
TLAG	–	response	to	MIQs	(6	September	2019)		
Matter	6	–	South	Godstone	Garden	Community	
	
MIQ	number		 	Question		 Cross	reference	

to	TLAG	
representations		

TLAG	response		

Q6.1	 Is	the	approach	that	the	specific	
details	of	the	proposed	Garden	
Community	would	be	determined	
through	an	Area	Action	Plan	(APP)	
effective	and	is	it	clearly	justified	
to	address	these	matters	in	an	
additional	development	plan	
document?	

Para	4.65	 Certain	matters	of	planning	policy	in	relation	to	housing	development	-	such	as	design,	specific	details	of	
community	facilities,	open	space,	landscaping	etc	-	are	entirely	appropriate	to	defer	to	a	future	Area	Action	
Plan	(AAP)	–	to	provide	specific	policies	or	guidance	which	relate	to	a	particular	location.		
	
Strategic	matters	or	those	fundamental	to	the	suitability	of	a	site	for	development,	however,	cannot	be	
deferred	to	a	later	date.		An	AAP	should	guide	how	something	should	be	developed,	not	whether	it	is	
appropriate	to	develop	it	in	the	first	place.	
		
For	example,	it	is	impossible	to	make	a	proper	assessment	of	the	deliverability	of	the	South	Godstone	garden	
community	without	detailed	consideration	of	whether	‘exceptional	circumstances’	exist	to	fully	justify	Green	
Belt	release.		
	
What	happens	if,	five	to	ten	years	down	the	line,	TDC	fail	to	find,	when	preparing	their	AAP,	that	exceptional	
circumstances	exist	and	that	level	of	housing	cannot	be	delivered?		It	would	completely	undermine	the	Local	
Plan	and	leave	Tandridge	with	next	to	no	planned	housing	delivery	during	the	latter	part	of	the	plan	period.		
	
As	we	noted	in	our	response	to	Q2.16,	the	recent	North	Essex	Authorities	Strategic	Plan	Examination	firmly	
established	that,	in	specific	relation	to	new	garden	communities,	it	is	the	role	of	the	strategic	plan	to	
determine	the	soundness	of	the	allocation	and	any	future	plans	or	guidance	to	deal	only	with	matters	of	
detail.		
	
As	we	also	said	in	response	to	Q2.16,	this	cannot	be	resolved	through	new	retrospective	evidence.	These	are	
considerations	that	are	central	to	the	determination	of	the	entire	spatial	strategy.		TLAG	consider	that	the	
Inspector	has	no	option	but	to	conclude	that	the	deferral	of	these	strategic	matters	to	a	future	AAP	
automatically	means	that	the	test	of	effectiveness	has	been	failed.	
	

Q6.2		 Was	the	broad	location	for	the	
proposed	Garden	Community	
selected	on	a	robust	basis?		

Paras	3.39	–	3.56		
Paras	3.30	–	3.31	
and	4.38-4.39	

TLAG	address,	in	our	response	to	Q3.1	(and	throughout	our	regulation	19	representations),	the	flawed	spatial	
strategy,	which	relies	on	a	garden	community	making	more	of	a	contribution	to	meeting	housing	needs	than	
even	the	district’s	main	existing	urban	areas.		If	it	is	determined	that	a	garden	community	is	required	-	which	



	 	 we	do	not	accept	-	South	Godstone	is	clearly	not	an	appropriate	location	and	has	been	selected	through	a	
flawed	selection	process.		Flaws	in	the	rationale	behind	the	decision-making	process	include:	
	

1. The	Sustainability	Appraisal	process	undertaken	by	TDC	has	not	led	to	robust	and	informed	decision	
making	(see	paras	3.39	–	3.56	of	our	regulation	19	representations);		

2. The	comparative	analysis	of	alternative	garden	village	locations	in	the	SA	applies	an	imbalanced	
scoring	system	which	scores	South	Godstone	higher	than	the	Redhill	Aerodrome	site	for	no	clear	
reason.		South	Godstone	for	example,	is	scored	as	a	(+)	for	employment	whereas	Redhill	Aerodrome	
scores	a	(-).		This	is	evidently	flawed	given	a)	the	conclusions	of	the	Economic	Needs	Assessment	
which	concluded	that	a	garden	village	at	Redhill	Aerodrome	would	be	the	best	from	a	commercial	
perspective	and	b)	the	conclusions	of	the	Tandridge	Strategic	Economic	Assessment	(TSEA,	Nov	
2018)	that	there	would	be	a	high	level	of	out	commuting	by	residents	at	South	Godstone.		We	
consider	this	comparative	analysis	in	detail	at	paragraph	4.112	of	our	representations.		

