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Joint Parish Councils 

Alfold, Bramley, Busbridge, Chiddingfold, Dunsfold, Hambledon, 

Hascombe, Loxwood, Plaistow & Ifold, Shalford, and Wonersh 

Lock House Lodge, Knightons Lane, Dunsfold GU8 4NU 

Tel: 01483 200314 Email: clerk@alfoldparishcouncil.co.uk 

 

1 March 2016 

 
The Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 
c/o National Planning Casework Unit  
5 St Philips Place  
Colmore Row  
Birmingham  
B3 2PW 

 

Dear Sir,  

 
SECTION 77 OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 
REQUEST FOR THE SECRETARY OF STATE TO CALL-IN APPLICATION NO. WA/2015/2395 

MADE TO WAVERLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL RE: PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF DUNSFOLD 

PARK 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The Parish Councils listed above write to request that you call-in for determination 

Application No. WA/2015/2395, made to Waverley Borough Council on behalf of Dunsfold 

Airport Ltd (DAL), for the proposed development of a new settlement on Dunsfold 

Aerodrome comprising 1,800 residential units plus community facilities and commercial 

floorspace. It is to be noted, however, that whilst the application is for 1,800 dwellings, the 

application makes clear that it is specifically designed to ensure the expansion of Dunsfold 

Park for up to 3,400 dwellings over the period of Waverley's impending new Local Plan.  

 

This request is submitted by the above joint parish councils, of which Alfold, Bramley, 

Busbridge, Chiddingfold, Dunsfold, Hambledon, Hascombe and Wonersh are in Waverley 

Borough, Shalford is in Guildford Borough and Loxwood and Plaistow and Ifold are in the 

West Sussex District of Chichester. This request is also supported by the Waverley and 

Guildford district committees for the Campaign for the Protection of Rural England, and also 

by Protect Our Waverley campaign body, which has widespread support from individual 

residents.  

 
The DAL proposal would breach and/or engage signal policies of the extant Local Plan, 
including Policies C2 (Countryside beyond the Green Belt), C3 (Surrey Hills AONB and AGLV), 
and D1 (Environmental implications of development), which are set out in Appendix 1, in 
what remains a Plan-led system even post the National Planning Policy Framework (“the 
NPPF”), relevant extracts of which are at Appendix 2 – see paragraphs 2 and 196-197.  

 
Moreover, and importantly, the proposal also flies in the face of previous decisions, made at 
local, regional and national level, consistently to the effect that the application site is an 
unsustainable one for a new settlement (as elaborated upon below). 
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The proposal is being promoted, notwithstanding all of the above, to meet asserted housing 
needs, and is deliberately timed to come forward in advance of the Waverley Borough 
Council’s impending new Local Plan, pre-empting the ability of the Council to determine the 
extent of its objectively assessed housing needs; whether to meet them in full (noting 
paragraph 47 of the NPPF and paragraph 6 of the lead judgment in Hunston Properties 
Limited v (1) Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government and (2) St Albans 
City and District Council [2013] EWCA Civ 1610); and where to meet such needs – which 
sites to allocate for housing. 
 
New settlements in rural areas are extremely rare and have had mixed success. The four 
eco-towns, which were approved by the Government and are currently being developed, 
were based on a framework of conditions imposed by the Government. For a new 
settlement to succeed it must be in the right location, with appropriate infrastructure and 
the right environment for social sustainability. It should not be left to Waverley Borough 
Council to decide this planning application without an overriding Government framework, 
similar to that which applied to eco-towns. The promotion of new settlements of the right 
size in the right locations will be damaged if an inappropriate settlement is allowed. This is of 
national importance.  
 
The Call-in Power 

The power for the Secretary of State to call-in a planning application for his own determination 
is set out in Section 77 (1) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. It is very general in 
scope:  
 

“The Secretary of State may give directions requiring applications for planning 
permission, or for the approval of any local planning authority required under a 
development order, to be referred to him instead of being dealt with by local 
planning authorities.” 

 
The Call-in Principles 

The Ministerial Statement of 26th October 2012 referred to the Statement of 6th September, 
Official Report, Column 29WS, which had noted that the recovery criteria already included 
large residential developments, and that careful consideration would be given to the use of 
call-in for major new settlements with larger than local impact. The Ministerial Statement 
said that consequently it had been decided to amend the then existing call-in indicators (The 
'Caborn Principles') to include consideration of the use of call-in powers in cases which in the 
opinion of the Secretary of State “may have significant long-term impact on economic 
growth and meeting housing needs across a wider area than a single local authority.” The so 
amended call-in principles 1 make it clear that, whilst the list below is not exclusive and each 
case will be considered on its individual merits, the cases which are apt to be called-in 
include those which, in the Secretary of State’s opinion: 
 

•  May conflict with national policies on important matters;  
 

•  May have significant long-term impact on economic growth and meeting 
housing needs across a wider area than a single local authority;  

 
•  Could have significant effects beyond their immediate locality.  

