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Dear Councillor, 

 

I am writing on behalf of the Tandridge Lane Action Group (TLAG) and following the Leader’s 

speech on Thursday, to advise you of forthcoming difficulties over the Local Plan - underlined by a 

landmark Government decision that same day.  This letter also introduces a strategy that we are 

actively pursuing to provide sufficient truly affordable houses for local people that will protect the 

Green Belt and attract political support. 

 

We all share, I know, the same aims and are committed to developing a sound Local Plan that 

benefits our very special community and environment.  But we at TLAG are certain that the Local 

Plan currently under development will drive house prices even further out of reach, while 

destroying a large and valuable area of protected countryside and failing to deliver the sort of 

housing we actually need. 

 

We also agree with Martin Fisher that this month's election results reflected a “heavy” target for 

new housing.  Accommodating 9,400 new homes in an area which is 94 per cent Green Belt is an 

impossible task, bound to cause great opposition. We therefore welcome the undertaking in his 

speech last week that the Local Plan target will not “come near” this figure and we sincerely hope 

that this signals a drastic reduction.  This would, after all, be absolutely in line with Government 

policy that provides ample justification for such a dramatic cut.   

 

Both the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), under which the Plan is being drawn up, 

and National Planning Practice Guidance make it clear that councils not only need not, but 

positively should not, attempt to fulfil official targets when constrained by large amounts of Green 

Belt land.  This was confirmed publicly by Sajid Javid when he was Communities Secretary.  And 

more than 30 councils nationwide have heavily cut the housing targets set for them and still had 

their Local Plans approved and adopted - Crawley and Hastings both successfully cut theirs in half 

whilst Brighton and Hove slashed its one by 56 per cent.  Tandridge, with much more Green Belt 

than any of these, has a cast-iron case for an even greater reduction. 

 

We therefore trust that the emerging Local Plan will indeed make such a sharp reduction.  Minister 

after minister from Theresa May down – including Philip Hammond, Sajid Javid, Michael Gove, 

Chris Grayling and Dominic Raab – have made all it clear that protecting the Green Belt is 

paramount. 

 

Tandridge desperately needs houses that local people can afford, but just building more houses does 

not reduce prices.  The rate of construction in Tandridge doubled over the last decade or so, but 

prices still soared.  Developers, as the past has abundantly shown, only want to put up the kinds of 

houses that they can sell at maximum prices and build only at rates that will keep them high. 

 

Developers also do all they can to resist building “affordable” houses and councils find it very 

difficult to overcome this.  Even where they do, “affordability” amounts to just 20 per cent off the 

full market price, still putting them out of local reach in Tandridge. 
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We have no doubt that the council leadership is intent on trying to get developers to build cheaper 

houses alongside market-priced ones and it believes that a garden village is the best way to achieve 

this.  Unfortunately, it would instead make a bad situation worse, not least by entrusting the 

development to one company. 

 

This single developer would have a monopoly over building some 4000 homes and – in time – 

would be constructing most of those in the entire District.  With little or no competition, and no 

choice for house buyers either, it will be able to raise prices even higher that they would otherwise 

be.  And by giving the developer many years’ supply of land, the garden village would effectively 

institutionalise 'land-banking', in direct contravention of Government policy. 

 

We also understand the desire to ensure that the developer invests to tackle Tandridge's 

infrastructure crisis, but again believe that a garden village will make the situation worse.  Rough 

calculations, pending further study, suggest that a 4000 home garden village at South Godstone or 

Blindley Heath would put at least an extra 2000 cars on the A22, which is already at capacity at rush 

hour.   

 

TLAG has commissioned its own highways consultants to assess the impact of a garden Village on 

the road network and work out what it would cost even to hold the congestion at present levels.  The 

mitigation measures, which might even involve a new by-pass, are expected to cost far more than 

any developer would pay, even before all the other infrastructure costs associated with such a 

scheme, such as schools, health and leisure facilities and flood prevention.  

 

The financial burden of this massive infrastructure would almost certainly cause a developer to 

argue down the amount of smaller, less expensive units the district needs and build larger, more 

profitable houses to cover the cost.  Thus, a garden village will not deliver the type of housing we 

most need. 

 

A garden village would also, of course, concrete over hundreds of acres of supposedly protected 

Green Belt -  that Tandridge DC’s own analysis has confirmed is serving its purpose.  If Tandridge 

DC succeeded in getting a Garden Village accepted by Government it would set a very dangerous 

precedent nationally, with other councils likely to follow suit, thus pockmarking the Green Belt 

around London and beyond.  Does Tandridge DC want to be the instigator of such destruction?  

 

But the prospect of such a success diminished markedly on Thursday last week when, in a landmark 

decision. the Government (through the new Communities Secretary James Brokenshire) rejected a 

plan to build a garden village of just 1,024 houses in the Surrey Green Belt at Walton.  It ruled that 

“the introduction of a large amount of urban development into this largely undeveloped site would 

amount to inappropriate development” - something that would, of course, apply far more strongly 

to a garden village of four times that size in Tandridge.  Please see the statement from Elmbridge 

Council at http://www.elmbridge.gov.uk/news/outcome-of-the-drake-park-planning-inquiry/ 
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Furthermore, TLAG's research has shown that a garden village at Blindley Heath or South 

Godstone – the areas it knows best - would breach the “core principles” of the NPPF in no less than 

ten different places. The NPPF also lays down that “garden” developments must have “the support 

of their communities”, something that – as the election showed - is sorely lacking. 

 

And sustainable development - the ‘golden thread’ that runs through national planning policy – 

rules out large, car reliant communities like the shortlisted Garden Village sites.  Talking up the 

railway station at Godstone is clearly a red herring since it sits on a little used east-west branch line, 

which - under the new timetable – no longer even carries direct trains to London.  A development at 

either South Godstone or Blindley Heath would be totally unsustainable. 

 

For all these reasons, an Inspector is likely to reject the garden village proposal, thus endangering 

the entire Local Plan and posing a serious risk that Tandridge will be subject to special measures. 

 

There is, however, a solution to all this which starts with the big reduction to the housing target 

which Government policies not only permit, but require.  In addition to that, we argue that smaller 

homes should be built, more densely than currently planned, helping to keep prices down whilst 

also saving our countryside.  Our analysis shows that, on that basis, there are more than enough 

relatively uncontroversial sites in Tandridge – not least those emerging in Neighbourhood Plans - to 

meet any reasonable target. 

 

Finally, TLAG is actively pursuing a strategy to build truly affordable housing, priced in the low 

hundreds of thousands of pounds, for local people, on a non-profitmaking basis.  Philanthropic and 

commercial funds are already available and potential sites are emerging.  This strategy offers really 

affordable housing, quickly, while protecting the Green Belt.  The proposed local plan does the 

opposite.  

 

May I ask you to help ensure that the Council makes the right choice on its local plan strategy? 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

 
 

David Hughes 

For and on behalf of TLAG 

info@TLAG.org.uk  

 

 

P.S. Thank you for your attention, and patience, in reading this.  We will continue to communicate 

with you, more briefly in the future, and would very much value a chance to meet with you and hear 

your views. 
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