
 

 

Waverley Borough Local Plan Part 1 Examination 
 
Initial questions and comments 
 
These are questions and comments relating to certain aspects of the 
evidence base and a small number of significant policies. With the 
exception of Q14 there are no questions relating to strategic sites at 
this stage. A further set of questions will be sent to the Council 
later.  
 
1. Where is the evidence that conclusively demonstrates that 
Waverley is unable to meet any of other authorities’ unmet need in 
its housing market area? Has any regard been had to the PPG 
guidance that mitigation measures should be considered that might 
allow some of the rejected sites identified in the local housing land 
assessment to come forward during the life of the plan, and help 
towards meeting housing need?  
 
2. Given government policy (para 47 of the Framework) that local 
planning authorities should ensure that their Local Plan meets the 
full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing 
in the housing market area, is Policy AHN1 right to allow the Part 2 
Plan and neighbourhood plans to vary the 30% minimum affordable 
housing provision? What would be the implications for meeting the 
objectively assessed need? 
 
3. Policy EE1(d) appears to fall short of the positive approach to the 
rural economy in paragraph 28 the Framework. The Council are 
invited to suggest alternative wording. 
 
4. The second part of Policy EE1 (“For the purposes of this policy..”) 
is rather general and contains no clear requirements. How would it 
be applied by a development management officer, a landowner or 
developer?  
 
5. Policy EE2 is not positively-worded and its tone needs to be 
changed to more accurately reflect paragraphs 22 and 51 of the 
Framework, which do allow for changes of use from employment to 
residential use. The Council are invited to suggest alternative 
wording. 
 
6. Policy ST1(1) in respect of the location of development does not 
appear to be consistent with the Framework, which recognises that 
different transport policies and measures may be required in 
different communities, or with Policy EE1(d) relating to the re-use 
of rural buildings, or with the encouragement given to the rural 



 

 

economy in paragraph 28 of the Framework. The Council are invited 
to suggest alternative wording. 
 
7. The reference to prior approval will need to be deleted from 
Policy TCS1(4) since the development plan does not apply in such 
cases. There is case law to this effect. The development is already 
permitted by the GDPO, subject to the Council deciding whether it is 
undesirable for the use to change having regard to the impact on 
the sustainability of the key shopping area.  
 
8. Policy LRC1 needs to be re-thought. It is a negatively worded 
policy that covers in the vaguest of terms a very wide range of 
activities from sports pitches to museums. It is clearly impractical to 
safeguard all leisure recreation and cultural facilities from 
development. What about changes of use from one leisure or 
cultural facility to another, extensions, new buildings or facilities 
that complement the use of open space, development that funds 
improved facilities? The policy also fails to recognise the different 
needs of a wide range of activities and does not consider viability. 
Where can the evidence be found that (a) looks at the future needs 
of these facilities and (b) analyses the changes in consumer and 
societal behaviour and in funding that might lead to some activities 
growing and others declining? The Council are invited to suggest 
alternative wording and the disaggregation and clarification of the 
policy. 
 
9. The Green Belt Review and Topic Paper are concerned principally 
with site identification, and on their own they do not amount to the 
exceptional circumstances required to justify altering the Green Belt 
boundary. Where is the work demonstrating that exceptional 
circumstances exist for the release of land from the Green Belt? 
This would require a clear connection to be made between specific 
alterations to the Green Belt and specific amounts of development 
land to be brought forward to meet housing need, and also a 
convincing analysis that all or part of this land cannot be found 
outside the Green Belt. 
 
10. In connection with 3 above, some Green Belt alterations are left 
to a later plan stage. How is it possible to establish a housing 
requirement in the Part 1 Plan which cannot meet unmet need in 
the HMA without knowing how much land is to be released from the 
Green Belt? Given that Green Belt is a highly strategic planning 
designation and exceptional circumstances are inextricably linked 
with housing provision, should all Green Belt alterations be included 
in the Part 1 Plan? 
 



 

 

11. Where is the convincing evidence of exceptional circumstances 
to justify adding areas at Cranleigh and at Compton, Farnham to 
the Green Belt? The analysis in the Green Belt Review and Topic 
Paper does not itself demonstrate exceptional circumstances. Why 
would normal development management policies be inadequate? 
Have there been any changes in circumstances to justify the 
inclusion of this land? What would be the consequences for 
sustainable development patterns? Has any regard been had to the 
longer term needs of Cranleigh and Farnham? Has any assessment 
been carried out of the impact of such a significant policy change on 
the ability of existing uses and establishments within those areas to 
meet their future needs? 
 
12. A point that will need to be addressed: AONB is a national 
designation that has the highest status of protection and it is 
inappropriate to apply the same principles to AGLV. The Council are 
invited to suggest alternative wording. 
 
13. There are many designations seeking to protect landscape and 
openness. AGLV was originally established at county level and is 
extensive, so it is a strategic designation. The Farnham/Aldershot 
Strategic Gap and the Area of Strategic Visual Importance are 
strategic designations. Issues regarding these strategic designations 
have all been deferred to the non-strategic Part 2 Plan. Why hasn’t 
Part 1 of the Plan dealt with these designations and created a 
straightforward and clearly understood approach that is clearly 
linked to the NPPF objective of protecting and enhancing valued 
landscapes? 
 
14. Where among the evidence base can be found a clear and 
reasonably concise analysis to demonstrate that the proposed new 
settlement at Dunsfold Aerodrome can be made to meet the 
requirements of Policy ST1, Sustainable Transport? 
 
 
 
Jonathan Bore 
6 February 2017 
 