3. The	alternative	location	at	Redhill	Aerodrome	contains	previously	developed	and	brownfield	land.	
TDC	is	under	a	strong	policy	compulsion	to	prioritise	development	on	such		land	–	yet	it	was	given	
very	little	weight	(the	SA	scoring	it	‘neutral’).		

4. The	garden	community	is	not	locally	supported.		Such	support	is	one	of	the	key	requirements	of	new	
settlements	to	Garden	Town	principles.		In	addition	to	the	very	strong	opposition	at	Reg	18	Stage	
(Garden	Village	consultation,	as	referred	to	in	our	Reg	19	rep’s)	we	have	recently	analyzed	a	large	
representative	sample	of	the	Reg	19	responses,	which	shows	that	over	95%	of	respondents	think	the	
local	plan	fails	the	various	tests	of	soundness.		

5. TDC	place	great	emphasis	on	the	role	of	the	train	station	to	demonstrate	the	sustainability	of	the	
South	Godstone	site,	but	it	might	as	well	not	be	there.	Business	workers	(which	the	Council	says	will	
be	most	of	the	working	residents)	will	drive	to	stations	with	direct	links	to	London,	such	as	Oxted,	
Hurst	Green	or	Lingfield.		TDC	have	been	clear	that	they	would	only	support	South	Godstone	if	there	
are	considerable	upgrades	to	the	rail	service	but,	as	addressed	in	the	attached	paper	by	industry	
expert	Mike	Crane	(Appendix	1),	those	are	not	going	to	happen.		

6. The	sustainability	of	the	site	also	relies	on	significant	amounts	of	employment	going	there.	This	will	
not	be	realised	in	any	significant	quantum,	not	least	because	office	development	there	is	not	
financially	viable	and	even	the	council’s	own	documents	acknowledge	this.			

7. TDC	has	failed	to	demonstrate	any	meaningful	cooperation	with	neighbouring	authorities,	both	in	
terms	of	the	duty	to	seek	to	meet	unmet	need,	and	with	Reigate	&	Banstead	with	regard	to	Redhill	
Aerodrome.		
	

In	the	absence	of	a	robust	decision	making	process,	or	where	unrealistic	assumptions	have	been	made	about	
whether	the	location	is	sustainable,	South	Godstone	fails	all	four	tests	of	soundness.	



Q6.3	 Is	the	proposed	broad	location	in	a	
suitable	location	for	housing	
development?		
	

	 TLAG	have,	throughout	our	regulation	19	representations,	and	these	responses,	demonstrated	why	South	
Godstone	is	not	a	suitable	location	for	large	scale	housing	development.		In	summary:	
	

1. Need	for	a	garden	community	–	TLAG	do	not	consider	that	any	garden	community	is	needed.		There	
are	appropriate	alternatives	which	direct	development	to	the	main	existing	urban	settlements.		

2. Presence	of	alternatives	-	even	if	it	is	considered	that	a	garden	community	is	necessary,	there	is	a	
significantly	more	suitable	location	at	Redhill	Aerodrome,	which	has	been	discounted	by	TDC.			

3. Sustainability	–	the	choice	of	South	Godstone	for	the	garden	community	has	been	founded	on	a	
number	of	flawed	assumptions,	especially	the	role	of	Godstone	train	station,	the	ability	to	attract	
employment	to	the	garden	community	and	the	delivery	of	key	infrastructure.			

4. Deliverability	–	the	NPPF	is	clear	that	there	must	be	a	reasonable	prospect	that	planned	
infrastructure	is	deliverable	in	a	timely	fashion.	As	demonstrated	in	our	regulation	19	
representations	there	must	be	huge	doubt	over	the	funding	and	delivery	of	the	proposed	
infrastructure	which	mean	that	the	plan	cannot	be	considered	sound.		

5. Land	availability	–	significant	parts	of	the	broad	area	may	not	be	available	for	development	–	see	
Q6.6	below.		

6. Viability	–	TDC’s	estimates	of			infrastructure	costs	are	not	credible.	TLAG	have,	through	our	
representations	and	in	response	to	Q6.7	below,	highlighted	numerous	unfounded	assumptions,	
variances	and	uncertainties.		

7. Local	support	–	a	garden	community	at	South	Godstone	does	not	have	the	support	of	the	local	
community,	which	is	crucial	to	the	delivery	of	sustainable	development	and	Garden	Town	principles.		