 
 
 
 
 

                                                             
1  The criterion of calling in applications which ñmay have significant long-term impact on 

economic growth and meeting housing needs across a wider area than a single local authorityò was 

added on 26th October 2012. 



3 | P a g e  
 

 
 
Summary of Grounds for Call-in Request 

For the reasons which are summarised below, and in the light of the planning history of the 

site and the NPPF, the DAL application not only breaches multiple Development Plan policies 

(in a system which remains Plan-led), but plainly engages the three Caborn principles set out 

above.  

 

In particular: 

1. What is being proposed is a new settlement of 1,800-3,400 dwellings in a location 
which was held, as recently as 2009, to be wholly unsustainable for such a 
settlement (even when proposed to be developed as an exemplar of sustainability, 
an ‘eco-village’) because of its isolation and the irresolvable traffic congestion which 
would be caused. As such, the proposal plainly engages the first of the Caborn 
principles (‘may conflict with national policies on important matters’) since the 
development would not be sustainable when, per paragraph 14 of the NPPF, “at the 
heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development”. In particular, the corollary of there being a presumption 
in favour of development must be a presumption against unsustainable 
development. 
 

2. Further, and since the Applicant is praying in aid the meeting of objectively assessed 
housing needs (in advance of the updating of the Local Plan), the proposal 
necessarily engages the second of the Caborn principles also (‘may have significant 
long-term impact on economic growth and meeting housing needs across a wider 
area than a single local authority’) since those needs fall within the West Surrey 
Housing Market Area, which includes Guilford and Woking Boroughs as well as 
Waverley. 
 

3. Yet further, and given the conclusions of the 2009 Inquiry, it is quite clear that the 
proposal also engages the third of the Caborn principles (‘could have significant 
effects beyond their immediate locality’) in that: 

a) Should the scheme go ahead, as stated by Jeremy Hunt MP in his 
representation to the 2009 Inquiry, “there will be an enormous bill to pick 
up by those providing the infrastructure and other services … which will 
result in a massive diversion of resources, which will impact on the other 
towns and villages in the area”; and 

b) It has already been found that development of this site for significant 
housing would cause very considerable congestion on strategic routes, with 
traffic jams up to 4km long on the A281 (which joins Horsham to Guilford 
and passes Dunsfold). 

 
DETAILED GROUNDS OF REQUEST 

We do not, in detailing the grounds of this call-in request, consider it either necessary or 

appropriate to comment in detail on the large volume of information which has been 

supplied by DAL in support of its application, or on the many grounds of objection to that 

application, or on the bases upon which we are deeply concerned that the Local Planning 

Authority are seriously compromised in their capacity objectively to determine the 

application. Rather, we seek to focus on the three points identified above, drawing your 

attention only to those matters which set them more fully into context. 

 

1. Unsustainable Development 

At the heart of the national planning policy is “a presumption in favour of 

sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running 

through both plan-making and decision-taking” (Paragraph 14 of the NPPF). It is 

important to note, therefore, that the sustainability of developing a new  
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settlement at Dunsfold Park has three times been considered and three times it 

has been held to be an unsustainable location. 

 

The owners of Dunsfold Park first proposed that the site be given eco-town status 

in 2007. However, the then Government gave the site one of the lowest ratings on 

sustainability of all the 57 applicants.   

 

The owners of Dunsfold Park then proposed that the site should be favourably 

considered as a suitable site for a new settlement to the Panel of Planning 

Inspectors appointed by the then Secretary of State to examine the draft South 

East Plan. The Inspectors’ Report to the Government, dated 6th August 2007, stated 

inter alia as follows with regard to this proposal:  

 

“The case for strategic-scale development at Dunsfold Park was made at the EiP. 

This was broadly described as a proposal for a sustainable development of a cluster 

of rural settlements, including large-scale mixed-use development on the Dunsfold 

Aerodrome site and new transport links to Cranleigh. Live-work units, a substantial 

element of affordable housing provision for local people and accommodation for 

over-50s are amongst the components that would, it was argued, provide a 

sustainable solution to housing requirements in this part of the region and make 

best use of a major brownfield site. We share the view of a number of participants 

that elements of the proposal are innovative and worthy of application more 

generally. Nonetheless, in our view the proposal for about 2,500 dwellings and 

2,000 jobs at Dunsfold Park would seriously unbalance the regional strategy and it 

would be likely to remain unsustainable. The area is relatively remote from service 

centres, public transport accessibility and the local road network would not be 

capable of being improved to an appropriate level, and it would be difficult to 

secure the level of self-containment that might overcome these disadvantages. 

Accordingly, we would not recommend the scale of development proposed at this 

location”. 

