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Summary and purpose:

The purpose of this report is to provide Members of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee 
with an update on the work to develop the Publication version of Local Plan Part 2 (LPP2).  
As with previous reports, this report will focus on the areas that are likely to generate a 
high degree of public interest. 

How this report relates to the Council’s Corporate Priorities:
Local Plan Part 2 will contribute to meeting corporate priorities in relation to the 
Environment and Community Wellbeing.

Equality and Diversity Implications:
There are no particular Equality and Diversity Implications from this report.  Local Plan 
Part 2 makes positive contributions to equality and diversity by supporting allocations for 
the Gypsy and Traveller community, and supporting the National Space Standards on 
bedroom size.

Financial Implications:
There are no direct financial implications arising from this report. Any spend required 
detailed in the report will be met from existing approved budgets. 

Legal Implications:
There are no direct legal implications resulting from this report. The legal services team 
will continue to support planning services and the plan making process to ensure that any 
legal requirement are met.

1. Background
1.1 Local Plan Part 2 (LPP2) is the second stage in the development of the new 

Local Plan for Waverley, following the adoption of Local Plan Part 1 (LPP1): 
Strategic Policies and Sites in February.  Members are reminded that the key 
strategic policies are contained in LPP1, together with a number of strategic 
allocations.  LPP2 has a number of purposes.  It contains additional site 



allocations for those areas (Godalming, Haslemere, Elstead and Milford/Witley) 
where these are not being done through the neighbourhood plan. It contains the 
proposed site allocations to meet the needs of Gypsies and Travellers. It 
provides a number of ‘day-to-day’ development management policies to replace 
the retained policies from the 2002 Local Plan and it confirms settlement 
boundaries and the boundaries of other key designations.
.

1.2 The LPP2 Preferred Options consultation completed on 9 July 2018.  In total 
990 responses were received.  Officers have read each response and where 
appropriate, changes have been made to the consultation document

1.3 A Draft Plan has been produced for publication which is the subject of this 
report. A copy of the draft Pre-Submission Plan is attached as Annex 1.  

2. Significant areas of change to form the Draft Plan
Housing Allocations

2.1 The new NPPF does not differentiate between windfall development1 on garden 
land and windfall development on other land.  Previously our windfall estimates 
have discounted the contribution from windfalls on garden land.  As a result, the 
windfall estimates for the Local Plan have been reviewed and the contribution 
from windfall sites for Waverley’s overall housing requirement has increased.  
This has done two things.  Firstly, it has altered the trend data for previous 
years’ windfall developments for each settlement.  Consequently, it has affected 
the residual number of homes to find in the remainder of the plan period, and 
therefore reduced the number of homes that LPP2 needs to find sufficient sites 
for in Godalming and Haslemere.

2.2 In addition, a further year’s worth of planning permissions has been added to the 
figures bringing the base date for the housing allocations to 1st April 2018.  This 
has also caused a reduction in the number of residual houses to allocate sites 
for.  

2.3 The following table shows how the figures have changed.

1st April 2017 requirement (as per 
Preferred Options consultation)

1st April 2018 requirement (with 
new windfall methodology applied 
to towns)

Godalming 348 270

Haslemere 416 342

Elstead 67 56

Witley 247 233

1 Windfall developments are those not identified in the development plan.  Previously, developments on 
gardens in urban areas have not been permissible.  The new NPPF changed the situation and developments 
on gardens in urban areas can now be classified as windfalls. 



Haslemere
2.4 Numerous responses were received to the recent Preferred Options 

consultation relating to proposed housing allocation sites in Haslemere.  These 
comments can be grouped into two categories; 

 Comments relating to sites either within or partially within the AONB
 Comments relating to Red Court proposed allocation (n=150 responses alone 

for this site)

2.5 In an effort to reduce the number of sites required either within or partially within 
the AONB, and in recognition of the requirement of the NPPF to make effective 
use of land, Officers have re-looked at the urban sites and, where justified, have 
increased the yield on some sites. This includes increasing the potential yield 
on two sites where the Council is the predominant landowner, the Fairground 
Car Park and Haslemere Key Site.  Although Officers have done a preliminary 
assessment of likely suitable number of homes on each site, in order to 
evidence this higher yield at the Examination, further work is required alongside 
the Council’s Estates Team.

2.6 As a result of the increased yields on the urban sites and lower residual amount 
of housing to allocate for, Officers have been able to remove all allocations on 
sites within or partially within the AONB in Haslemere.  This approach accords 
with the NPPF which states that major development should only be allowed in 
the AONB in exceptional circumstances.