8. Green	Belt	release	–	TDC	have	not	sought	to	demonstrate	that	exceptional	circumstances	exist	to	
modify	the	Green	Belt	boundary.	TLAG	have,	through	our	representations,	demonstrated	that	such	
an	assessment	would	fail,	because	densities	in	urban	areas	have	not	been	optimised,	the	spatial	
strategy	is	flawed	and	there	has	been	no	serious	attempt	to	negotiate	with	neighbouring	authorities.	

9. Landscape	value	–	the	area	of	search	at	South	Godstone	contains	an	Area	of	Great	Landscape	Value	
and	is	in	close	proximity	to	the	Surrey	Hills	AONB	candidate	area.	The	Council’s	own	LVIA	from	2016	
identified	a	high	ridge	of	land	within	the	area	of	search	south	of	the	railway,	south	of	which	there	
should	be	no	development.	

10. Cultural	heritage	–	TDC	have	not	taken	into	consideration	important	heritage	assets	at	South	
Godstone	(see	below).		

	
In	summary,	the	proposed	location	at	South	Godstone	is	entirely	unsuitable	for	large	scale	housing	
development.	There	are	clearly	preferable	alternatives,	primarily	through	a	more	appropriate	spatial	
strategy,	or	at	Redhill	Aerodrome	if	a	garden	community	were	to	be	considered	necessary.		
	



Q6.4	 How	was	the	proposed	broad	
location	defined	and	is	the	defined	
extent	justified?	
	

	 TLAG	have	no	particular	comment	with	regard	to	the	specific	boundaries	of	the	defined	broad	area	as	our	
objections	are	to	the	principle	of	a	new	garden	community	anywhere	in	the	district.	We	do,	however,	have	a	
major	concern	over	Taylor	Wimpey's	proposal	to	extend	the	Area	of	Search	southwards	to	take	in	their	
Blindley	Heath	scheme.		Blindley	Heath	has	even	more	constraints	to	development	than	South	Godstone,	
including	a	SSSI	and	lack	of	control	over	land	ownership	east	of	the	A22.		It	is	imperative	that	the	Area	of	
Search	is	not	so	extended	should	the	Inspector	agree	that	South	Godstone	cannot	deliver	the	housing	
numbers	proposed.		
	

Q6.5	 How	has	the	identification	of	the	
proposed	broad	location	taken	
into	account	the	significance	of	
designated	and	non-designated	
historic	heritage	assets.	Where	is	
the	evidence	that	the	Council	has	
identified	and	assessed	the	
particular	significance	of	heritage	
assets	within	or	outwith	the	
defined	area	of	search	where	their	
significance	may	be	harmed	
through	development	within	their	
settings?	

	 TDC	have	not	taken	into	consideration	important	heritage	assets	at	South	Godstone.		At	the	heart	of	the	Area	
of	Search	is	Lagham	Manor,	a	scheduled	ancient	Monument,	around	which	a	significant	exclusion	zone	will	be	
needed.	
	
The	Park	Pale,	the	best	preserved	example	in	Surrey	of	a	medieval	deer	park,	broadly	encircles	the	Area	of	
Search	and	there	is	a	significant	danger	of	irreparable	damage	to	it	if	the	GC	went	ahead.			
	
Ancient	woodland	would	also	be	threatened.		All	these	concerns	are	covered	in	our	Reg	19	rep’s.	
	
Failure	to	consider	key	heritage	assets	is	another	example	of	the	lack	of	robustness	in	the	decision-making	
process.	
	

Q6.6	 Is	there	evidence	that	land	within	
the	proposed	broad	location	
would	not	be	available	for	
development?	

Paras	4.89-4.90	 Significant	parts	of	the	broad	area	may	not	be	available	for	development.		South	of	the	railway	line	and	east	
of	the	A22	there	are	over	350	small	plots	in	fragmented	ownership	as	a	result	of	a	land	scam	some	15	years	
ago.		Use	of	CPO	powers	would	be	the	only	realistic	way	of	assembling	these,	but	this	would	be	onerous	and	
unusual.	
	
Elsewhere,	many	landowners	have	indicated	that	their	land	is	not	for	sale	and	they	would	resist	any	attempt	
to	CPO	them,	and	have	written	to	say	this.		See	selection	of	letters	in	Appendix	2.	
	
To	further	complicate	matters,	there	is	no	single	promoter	for	the	scheme	and,	as	far	as	we	aware,	no	land	
equalisation	agreements.		The	council’s	own	advice	from	Avison	Young	acknowledges	that	the	multiple	
interests,	options	etc	from	different	promoters	would	require	significant	resources	to	address.		
	