Thereafter, and in 2008, the owners of Dunsfold Park made a planning application 

to Waverley Borough Council for the development of, inter alia, 2,601 residential 

units in a proposed ‘eco-village’ on the site. This was refused permission and the 

owners appealed. That appeal was resisted by Waverley Borough Council, by 

Surrey County Council, by CPRE Surrey, by the ”Stop Dunsfold Park New Town” 

campaign and by the Parish Councils at a Public Inquiry to which Mr Jeremy Hunt, 

the local MP, also made representations against the development. Mr Hunt MP’s 

written representations are reproduced at Appendix 3 and we refer to them again 

when dealing with the third of the Caborn principles. 

 

Relevant extracts from the Inspector’s Report to the then Secretary of State are set 

out in Appendix 4. For present purposes it should be noted that the Inspector 

stated as follows when finding the site an unsustainable location for a new 

settlement development, even one which was proposed as an ‘eco-village’: 

 

“372. The site is in an isolated rural location and the road network around it 

consists primarily of narrow country lanes [306, 313]. There is severe congestion on 

the A281, the main trunk road in the area, and in some of the villages [207-211, 

264, 300, 306, 310, 313]. The site is not served by public transport [299]. 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,  
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the site is not in a sustainable location. Moreover, little can be done to improve the 

existing infrastructure beyond minor alterations to road junctions [128-131, 148-

151]. This was a significant factor in the decision of the EIP Panel not to 

recommend the inclusion of the Eco-Village within the SEP [128].” 

 

In agreeing with the Inspector’s recommendation and dismissing the appeal, the 

then Secretary of State stated: 

 

“The Secretary of State has concluded that the development would generate a 

considerable amount of additional road traffic and he considers that this would 

have a severe and unacceptable impact on an overstretched local road network, 

and that the scheme would be unsustainable in transport terms.”  

 

The unsustainability of this site in transport terms was more recently underlined 

on August 3rd 2015 by Surrey County Council Highways recommending refusal of 

Application WA/2015/0695 for an expansion of the Business Park on this site. They 

said:  

 

“The proposed development if permitted in this rural location with virtually no local 

services would be heavily reliant on travel by the private car and has the potential 

to exceed the cap on vehicular movements, which is necessary to prevent 

operations on the site increasing beyond previous levels in an unsustainable 

transport location. The proposed development is therefore contrary to the 

sustainability objectives in the National Planning Policy Framework (2012) and 

Policy Ml of Waverley Borough Council's Local Plan 2002.” 

 

It must follow that the application proposal engages the first of the Caborn 

principles in that it clearly conflicts not just with national policy but with the so-

called “golden thread” which is at the heart of the National Planning Policy 

Framework. In particular, and as stated above, the corollary of there being a 

presumption in favour of development must be a presumption against 

unsustainable development. 

 
2. Meeting Housing Needs Across a Wider Area than a Single Local Authority 

So far as the second of the Caborn principles is concerned, the NPPF requires 

planning authorities to establish their existing and future need for housing. The 

terminology of the NPPF in this regard is important, since paragraph 47 clearly 

requires this to be done over the “housing market area”:  

“47. To boost significantly the supply of housing, local planning authorities should: 

● use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively 

assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as 

far as is consistent with the policies set out in this Framework, including identifying 

key sites which are critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over the plan 

period…” 

 

The first step in this process has already been undertaken in Waverley, and as a 

joint exercise for ‘West Surrey’ (Guildford, Woking and Waverley) because the 

relevant housing market area here is the “West Surrey Housing Market Area”, 

which includes all three boroughs. It was pursuant to the West Surrey Strategic  
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Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)2 that an adjusted figure of 519 houses per 

annum was arrived at for Waverley in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

(SHMA). It is understood this is the figure being considered by Waverley Borough 

Council for inclusion in its draft Local Plan. Moreover, it is quite plain that DAL are 

promoting the application the subject of this call-in request as a means of meeting 

this asserted housing need, one which is generated across three Local Authority 

areas.  

 

It follows, inexorably, that the application necessarily engages the second of the 

Caborn principles since it will, inevitably, have significant long-term impact on 

meeting housing needs across a wider area than a single local authority.  

 

3. More than Local Effects 

So far as the third Caborn principle is concerned (having more than local effects), it 

is quite obvious that a new settlement on this scale and in this location will have 

profound and wide-ranging effects. We remind you what was said by Jeremy Hunt 

MP in his representation to the 2009 Inquiry in this regard: the consequential costs 

of providing infrastructure and other services to a new and remote settlement 

such as was then proposed, and is proposed now, must mean that resources will 

be diverted, which will, inevitably, impact on the other towns and villages in the 

area. 