2.7 The comments relating to Red Court referred largely to traffic impacts and 
concerns over landscape.  The site itself is outside the AONB but within the 
Local Plan designation of ‘AGLV treated as AONB’.  Nonetheless, the allocation 
was reviewed by an external Landscape Architect who stated in her draft report 
that the impact on the AONB could be mitigated by careful design. Further 
discussions on the site have been held with the Transport Division in Surrey 
County Council who said that the application would need to be supported by a 
full Transport Assessment to demonstrate safe access for vehicles and 
pedestrians in addition to assessing cumulative impact on traffic on local roads 
(in line with Policy ST1), but had no in principle objection in relation to this site 
in terms of road capacity.  The options for meeting the housing requirement in 
Haslemere are, in the officers’ view, limited.  As members know, some 
greenfield allocations have been required elsewhere in the Borough to meet the 
housing requirement.  Therefore, with this additional evidence, the allocation 
remains within the Plan as an important part of the suite of allocated housing 
sites. The density of development envisaged on the site as a whole is quite low, 
providing the opportunity to retain and enhance screening on the site. 

Elstead
2.8 As a result of the reduced number of residual homes to find by the end of the 

Plan Period, the number of homes proposed on the site ‘Land to the rear of the 
Croft’ in Elstead has been reduced from 35 to 30.  Whilst officers have noted 
the concerns raised about some of the Elstead allocations through the 
consultation, officers remain of the view that they are appropriate and that, 
through the planning application process, any potential adverse impacts, such 
as in relation to transport, can be mitigated.



Godalming
2.9 As a result of the reduction in the number of residual homes to find by the end 

of the plan period and further information obtained from the developer or site 
promoter, the following changes to site allocations have been made;
 Aaron’s Hill site allocation reduced from 270 to 260 dwellings,

 Land East of Binscombe increased from 19 for 20 dwellings,

 Land at Keys Cottage and Wedgewood reduced from 10 to 7 dwellings, 

 1-22 Catteshall Lane reduced from 28 to 20 dwellings

Witley including Milford
2.10 As a result of the updated housing requirement, and further details of an 

alternative site coming forward, two proposed allocations within the AONB have 
been removed from the proposed allocations.  These are Land at Old Elstead 
Road and Land at Mousehill Mead.  The two remaining AONB sites at 
Coneycroft and Land at Manor Lodge are deemed by Officers, supported by an 
independent Landscape Report, to be the least harmful in terms of AONB and 
Green Belt.

2.11 A new allocation is proposed at ‘West of Petworth Road’.  This site is within one 
of the broad areas identified as having potential for removal from the Green belt 
in the Green belt Review.  Thes site has the advantages of being outside of the 
AONB and to have the ability to provide sufficient SANG for itself and potentially 
the two other sites within close proximity to the Wealden Heaths Phase 1 SPA 
(this position has been verified by Natural England).  Allocating this site for 70 
dwellings and increasing the allocations at Highcroft to a minimum of 15 
dwellings and at Wheeler Street Nurseries to 40 dwellings mean that the 
housing requirement can still be met.  There remains a body of support for 
allocating the land at Secretts as an alternative to sites within the AONB.  
However, the position in relation to this site remains as it was in the Local Plan 
Part 1 Examination, namely that it is not in an area where the Green Belt 
Review specifically suggested that there is scope to take land out of the Green 
Belt.  It has been argued that some of the site is brownfield.  However, this has 
not been established definitively.  Clearly if any land on the site is ultimately 
confirmed to be brownfield then there could be scope for some development, 
but this would still have to meet the NPPF requirement in relation to impact on 
the Green Belt.

Other changes
2.12 With the publication of the new NPPF in July 2018, it is clear that LPP2 will be 

examined against the new Framework.  Officers have worked hard to ensure 
compliance with the new Framework within the context of a two-part Plan, i.e. 
some of the changes to the NPPF can not be enacted through a non-strategic 
plan. Changes include the removal of primary and secondary frontages from the 
draft Plan, and a focus instead on the Primary Shopping Areas.  This is 
because the NPPF no longer expects local planning authorities to define the 
primary and secondary frontages.

2.13 Members will be aware that changes to the settlement boundaries were 
proposed in the Preferred Options document.  Some changes were minor 
updates to the boundaries based on previous planning applications, whereas 



others are more substantial, for example removing areas of land from the Green 
Belt for the Neighbourhood Plan in Chiddingfold to allocate those areas for 
housing.  A number of responses were received in relation to the proposed 
boundary for Chiddingfold, and as a result of ongoing liaison with the Parish 
Council over their proposed housing allocations, a new boundary is proposed.  
Dockenfield Parish Council had concerns about the number of changes 
proposed to their settlement boundary so a compromise position is suggested in 
the draft Plan focussing the changes to areas where permission had previously 
been granted or the line did not follow a defensible boundary on the ground.  