Other	constraints	to	development	would	preclude	large	parcels	of	land	from	being	developed,	including	the	
two	key	heritage	assets	referred	to	in	para	6.5.		There	are	also	several	pockets	of	ancient	woodland	within	
the	Area	of	Search	which	would	need	to	be	protected	by	exclusion	zones.	



	
Furthermore,	in	the	very	south	of	the	Area	of	Search	there	is	a	large	tract	of	land	that	should	not	be	built	
upon	at	all	as	it	sits	south	of	the	high	ridge	beyond	identified	in	the	council’s	own	LVIA	from	2016	makes	it	
clear	that	development	would	not	be	appropriate.		This	should	mean	a	large	tract	of	land	being	removed	
from	the	Area	of	Search.		See	extracts	from	the	LVIA	below	

	 	

	
	



	 	

	
	

Q6.7	 Is	there	sufficient	evidence	in	
regard	to	possible	infrastructure	
requirements	to	suggest	that	
there	is	a	reasonable	prospect	that	
homes	could	be	built	at	the	
proposed	Garden	Community	in	
the	Plan	period	as	set	out	in	the	

Paras	4.80-4.88	 There	are	many	question	marks	over	the	deliverability	of	key	infrastructure	requirements,	with	details	
remaining	incredibly	vague	at	this	stage.	For	example:	
	
• the	lack	of	any	certainty	over	upgrading	Junction	6	given	the	very	early	stage	of	discussions	with	

Highways	England	
• on	completion	of	the	delayed	works	to	upgrade	Junction	10	of	the	M25	(estimated	to	finish	in	2022)	

there	will	then	be	a	5	year	moratorium	on	any	major	works	on	this	stretch	of	the	M25,	taking	even	a	



Plan’s	trajectory?	Points	to	
consider	include:	
•	Any	necessary	improvements	to	
Junction	6	of	the	M25;		
•	Any	necessary	improvements	to	
the	A22;		
•	Any	necessary	improvements	to	
South	Godstone	Railway	Station;		
•	Whether	the	infrastructure	
requirements	have	been	
sufficiently	considered	and	costed	
so	as	to	inform	the	high-level	
viability	of	the	proposal?		
•	Whether	there	are	any	
infrastructure	requirements	which	
would	mean	that	the	site	could	
not	be	viably	developed	at	the	
point	envisaged?	
	

start	date	for	any	works	at	Jn	6	to	2027	at	the	earliest	
• the	railway	line	(Redhill	to	Tonbridge)	will	not	make	this	scheme	viable.		
• the	level	of	employment	land	required	to	make	the	garden	community	anywhere	near	self-sustaining	is	

completely	unrealistic.		
• the	extensive	land	assembly	required	would	inevitably	lead	to	a	complex	and	lengthy	CPO	process.		
	
TLAG	has	already	commented	extensively	on	TDC's	Infrastructure	Development	Plan	(IDP)	dated	July	2018	in	
our	regulation	19	response.	However,	through	subsequent	consultation	TDC	made	substantive	changes	to	the	
IDP	that	was	then	submitted	for	Inspection.		In	addition,	TDC	have	published	an	Infrastructure	Map	showing	
the	major	items	of	infrastructure	required	with	further	differences	in	costs	from	the	January	IDP	submitted	to	
the	Inspector.	These	discrepancies	are	deeply	worrying	for	a	plan	that	is	meant	to	be	‘infrastructure	led’.	
	
The	Financial	Viability	Assessment	for	the	proposed	Garden	Community	at	South	Godstone	submitted	to	the	
Inspector	is	completely	dependent	upon	and	sensitive	to	the	projected	infrastructure	costs	and	yet,	
incredibly,	it	used	different	costings	to	either	of	the	above	documents.		The	level	of	change	and	uncertainty	in	
TDC's	estimates	for	the	infrastructure	costs	mean	it	would	be	unsound	to	rely	on	this	viability	assessment	and	
this	analysis	simply	isn’t	credible.	
	
Some	examples:		
	

- In	the	Viability	assessment	the	100	H	green	space	is	costed	at	£15M	whereas	it	is	£28.6M	in	the	Jan	
2019	IDP,	nearly	double	the	amount.	

- In	the	Viability	assessment	the	creation	of	high-quality	green	corridors	throughout	the	broad	
location,	with	the	aim	to	improve	water	quality	is	costed	at	£15M,	whereas	in	the	Jan	2019	IDP	it	
shows	as	£30M,	double	the	amount.	