 

Yet further, and given the conclusions of the 2009 Inquiry, it is quite clear that the 

proposal will have significant traffic and highways impacts beyond the site’s 

immediate locality. We refer again to what the Inspector at the previous Inquiry 

stated at paragraph 372 of his Report. The evidence before him on this issue was 

stark: development of this site for significant housing would cause very 

considerable congestion on strategic routes, with traffic jams up to 4km long on 

the A281 (which joins Horsham to Guilford and passes Dunsfold). That is plainly an 

effect which is more than local. The proposed development will impact upon the 

convenience of a large number of people travelling between settlements, and on 

the economy of those settlements, and potentially have an impact in public health 

and safety terms also (by reference to access to hospitals, etc.).  

Given the huge importance of the highways implications of this proposal, it is 

therefore a matter of profound concern that, having commissioned a Transport 

Assessment in the spring of 2015 from Mott MacDonald, the Council only released 

Parts 1 and 2 on the 17th February, several days after the consultation period 

ended on the 5th February, and have declined to release the remaining part, Part 3 

– thus preventing the local community from accessing vitally important 

environmental information relevant to the proposal and raising a considerable 

question mark over both the Council’s candour and the transparency of the 

decision-making process on this highly controversial scheme – one which, as 

above, engages the first three of the Caborn principles.  

 

 

 

 

                                                             
2  West Surrey Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), Waverley Summary Report, 

December 2015, GL Hearn Ltd. 
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This plainly adds to the imperative – in order to ensure that there is public 

confidence in decision-making on this proposal, one which has very profound 

consequences - that the decision on this application be taken out of the Council’s 

hands, especially given that it is timed, purposely, to pre-empt the making of the 

new Local Plan, and public participation in that process. 

 

For all of the above reasons, we respectfully request that the Secretary of State exercise the 
power afforded by Section 77 (1) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 to call-in this 
application for his own determination. 

 
 

Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
Beverley Weddell 
Clerk to Alfold Parish Council 
For and on behalf of Alfold Parish Council (Waverley Borough) 
   Bramley Parish Council (Waverley Borough) 
   Busbridge Parish Council (Waverley Borough) 
   Chiddingfold Parish Council (Waverley Borough) 
   Dunsfold Parish Council (Waverley Borough) 
   Hambledon Parish Council (Waverley Borough) 
   Hascombe Parish Council (Waverley Borough) 
   Loxwood Parish Council (Chichester District) 
   Plaistow and Ifold Parish Council (Chichester District) 
   Shalford Parish Council (Guildford Borough) 
   Wonersh Parish Council (Waverley Borough) 
 
cc. Rt Hon Greg Clark MP 

Rt Hon Jeremy Hunt MP 

 Rt Hon Anne Milton MP 

 David McNulty, Chief Executive Surrey County Council 

 Victoria Young, Surrey County Councillor 

 David Hodge, Leader of Surrey County Council 

 SCC Highways 

 Highways England 

 Robert Knowles, Leader of Waverley Borough Council  

 Brian Adams, Policy Holder Planning, Waverley Borough Council 

 Matthew Evans, Head of Planning, Waverley Borough Council 

 Peter Cleveland, Planning Officer, Waverley Borough Council 

 Sue Sturgeon, Managing Director Guildford Borough Council 

 Paul Spooner, Leader of Guildford Borough Council 

 Diane Shepherd, Chief Executive Chichester District Council 

 Tony Dignum, Leader of Chichester District Council 

 Clive Smith, Surrey Hills AONB Planning Adviser 

 CPRE Surrey Branch 

 Dunsfold Airport Limited 
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See below: Appendix 1 – Waverley Local Plan 2002 relevant policies 
  Appendix 2 – Relevant extracts from the NPPF 
  Appendix 3 – Jeremy Hunt MP’s Representation to last Inquiry 
  Appendix 4 – Relevant extracts from the last Inspector’s Report 
  Appendix 5 – Supporting Statement from CPRE Waverley and CPRE Guildford 

Appendix 6 – Supporting Statement from POWCAMPAIGN Ltd 
Appendix 7 – Map illustrating the locations of the joint parish councils in 
relation to the application site 
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APPENDIX 1 

 

WAVERLEY LOCAL PLAN 2002 

 

POLICY C2 – Countryside Beyond the Green Belt 

In the Countryside beyond the Green Belt defined on the Proposals Map and outside rural 

settlements identified in Policy RD1, the countryside will be protected for its own sake. 

Building in the open countryside away from existing settlements will be strictly controlled. 

 

POLICY C3 – Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Area of Great Landscape 

Value 

The Council will protect and conserve the distinctiveness of the landscape character areas 

within the Borough. Management and enhancement of landscape features to conserve 

landscape character and retain diversity will be promoted. Development appropriate to the 

countryside will be expected to respect or enhance existing landscape character by 

appropriate design. 

(a) Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty 

The Surrey Hills and High Weald Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) are of national 

importance. The primary aim of designation is to conserve and enhance their natural beauty. 

Development inconsistent with this primary aim will not be permitted unless proven 

national interest and lack of alternative sites has been demonstrated. 