Comments from Statutory Bodies
2.14 Sport England objected to LPP2 in its representation based on a lack of 

coverage of sport and recreation in the Plan.  Sport, leisure and recreation are 
addressed in LPP1. Natural England requested greater information on 
landscape impact for the proposed housing sites in Elstead, Witley and 
Haslemere.  This work has been done, in collaboration with themselves and the 
AONB Officer and has fed into the changes made to the allocations noted 
above.  Historic England made some useful comments on the heritage policies.  
The Environment Agency have been working with us on the flood risk 
assessment of sites.

2.15 Guildford Borough Council was concerned that LPP2 only sought to provide 
66% of the traveller accommodation for households where it is unknown if they 
meet the planning definition.  The Council has an obligation to meet the need of 
those households that do meet the definition and by allocating some of the 
‘unknown’ need, the Council is future-proofing itself against future need 
assessments and changes in the planning definition.  Surrey County Council 
raised some concerns about the site ‘East of the Willows’ which is one of the 
proposed allocations for Gypsies and Travellers, and which lies adjacent to the 
site that they manage.  However, the concerns are poorly evidenced and 
Officers feel that without greater substance, the Council would face challenge to 
the non-allocation of this site during the examination process.  The site 
therefore remains an allocation, with the caveat about access to be agreed with 
SCC, and for the latter part of the Plan Period to allow an access agreement to 
come forward. Farnham Town Council supports this allocation.

2.16 Rushmoor Borough Council supports the proposed changes to the Farnham-
Aldershot Strategic Gap.   The National Trust supports the policy on Tourism.

Conclusion
2.17 Elements of the draft Plan will continue to attract attention from the public but 

Officers have worked hard to ensure that those elements are justified and 
reasonable.  Changes have been made to site allocations to ensure that the 
draft Plan maximises urban opportunities and only allocates in the AONB where 
the impact can be mitigated by design.  An additional assessment has been 
commissioned to support arguments on these sites.  Comments raised by 
statutory consultees, including Parish Councils and neighbouring Local 
Authorities can largely be addressed through continued communication on the 
role of LPP2 or by minor amendments to the Plan.



2.18 The views of Members are sought on the draft Plan to be published for a six-
week consultation in November 2018.

Environment Overview & Scrutiny Committee Comments

The Environment Overview & Scrutiny Committee met on 22 October to consider the LPP2 
Pre-Submission Document. All Members were invited to attend the meeting and 
contribute. 

Members at the Environment O&S Committee expressed their serious reservations in 
relation to specific site allocations in Haslemere, particularly Red Court (DS15). For all 
Haslemere sites there were concerns about the ability of the utilities companies to meet 
the demands of new development, given the chronic water shortages experienced this 
summer. Members were concerned at the deliverability of the Haslemere Key Site (DS07), 
and the impact of the actual development on the viability of the town centre. There were 
concerns that car parks were already at capacity without any further disruption due to 
development. 

Haslemere Members felt that the LPP2 was premature; and too many assumptions were 
being made to justify the Council’s approach without adequate evidence from consultation 
responses. 

With regard to sites in Milford and Witley, Members wanted more clarity in relation to Land 
at Highcroft, Milford (DS22) which was described variously through the documents as 
being allocated for a minimum of 15 dwellings, 15 additional dwellings, and approximately 
15 additional dwellings. Locally, the feeling should be 15 dwellings was the maximum. 
Recognising the local preference for the Secrett’s site, Members also wanted officers to 
get more clarity about the definite extent of the brownfield land on the site and its potential 
for development. 

The Chairman echoed the comments in the consultation responses of the South Downs 
National Park Authority and RSPB in relation to the Wealden Heaths SPA and flagged the 
risk of Waverley continuing its current approach to site allocations in the proximity to the 
Wealden Heaths SPA.

The Committee supported the statements on Design and inclusion of the Nationally 
Described Space Standards, articulated in policy DM2 Quality Places through Design, but 
felt that this policy, and guidelines on car parking standards, must be upheld when 
assessing and determining planning applications. 

Recommendation

That the Executive recommends to Council to approve the draft Plan for publication, with 
any minor changes to be delegated to the Head of Planning Services, in consultation with 
the Planning Portfolio Holder.

Background Papers

There are no background papers (as defined by Section 100D(5) of the Local Government 
Act 1972) relating to this report.
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