- In	the	Infrastructure	Map	the	Copthorne	Junction	upgrade	cost	is	increased	from	£1.25M	to	£6M	
and	now	allocated	against	the	Garden	Village.	The	internal	“spine”	road	is	now	shown	at	£20M	
having	previously	been	un-costed	altogether.	

- The	Infrastructure	Map	omits	£63M	from	the	Jan	2019	IDP	(including	the	100	Hectares	of	green	
space	and	the	green	corridor).	Yet	it	puts	the	total	estimated	cost	of	the	Garden	Village	
infrastructure	in	the	range	£185M	-	£200M.	The	council's	sums	simply	don't	add	up.			

- In	the	Jan	2019	IDP	the	J6	improvements	costs	have	been	dramatically	reduced	from	£200M	to	
£20M	which	is	simply	not	credible.		This	huge	decrease	is	based	upon	TDC’s	consultant's	(DHA)	
recent	report	on	M25	Junction	6	which	carries	the	rider	"At	this	early	stage,	and	without	the	benefit	
of	the	topographical	survey,	utilities	plans	etc.	it	is	not	possible	to	provide	a	firm	indication	of	the	
likely	capital	cost	of	the	final	scheme".		



- The	“sensitivity	analysis”	(p31	of	GVA’s	report)	shows	all	but	one	scenario	as	viable.	However,	if	the	
infrastructure	costs	are	higher	than	the	figures	they	have	used	then	all	the	scenarios	turn	to	red	i.e.	
by	their	own	methodology	the	Garden	village	becomes	"not	viable”.		And	this	is	with	affordable	
housing	at	just	25%,	not	a	higher,	more	aspirational	target,	as	should	be	sought.	

	
In	addition	to	these	uncertainties	over	costings	there	are	a	number	of	critical	Garden	Village	infrastructure	
items	not	even	costed	in	the	Jan	19	IDP	or	the	earlier	viability	analysis,	including	flood	risk	assessment	and	
alleviation.		These	alone	could	kill	the	viability.	
	

Q6.8	 When	would	the	proposed	Garden	
Community	realistically	deliver	the	
first	homes?	What	is	the	realistic	
rate	of	delivery	which	should	be	
assumed?	

Para	4.75	 TLAG	are	concerned	that	the	proposed	Garden	Community	at	South	Godstone	is	based	on	a	number	of	
flawed	or	un-evidenced	assumptions	with	regard	to	deliverability	and	viability,	with	most	meaningful	details	
deferred	to	a	later	Area	Action	Plan.		It	is	therefore	neither	sound	nor	realistic	to	include	this	proposal	as	a	
key	element	of	the	Council’s	future	housing	delivery	strategy.	
	
TLAG	do	not	consider	the	South	Godstone	Garden	Community	to	be	deliverable	in	the	plan	period	as	there	is	
no	commercial	interest	or	a	promoter/developer,	there	is	a	significant	gap	between	the	envisaged	costs	and	
the	residual	land	value	and	there	is	no	certainty	when	the	required	upgrades	to	junction	6	of	the	M25	can	be	
delivered		There	is	significant	doubt	regarding	how	the	infrastructure	for	the	site	is	to	be	financed	
	
Further,	the	Neame	Sutton	and	Lichfield	reports	referred	to	in	our	other	rep’s	conclude	that	housing	delivery	
cannot	start	at	South	Godstone	before	2027	at	the	earliest	and	that	the	rate	of	building	will	be	much	lower	
than	TDC	estimate.		They	conclude	that	at	best	it	can	provide	683	homes	during	the	plan	period,	not	the	1400	
proposed.	
	

Q6.9	 Given	the	affordable	housing	need	
identified	for	the	HMA,	is	it	
effective	to	leave	the	definition	of	
a	target	for	affordable	housing	to	
the	AAP?	

Para	4.87	 It	is	not	appropriate	to	leave	definition	of	an	affordable	housing	target	until	an	AAP.		The	level	of	affordable	
housing	that	can	be	provided	is	entirely	dependent	on	viability	and	this	is	far	from	certain.		Without	absolute	
clarity	on	viability,	affordable	levels	cannot	be	determined,	and	this	must	not	be	left	to	sometime	in	the	
future.		And	as	it	stands,	TDC	are	only	targeting	a	very	disappointing	25%	affordable	provision	whereas	the	
competing	scheme	at	Redhill	Aerodrome	would	provide	a	higher	level	of	affordable,	as	well	as	keyworker	
housing	and	PRS	units	as	well.	
	

	