… 

Protection of the natural beauty and character of the AONB will extend to safeguarding 

these areas from adverse visual or other impact arising from development located outside 

their boundary. 

(b) Areas of Great Landscape Value 

Landscapes designated as Areas of Great Landscape Value on the Proposals Map make a 

valuable contribution to the quality of Waverley's countryside and the setting of the towns. 

Strong protection will be given to ensure the conservation and enhancement of the 

landscape character. 

 

POLICY D1 – Environmental Implications of Development  

The Council will have regard to the environmental implications of development and will 

promote and encourage enhancement of the environment. Development will not be 

permitted where it would result in material detriment to the environment by virtue of:-  

(a) … 

(b) harm to the visual character and distinctiveness of a locality, particularly in respect of the 

design and scale of the development and its relationship to its surroundings;  

(c) … 

(d) levels of traffic which are incompatible with the local highway network or cause 

significant environmental harm by virtue of noise and disturbance… 
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APPENDIX 2 

RELEVANT EXTRACTS FROM THE NPPF 

 

“2. Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined in 

accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise…” 

 

“14. At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is a presumption in favour of 

Sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through both 

plan-making and decision-taking. 

…. 

For decision-taking this means: 

● … 

● where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date, granting 

permission unless: 

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

benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or 

–– specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted.” 

 

“47. To boost significantly the supply of housing, local planning authorities should: 

● use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed 

needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as is consistent 

with the policies set out in this Framework, including identifying key sites which are critical 

to the delivery of the housing strategy over the plan period…” 

 

“49. Housing applications should be considered in the context of the presumption in favour 

of sustainable development. Relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be 

considered up-to-date if the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five-year supply 

of deliverable housing sites.” 

 

“196. The planning system is plan-led. Planning law requires that applications for planning 

permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan, unless material 

considerations indicate otherwise. This Framework is a material consideration in planning 

decisions. 

 

197. In assessing and determining development proposals, local planning authorities should 

apply the presumption in favour of sustainable development.” 
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APPENDIX 3 

 

JEREMY HUNT MP’S REPRESENTATION TO LAST INQUIRY 

 

"I would like to thank the Inspector for giving me this opportunity to contribute to the Public 

Inquiry into the application to develop Dunsfold Park.  I hope my comments will inform the 

Inspector’s recommendation to the Secretary of State.  

 

Although I am aware that it is not a material planning consideration, I would like to start by 

briefly conveying the strength of opposition locally to this development.  I have received an 

estimated 110 letters and emails from my constituents relating to Dunsfold Park, of which 

only one was not opposed to the development.  It is, in fact, the single biggest local issue 

brought to my attention in the last year.  2,469 people contacted Waverley Borough Council 

to officially oppose the development and Guildford MP Anne Milton and I hosted a packed 

public meeting in November 2007, where the strength of opposition was made very clear to 

both of us. I grew up in Shere, a small local village with a very strong community, so I can 

understand my constituents’ passionate desire to preserve our area’s many special villages 

with their rural or semi-rural natures. 

 

I believe this enquiry boils down to three central questions:   

 

1. Is the opposition to these plans simple nimbyism? 

 

2. Are the plans sustainable? 

 

3. Will wider economic and social impact of these plans be positive or negative? 

 

Firstly, the question of whether the resistance to the proposed development is local 

nimbyism. 

 

I would argue that is not the case for two reasons.  A common complaint by my constituents 

is the difficulty their children and grandchildren have in getting their foot on the housing 

ladder in South West Surrey, and as a result many have to move out of the area they have 

grown up in.  The average house price in Waverley is £383,026 and the largest mortgage 

available to a single person on an average income for the area is £271,300.  That leaves an 

‘affordability gap’ of £111,727 when trying to purchase a home for the first time.  So we are 

all aware of the need for affordable housing in our area - indeed I would suggest there is not 

a single objector to this scheme who is not acutely aware and sensitive to this issue. 

 

Furthermore, many stakeholders not in the immediate area are against the proposed 

development.  The Draft South East Plan, the Surrey Structure Plan, the Waverley Local Plan 

and the CPRE all reject the application and they cannot be accused of not wanting homes 

building in their backyard. 

 

My second question is about whether the development is sustainable.  Everyone recognises 

need for sustainable development, but I would argue that this is not an example of that.   

The definition of sustainable development used by the Bruntland Commission in 1983 is:  

 

 

“Developing in a way that allows present generations to meet their needs without 

compromising the needs of future generations to meet their needs too.”   
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Dunsfold Park Ltd’s plan fails to meet that definition in two ways.  

 

The development would cause irreversible damage to countryside.  The idea that the plan is 

to develop Dunsfold Aerodrome is a misnomer - 90% of the 248 hectare site is woodland and 

grassland.  The development would blight the views from the Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty adjacent to the site as well as have a negative impact on the Area of Great Landscape 

Value next door.  Development on 105 hectares of land will have a massive impact on the 

rural nature of the direct and surrounding area. 

