.

163.

164.

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
0KF G 2 ft CapeaStraeydearly fails to address the scale of its own evidenced
housing needs¢ a failure that is very hard to justify given the large area of
HrownfieldQand at DunsfoldAerodromewhich both the appealnspectorand the

Secretary of Ste haveNE O2 Ay AASR YA IKG LINBGARS 2./ Qa
its housing needs, yet which WBC rule out for any housing provision at all

Furthermore, around Waverley all the other neighbourdguncié are failing to meet
their SHMA evidenced housing needs a reult, 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 StEFhousing
numbers fallfar short of meeting their own evidenced housing need, and have
refusedto confirm that WBC can count any of their housing provision towards its
own unmet need

In these circumstances, it is clearly misleading\WBCto referene the AUE and
Whitehill/Borden developments as potentialp2 Yy  NA 6 dziAy3 G2 YSS
housing shortfall WBC, in the light of the Duty to &perate consultation responses,

should at the least withdrawthe Draft Core Strategy statement that
Whitehill/Bordon in East Hampshire and the Aldershot Urban Extension (AUE) in
Rushmoorarg (0 g2 LJ NI A Odzf  NJ f 20 GA2y&a 6KAOKI 068
envisaged and the fact that the housing market areas extend acr&wough

boundaries, arelik&@ (2 YSSG &a2YS 2F (KS Kz2dmshy3ad yS:
FINI A GKA&a NBFSNByOSa 2./ Qa 26y dzyYSG S¢
be asserted.

Transport

165.

166.

WBQ) &ore Strategyexplains thatdnew development that will generate a high
number of trips to be directed towardreviously developed land in sustainable
locations orwill be required to demonstratethat it can be made sustainable to
reduce the needo travel and promote travel bysustainable modes of transpott It
adds that # new developmentshould be appropriately locateith relation to public
transport and the highway networkVhat WBQloes notprovide isa full study of the
comparative traffic impacts ahtravel related sustainabilitpf different optionsof
the sort the Dunsfold Parppeallnspectorexpected to take place.

The SCC2012 revised Transport Evaluation hasbeupdated to take into account

the new revised local housing target, and assess the impact of the proposed broad
locations of development in the€Core Strategyon the strategic and local road
networks. It also considered the cumulative effect of desmaments outside of
Waverley, inparticular, Queen Elizabeth Barracks in Hart, Alder&Jrban Extension

in Rushmoorand Whitehil-Bordon in East Hampshir@his 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, wilbe required to support and manage the planned
development contained in th€ore Strategy
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167. The analysisalso 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 estimatl forecastswere 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. Whatnone of this doess carry out a diiled comparative study of the transport and
other impacts of including some level ohixeduse development at Dunsfold
Aerodromeas an alternative to substantial development at Farnham and Cranleigh.
This despite the acknowledged severe congesigsaesaround and in Farnhanthe
SPA impactsand the fact that substantial development (much ofGteenfield at
Cranlegh is certain to have at least some of the transport impacts onA2®1 that
led to the development proposed at Dunsfdd@rodromebeing refused.

169. Given thatan integrated development at Dunsfolderodrome would involve a
package of transport mitigatiomeasures difficult or impossible to replicatgth a
series ofGreenfieldhousing estatedevelopments at @nleighor Farnham, it isiot
obviouswhat the best optionis without such detailed analysisThe appeallnspector
clearly believed a comparative study should be undertaken before ruling out
Dunsfold for housing in theCore Strategy sayingoDespite 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 housingresgentd £

170. My conclusion igshat SCC should be asked tevisit itstransport assessment of the
impacts of development at Dunsfolderodromeat the 2,6000riginally proposed, or
around 1,000to address WB® housingshortfall andavoid unnecessaryGreenfield
development atCranleighand FarnhamThis should allow a like for like assessment
of the transport impacts of thedraft WBC Core Strategyproposals against the
alternative developments possible at Dunsféldrodrome

171. Thisis especially s sirce SCCas not undertaken a comparablanalysisof the Core
Strategyproposals, partly because they told me their own approach has changed and
partly because WBC fails to identify specfficeenfieldsites. Moreoverthe NPPF
significantly alters theest for transport impacts that was applied under previous
planning policy. The NPPF is clear that (para@®) S @St 2 LIYSy & a K2 dzZ R
prevented or refusedn transport grounds where the impacts of development are
4 S @S NEB eptainly not at all cleathat a smaller development at Dunsfold
Aerodromeof 1,000-1,250would have a severe impact.
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172. Setting aside anynpression that WB@ay now haven inprinciple mindset against
any housing development at Dunsfollerodrome there appear to be twokey
presumptions behind the WBC preference for developmentlmnedge of Farnham
and Cranlaih:

a i First, their viewthat development on the edge dheseexisting urban
centres is intrinsically more sustainable than delivering an integrated
new commuity (of similar scale at Dunsfold Aerodromeor 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 kewices
are in the town centre- the preconception that governs the WBC
approach.