 

The ‘Master plan’ is not a complete plan, so the key planning consideration has to be the 

massive pressure the development would place on the area’s infrastructure.  For example, 

SDPNT Ltd warn of a six kilometre southbound tailback from the Bramley roundabout in the 

morning rush hour.  And that is before the impact of potential developments at Broadbridge 

Heath and Bordon is taken into account (as Dunsfold Park Ltd has failed to do). The 

Developer must be aware of the problem because Mr McAllister suggested a plan for a 

monorail system, but that has not appeared in the current application.  I want to know 

where the Appellant thinks the resources are coming from to deal with the added pressure 

on the area’s infrastructure, because I do not think it would be right or fair for the local 

authorities to pick up the pieces. 

 

The proposed development is too small to be self-contained, which is why it was not on the 

final shortlist for eco-town status.  That means the development will need to rely on 

resources outside of the site, so cannot be a self-contained community. 

 

My third point refers to whether the wider economic and social impact will be positive or 

negative. 

 

Although the development would offer 900 affordable homes, I do not believe that will solve 

Waverley Borough Council’s housing problems as it will mainly be workers on the site that 

get those homes.   

 

Furthermore, many people want to live where they grew up, so concentrating all the 

affordable homes on one site will not help those living in Farnham, Godalming or Haslemere, 

who would like to be able to afford to continue living in those towns. If the plan goes ahead, 

there will be an enormous bill to pick up by those providing the infrastructure and other 

services, and ultimately, the local taxpayer.  The burden will be on the local council, schools, 

NHS and police, who are already amongst the least well-resourced in the country.  That will 

result in a massive diversion of resources, which will impact on the other towns and villages 

in the area. 

 

In conclusion, the Dunsfold Park development is not in the interest of either the immediate 

or the wider community.  I support the decision arrived at by the South East Plan, Surrey 

County Council and Waverley Borough Council that the proposal is not suitable or desirable, 

and I sincerely hope that the Secretary of State will as well.”    
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APPENDIX 4 

 

RELEVANT EXTRACTS FROM THE LAST INSPECTOR’S REPORT 

 

“CONCLUSIONS  

… 

The Main Issues  

351. The main issue in the appeal is the suitability of the proposed development on this site 

in the context of national, regional and local planning policies governing: the principle of 

development in the countryside, including the impact on its character and appearance; the 

sustainability of the proposed development with particular regard to the transport 

infrastructure; the relationship between the development and the supply of housing land in 

the Borough; and the provision of affordable housing.  

… 

Sustainability (Issue 2)  

369. The Appellants have produced compelling evidence to demonstrate that the 

development would achieve a very high overall level of sustainability and a low carbon 

lifestyle [56-60], well in excess of what is normally expected in new development [61] and 

would compare favourably with other leading schemes both in the UK and abroad [62-67].  

370. The rejection of the Appellants’ bid to have the Eco-Village included in the Eco-Towns 

programme [195, 271-276, 310, 311] cannot be taken as an indication that the scheme is 

defective in terms of its overall environmental objectives [124-127]. The Appellants were 

proposing to build little more than half the minimum number of houses specified. The 

scheme did not, therefore, fulfil one of the principal criteria for inclusion in the programme 

and was excluded for that express reason. In my view there is no merit in speculating 

beyond that as to what else the Government may or may not have thought of the scheme 

[195]. I see no reason, however, why the Appellants should not use the Eco-Towns as a 

benchmark for their own proposals [195, 196].  

371. Friends of the Earth, an independent organisation that might be expected to take a 

sceptical view of development proposals, has expressed strong support for the scheme [318-

326]. It is significant that, notwithstanding the Government’s own Eco-Towns programme, 

FoE should have singled out the appeal proposals as being the scheme deserving its support 

[136]. Moreover, that support is expressed not simply as a response to a planning 

consultation but is based on a continuous assessment of the proposals as they have 

developed over a period of years. It included an appraisal of the Appellants’ past 

performance in other projects and the appointment of solicitors to scrutinise the S106 

undertaking. Furthermore, that assessment was a comprehensive analysis that took account 

of wider issues such as housing land supply and affordable housing. I consider that, having 

regard to the breadth, depth and thoroughness of the investigation carried out by FoE, very 

great weight should be given to its conclusion that the environmental credentials of the 

Appellants and of their proposals merited strong support.  

372. The site is in an isolated rural location and the road network around it consists primarily 

of narrow country lanes [306, 313]. There is severe congestion on the A281, the main trunk 

road in the area, and in some of the villages [207-211, 264, 300, 306, 310, 313]. The site is 

not served by public transport [299]. 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  
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can be done to improve the existing infrastructure beyond minor alterations to road 

junctions [128-131, 148-151]. This was a significant factor in the decision of the EIP Panel not 

to recommend the inclusion of the Eco-Village within the SEP [128].  