i It is generally now accepted in planning that housing developments on
the edge of urban areas can in practice generaignificant traffic
impacts. This is beaase typcally 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 mosjourneysto them are by carlNor is public transp
necessarily well connected into such new estatasontrast, schemes
like DPL proposed where all of these facilitiesare within walking
distance, and the ability to build in high quality public transport
servies and disincentives to car usan betteg mitigate undesirable
travel patterns.

ii L ¥ RS S R Mnfrastruct@e Providers consultation rep@Xivhich is,
incidentally rather dd to be cited in the2012 Duty to Coopeate
submission as it is dated 2008), ates that providers cited the
WRiduly in providing sustainable bus services to peripheral
RSOSt2LIv¥Syia 2FF GKS YIAy SEAaAGAYS

iv The NPPBpecificallysays:d ¢ KS & dzLJLJ & 2F ySg K2YS:
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 establishGreen Beltaround or adjoining any such
new ded S f 2 LIYTBig/direbtly echoes the view of thespectorand
the Secretary ofSate regarding the Dunsfold application that it might
0S GUKS o0Sad azfdzixzy F2N YSSiAy3a 2.
to the transport and other impacts of alternative dedry options such
as theGreenfielddevelopment now proposed in the WBC Dr@&fbre
Strategy
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173.

b. i Second, clearly reliance is being platgdWBC for ruling out mixed
usehousing development atbDunsfold on the appeal decision Yet
when consulting SCCregarding their current viewof the transport
impacts of the previously proposechixeduse scheme at Dunsfold,
they indicated that their approach to transport planning had evolved
to one of managing inevitable congestion on many routes like the
A281larisng fromwhatever form of development takes pladeeding
into the road network This appears to underlihe SC@osition that
the proposaldor development at Cranleigh and Farnhamthe draft
Core StrategyOl ¥ W6 S with patkagBskaD measusedrawn
from the transport strategies of the Surrey Transport Plan, and limited
highway capacity infrastructure improvemen(ts which a number are
proposed for Farnhain

Thischange of approach byC&implies that a future applicatiofor Dunsfold Park
might receive a very different response frotine Qurrey transport team (albeita
suitabletravel plan and traffic impacts study would still be required to identify and
resolve specific issues arisingjowever, the current position of SC has not it
appeas been sought by WBC (or URS in their comparative sustainability appraisal of
housing at Dunsfolderodromg. Therefore the transportation response from Surrey
to development atCranleigh which will impact the A281bares no relation to the
very differert approach of SC to the similar transport issues that arose with the
DunsfoldAerodromeproposals four years ago. To determine whether development
at DunsfoldAerodromemay in fact be the best option, as the appéaspectorand

the Secretary oBate advised, WBC should seek from Surrey aftikdike transport
impact assessment.

¢tKS bttC | YR ZToreShradgpasmdmary NI F U

174.

175.

In terms of theWBCCore Strategymuch of the early work and the evidence base
predatesthe NPPF. Like a lot Qfore Strategyroposals at present coming forward,
GKS bttC StSYSYGaQKlI @S 0SSy Woz2f SR 2y o

In terms of how the draft proposals may be regarded bylttepectorat the EIiP, five
key elements stand out in the context of tM¢BCproposals and the ambitions of
DPL

i Waverleyis proposing 230 homes per annum. The housing needs are assessed
in their SHMA at 706 homes pa. The final South East Plan figures wepa.250
Since the NPPF says that Local Plans should meetx thedobjéctively
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 theeJt | Yy LtiisNshofalléwill need a very strong
justification compared to the SHMA. WBC in large measure explain this in
terms of the SEPhaving been worked through and approved in detalbut
that makes their decision to go for the even lower Optibrfigure 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).