373. The Appellants have sought to address this situation on the basis that there is no such 

thing as an unsustainable location, only an unsustainable way of doing things [91]. In 

addition to seeking to make the village as self-contained as possible, they have developed a 

package of other measures designed to ensure that the scheme would minimise the use of 

motor transport [76]. They estimate that the development would nevertheless result in 

some 12,000 daily additional vehicle movements. This figure has been challenged [206] but 

such estimates invariably involve a range of unknowns and variables and due allowance 

must be made for margins of error.  

374. I see no reason to doubt that the Appellants’ figure gives a reasonable impression of 

the scale of additional traffic likely to be generated by the development. In considering the 

implications of this extra traffic it is necessary to bear in mind the alternatives. 

375. Firstly, if the appeal were to fail there is a reasonable prospect that aviation, 

commercial and industrial uses would intensify [97, 101-105, 234, 288], with implications for 

the number of visitors to the site as well as the number of people employed on it. This 

would have a direct impact on the amount of traffic, both private and commercial, using the 

roads in the area. Even allowing for that, however, the additional daily 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.  

376. Furthermore, the Appellants’ estimate of 12,000 additional vehicle movements 

assumes that the various measures included in the S106 Undertaking would work in practice 

and in perpetuity. The Appellants have put a great deal of thought into formulating those 

measures and I accept that there is a high probability that they would be effective [76-80; 

206]. However, the consequences of their failure would be very severe given the scale of the 

development and the inherently unsustainable location of the site.  

377. Secondly, traffic can be expected to increase regardless of whether or not the Eco-

Village is built. The 5,000 new houses to be built in Waverley over the twenty year period of 

the SEP are likely to have a major impact on traffic wherever they are placed. The Council 

has sought to show that they would be best accommodated in an urban extension such as 

that proposed at Slyfield, on the outskirts of Guildford [69, 174]. It seems to me, however, 

that no worthwhile conclusions can be drawn from a comparison between Slyfield and 

Dunsfold Park. Firstly, the 5,000 houses are to be built in Waverley, not in Guildford [69]. 

Secondly, the towns in Waverley that might be candidates for an urban extension – 

Godalming and Farnham – have little in common with Guildford in terms of their size, 

geography and infrastructure. The Slyfield development is therefore irrelevant unless it can 

be shown that the lessons from it could be applied to the Waverley towns. Nevertheless, the 

SEP and the development plan seek to focus new development on existing urban areas, as 

does national planning policy as set out in PPS3 and PPS7. Whether or not this could be 

achieved in Waverley with a similar or smaller impact on traffic generation remains a matter 

of conjecture pending formulation of the LDF, preparation of which is still at an early stage.  

378. In so far as alternative modes of transport are concerned [72-75], the proposals would 

benefit the wider area as well as residents of the Eco-Village by introducing a high quality 

bus service [72, 73]. Paragraph 75 of PPG13, Transport, says that walking has the potential 

to substitute for the car for journeys of up to 2km and paragraph 78 says that cycling could 

do the same for journeys of up to 5km. Cranleigh is therefore too far away for access by 

these modes. Moreover, the available routes include unlit country roads and footpaths. As  
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the Council points out [203, 204], there is some doubt as to whether some of the 

improvements proposed by the Appellants could be achieved.  

379. I consider that the scheme would be of great value as an example of the part that low 

carbon built development can play in combating climate change. I see no reason to doubt 

that it would be seen as a development of national and international importance in that 

respect [19, 54-67]. Notwithstanding the reduced reliance on the private car, however, the 

development would still generate a considerable amount of additional road traffic. 

380. In that respect it would not be compatible with the existing transportation 

infrastructure of the area [198] and would not be sustainable in transportation terms. 

Consequently it would conflict with saved Policies D1(d), IC4(v), M1 and M13 of the WBLP. 

Because of the unacceptable impact that the scheme would have on traffic congestion and 

its consequent impact on surrounding communities I do not accept that this is a 

consideration that is outweighed by the other advantages of the scheme.  

… 

 

Housing Land Supply (Issue 3)  

381. The Appellants claim that difficulties associated with the major housing sites identified 

by the Council mean that it cannot deliver the five year supply of housing land required by 

PPS3 [25-38; 221-227]. …  

382. Policy H1 of the SEP requires the construction of 5000 new houses in Waverley over the 

period 2006 to 2026 [22-24]. At the time of the Inquiry 826 of these had been built, leaving a 

residual requirement of 4138 (Doc. LPA1/1). It is clear that the Council faces a challenge in 

deciding how to accommodate these without relaxing policy constraints on greenfield 

development [322, 323, 333]. In that context the appeal proposal has many advantages. It 

would accommodate a large proportion of the houses needed over the life of the SEP on 

previously developed land with limited visual impact, without the loss of valuable 

agricultural land and in an area that currently has the lowest grade of protection.  

383. There is a severe shortage of affordable housing in Waverley [39-47, 228, 321, 322, 331, 

335]. Completions have come nowhere near the figure of 622 affordable homes that are 

needed within the Borough each year and the situation is therefore deteriorating rather 

than improving [331]. There are currently about 3,000 applicants on the Council’s HNR, 

about half of whom have expressed a preference to live in Dunsfold, Alfold or Cranleigh [41, 

42]. During the Inquiry attention was drawn to the severe social and economic 

consequences of the failure to deal with the problem [327, 328]. Its effects on individuals 

and their families were also attested to by a number of people experiencing problems of 

housing stress [335].  

384. In that context the fact that the appeal scheme would include 910 affordable homes, of 

various types and tenures dispersed throughout the development, is a material 

consideration although this would apply only if the overall scheme was otherwise acceptable 

[229-231, 281, 282, 302]. Clearly, if a site is unsuitable for housing then it must be unsuitable 

for affordable housing. For the reasons given above, I consider that this is not a suitable site 

for housing development, at least in the context of the current proposals. Consequently I 

consider that limited weight can be attached to the benefit of including such a large amount 

of affordable housing in the proposals. 

385. In the plan-led system the allocation of sites for housing is a matter for the 

development plan process [143, 244, 247, 248, 277-280]. The possibility of including the 

Dunsfold Park scheme in the SEP was considered and rejected both by the EIP Panel and by 

the Secretary of State [165-168]. Both the approved SEP and the saved policies of the WBLP 

oppose major development in the countryside. That reflects national policy in PPS3 and  
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PPS7. In preparing its LDF the Council will need to assess the needs of existing urban and 

rural settlements, while taking account of many factors including the existing infrastructure 

capacity. In doing so it will need to work with other stakeholders, so as to accord with 

paragraph 38 of PPS3.  

386. There is a presumption in PPS3 against the refusal of planning permission on grounds of 

prematurity [143, 244, 247, 248, 277-280]. Despite this there are exceptional circumstances 

in this instance. The Dunsfold Park proposal is no ordinary planning application. Its scale is 

such that the EIP Panel held that it would seriously unbalance the regional strategy [180]. It 

would involve the expansion of the largest industrial estate in Waverley [97, 146] and 

provide, in one location, more than 60% of the Borough’s housing supply for the remaining 

life of the SEP. The sheer scale of the development would have the effect of pre-empting 

proper consideration of the housing needs of the Borough and would pre-determine the 

outcome of the LDF process.  

… 

Overall Conclusions  

415. Viewed in isolation the Eco-Village would be a truly outstanding example of the type of 

development needed to meet the challenge of climate change. Despite the efforts made to 

reduce dependence on the motor vehicle, however, the traffic generated by the 

development would have an unacceptable impact on an inadequate local road network. It 

would also conflict with policies in the SEP and WBLP that seek to focus development on 

existing urban centres and would have the effect of predetermining the outcome of the 

emerging LDF process. I consider that the harm so caused would outweigh the considerable 

environmental, social and economic benefits of the scheme. For that reason and having 

regard to the many other matters raised at the Inquiry my overall conclusion is that the 

appeal should be dismissed.”  
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APPENDIX 5 

 

SUPPORTING STATEMENT FROM CPRE WAVERLEY AND CPRE GUILDFORD 

 

Waverley and Guildford District committees of the Surrey Branch of the Campaign to Protect 

Rural England fully support the request to the Secretary of State to call in the Application to 

develop Dunsfold Aerodrome on the basis set out in the letter of Request.  

It is clear to CPRE that there is widespread concern (evidenced by nearly 1,000 objections so 

far submitted) that the site remains unsustainable as previously found by an Inspector in 

2009, which decision was fully supported by the then Secretary of State. Development on 

the scale proposed will affect a wide area of Countryside and local villages and towns, 

particularly Cranleigh and Guildford. With the imminent publication of the long delayed 

Waverley Local Plan there is wholly insufficient evidence currently available to the Council to 

decide whether this application can be approved and it should not be before the Local Plan 

is subjected to public scrutiny to establish its soundness. We therefore respectfully suggest 

that there is ample justification for the Application to be called in. 
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APPENDIX 6 

 

SUPPORTING STATEMENT FROM POWCAMPAIGN LTD 

 

 

POWCAMPAIGN Ltd was formed to manage Protect Our Waverley (POW), a campaign group 

with growing widespread support from local residents. POW has made detailed 

representations urging Waverley Borough Council to refuse the planning application No. 

WA/2015/2395 made by DAL.  

POW fully supports the request to the Secretary of State to call in the planning application 

for the reasons set out in this letter.  
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APPENDIX 7 

 

MAP ILLUSTRATING THE LOCATIONS OF THE JOINT PARISH COUNCILS IN  

RELATION TO THE APPLICATION SITE 

 

 