Even at 23(pa, WBCis planning to deliver significant numbers of new homes

on Greenfieldsites, some of which also impact on th&PA¢ which WBC

admit may require even higheGreenfield releases elsewhere if their
mitigation measures are unsuccessful. However, thePIN is d@ar that
G!tt20FGA2ya 2F fFyYyR TFT2NJ RS@St2LIYSy
SY @A NRY YS yand that tiely $hdafie Sy O2 dzNI 3S GKS S¥FTFS
land by reusing land that has been previously develop&itgwnfieldQand),

provided that it is not of HHK Sy @A NB Yy Y.SWBG ljutify #heirf dzS ¢
Greenfieldreleases by arguing that hasno other optiong but this ignores

the significant¥rownfieldQ f ak QURSfoldAerodrome which is clearly also

of lesser environmental value than tiereenfieldland proposed for release.

WBC also point out that the SE#pectos turned down the proposal put to

them for amixeduse scheme at Dunsfolderodrome but at that time the

site was considere@reenfieldland.

v A

¢ KS St AGSNI 0Af gstiohabl2. T 2./ Qa LI Fy Aa |d
1 A number of the sites they rely on have failed to be developed over many
years now and are reportedly unviable at present.
1 They rely on developments impacting the Special Protection Ageas
admitting that nondeliverability of mitigation meages may require an
increase inGreenfieldreleases.
1 They rely on housing developments in neighbouring authorities to make
up part of the shortfall, but cannot show under thauty to Gooperate
that this has been agreed by those authorities; in fact,as mot, and
those authorities themselves are not meeting their evidenced needs.
1 Finally,the Core Strategyndicates the broad locations for the significant
Greenfieldreleases, 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 madd
appraised) as part of th€ore Strategy idetifying key sites which are
ONRGAOKE G2 GKS RSEAQGSNE 2F (KS K2dz

In relation to the transport issues around the Dunsfolkerodrome
application, the planning policy pdion of the NPPF is very different from
previous policy. TheNPPF statesthat ¢ 5 S@St 2 LJYSy i aK2dz R
prevented or refused on transport grounds where the impacts of
RSOSt2LIYSyld I NB aSOSNBEd

The NPPF is explicit that¢ KS & dzLJLJX & 2 Bomyties b&kiesfSa Ol
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 authoities should consider whether such opportunities

provide the best way of achieving sustainable developm&n®Phere is no
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176.

177.

178.

179.

indication that this process of comparing the option of new settlements to
other alternatives for delivery has actually been subject @odetailed
assessmentthe site at Dunsfoldherodromecould clearly have the potential
for such a development, and the Appdaspectorand the Secretary of State
both indicated that this might prove to be the most sustainable option for
delivery in Wavdey, but it seems to have had no serious analysis against the
Greenfieldreleases proposed.

L Y 2F404Sy Fa{SR K2g¢g (KS gélwithGhe odaksin dzA NB Y ¢
Agenda. There is a view thdbcalismi means thatCouncik are empowered to igire

anyGR SNy YSyiQa gAaK FT2N) wadadl AylrofS RS@OSH
to development, to minimise it all over again. Certainly it is true that since the

I 2 fAGA2Y D2OSNYYSYydQa F2NNIFGA2Y Wi 20Ff A3
toGKS Llzof AO 2RRFF RO MNDBY dAA ABYEFHIA F2N RS@OS
confusion about what this actually means.

By stripping out regiondl S @S f K2dzaAy 3 ydzyo SIBIE f XiKBQ C
approach asks for need to be identified and undecstat a local level: figures will

not be handed down from on high. However, the evidence needs to be sqtinel

Local Authority is the driving force, but it has to evidence its numbers against local

needs, and according to the NPPF that requirement cam@otlucked. Even more
fundamentally,Localism asks for urgent delivery to meet this need.

SolocalAuthorities are empowered to find their own solutions, but they cannot wish
the issues away. If they do fail to provide the evidence or fad¢atify 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 needsbut it does not allow them to ignore local needs

There is already clear evidence th&tispectos are challengingCore Strategy
proposals fromLocal Authorities that fail to addressip-to-date evidence of housing
need. Most recently, as this report was finalisetie Inspector suspended the
Reigaé and BansteadCore Strategysubmission for six months. Thaspectof2 a
reasonsare similar to the positionnspectos have recently taken with a number of
CoreSrategies, and illustrate some of the hurdles the WBC d@afte Strategynay
face

i Duty to Cooperate: From theCouncia &Gl 6SYSy G Sy aGAadf SR
AdaadzSa FyR 02 2LISNI ( lngec@rthat neadirgf@l crgs8 & Of S
boundary working had taken place. Whilst the statement set out the process
of consultation with neighbouringplanning authorities and other agencies
that has underpinned the preparation of the RBCS, Itiepectorfelt that it
failed to draw out the main strategic crebsundary issues and their
outcomes.

il Housing scale and distribution: Thespectoridentified four main concerns in
his paper:
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