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Introduction 
 

1. This note provides background information on the Surrey County Council (SCC) Housing 

Infrastructure Fund (HIF) Bid for Government capital funding of the major highway 

improvements necessary to facilitate the proposed South Godstone Garden Community 

(SGGC) development.  This includes background on the supporting information that has been 

required from Tandridge District Council (TDC) on its commitment to delivery of the SGGC 

(this is known as the ‘dependent development’). The note also updates on the current position 

on the Bid and the likely timetables for: 

 

• Funding decisions 

• Deadlines for HIF capital spend and implications for implementation of the highway 

improvement schemes 

 

2. The HIF Bid has been progressed in parallel with publication and submission of the Our Local 

Plan 2033 (LP).  Because the detailed Bid submissions and proceedings are confidential and 

due to Bid process timings, it has not been possible to include full HIF Bid information in 

published LP evidence.  Some of the documents associated with the Bid are available in the 

evidence library and are referenced below.  Most are not, as they consist of: 

 

• Infrastructure scheme designs and costings still in development.  This information 

could mislead interested parties as to the Highway Authority’s final proposals and 

intentions (particularly on possible impacts on land outside the highway boundary); 

• Detailed overall costing and viability assessments.  These are commercially sensitive 

in respect of implementation of SGGC, especially for planning obligation negotiations 

and potential public-sector interventions and partnerships with landowners and 

developers. 

  

If this material were to be released in complete form now there could be prejudice to the 

competitive HIF Bid process, to highway scheme implementation arrangements and to 

effective public-sector involvement in progressing SGGC. 

 

The Council is in a ‘chicken and egg’ position.  Objectors to the LP suggest that viability and 

implementation of SGGC is dependent on the outcome of the HIF Bid.  Homes England  (HmE 



Document Reference TED24: 
Tandridge District Council – Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) Background and Update 

Information – November 2019 
 

- the Government’s Bid assessment body) point out that a HIF grant is dependent on 

knowledge that the SGGC proposal can be viewed as ‘sound’ in terms of the emerging LP.  

 

Background 
 

3. The HIF process / guidance is detailed at the link below: 

 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_da

ta/file/625525/HIF_Forward_Funding_supporting_document_accessible.pdf 

 

4. Bids require submission of a very detailed economic, commercial, financial and management 

case for public investment.  The bids are rigorously assessed by HmE working directly with 

Ministry of Housing and Local Government (MHCLG) and Department for Transport (DfT).   A 

specialist multi-disciplinary consultancy team provides analysis to HmE for the assessment 

process.  Because the requirements are quite onerous from a local authority bidder 

perspective, HmE provide co-development financial support to bidders where they feel there 

is a reasonable chance of a successful outcome. 

 

5. A by-product of the HIF Bid process is that the public-sector viability analysis for housing 

delivery, and the level of scheme development for the highway junction improvements 

needed, is unusually advanced and detailed for a Local Plan preparation stage. 

 

Bid Position 
 

6. The Bid is titled: Unlocking Strategic Development Sites – HIF/FF/577.  It was submitted on 

22 March 2019.  The Bid is made under the ‘Forward Funding’ category of HIF.  It seeks grant 

funding for highway junction improvement ‘schemes’ at the A22 / M25 Junction 6 and the A22/ 

A264 junction at Felbridge in Tandridge (termed the ‘infrastructure schemes’ in the Bid).  Grant 

funding is intended to facilitate and accelerate ‘housing delivery’ (as described in the bid 

process – this is the primary outcome sought from the public-sector investment).  Where 

possible funds invested are to be recovered and recycled into the housing delivery part of the 

project.  This would be through planning obligations to require developer contributions to 

support, for example; further highway improvements, higher levels of affordable housing, 

community facilities or development design quality. 

 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/625525/HIF_Forward_Funding_supporting_document_accessible.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/625525/HIF_Forward_Funding_supporting_document_accessible.pdf
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7. Bids must be made by principal local authorities, in this case SCC, as the Local Highway 

Authority (HA).   Tandridge District Council (TDC) as Local Planning Authority (LPA) has been 

a very active Bid partner, effectively initiating the bid and providing substantial additional 

funding for the highway scheme design work involved (DHA and WSP highway engineering 

consultancies – see below) and economic / financial case, development appraisal and viability 

analysis (Avison Young Consultancy – see below).  West Sussex County Council (WSCC) 

and Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) have been strong supporters of the Bid, due to the 

cross-boundary issues arising from potential development traffic loads on Felbridge Junction 

from within both counties.  The whole junction is within Surrey, but the existence of this 

partnership will be important to deal with traffic signal coordination with nearby junctions and 

any need to acquire land outside the highway on the WSCC boundary.  

 

8. HmE awarded co-development support funding of £96,000 in early 2019, in recognition of the 

clear potential of the Bid for housing delivery, but also because they understood that SGGC 

was an emerging, local plan led, housing delivery proposition; not one with a long history and 

designed ‘shovel ready’ infrastructure schemes already in place.  The availability of co-

development funding has been very helpful in encouraging commitment by SCC / TDC, but it 

goes only part of the way to funding the extensive technical work required to progress a Bid.  

Both councils have incurred substantial additional costs, all at their risk on the outcome of the 

LP and Bid processes.  This demonstrates a high level of political and organisational 

commitment to achieving a step change in housing delivery in Tandridge (an area previously 

subject to planning restraint and low levels of local infrastructure investment). 

 

9. The Bid is currently in HmE ‘assessment’.  There has been no adverse feedback on its 

prospects to date.   The Bid partners feel the cost / benefit attributes of the proposals (scheme 

cost versus housing delivery outcomes) are generally very favourable when compared to 

successful bids in other part of the country and to the successful HIF bids by SCC elsewhere 

in the County (See Bid extracts below). 

 

10. The original timetable for HmE decision was ‘Autumn 2019 (see extract email at Appendix 1).  

It is now understood that decisions are delayed until early 2020, partly due to the general 

election in December 2019.  
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Bid highlight information 
 

11. The bid project summary and high level cost benefit position is reproduced below: 

 

Project summary 

What is the name of your scheme? 

Unlocking Strategic Development Sites – HIF/FF/577 

Please provide an Executive Summary for your proposal.  

The HIF Project: To enable South Godstone Garden Community (SGGC), through A22 
highway (junction) improvements.   

SGGC: The proposed new settlement is within the Metropolitan Green Belt, in a 
District previously subject to development restraint. The area has lacked infrastructure 
investment and this now constrains large scale development. SGGC is well located, 
with existing rail infrastructure, but requires Green Belt release (NPPF ‘exceptional 
circumstances’ justification). It must be clearly viable and deliverable. The proposal 
has been subject of careful early planning, especially in relation to viability, direct local 
authority involvement, land assembly / value equalisation arrangements, affordable 
housing delivery, infrastructure planning and community building.  SGGC is an 
ambitious, but realistic, attempt to ‘significantly boost housing supply’. It demands 
effective Government support. 

Housing market: The local housing market is buoyant. It is close to strategically 
important economic ‘hotspots’, with high demand and strong values. SGGC will open 
up a new, more affordable, market sector. On this basis there is a very low risk of 
‘displacement’ of private investment through public ‘subsidy’.   

Highway constraints: Comprehensive modelling of traffic impacts for the LP indicates 
that the primary route – the A22 – has very limited capacity to accommodate additional 
traffic, largely due to junction capacity and design limitations. The scale of traffic 
impact on two key junctions is judged ‘severe’ by the responsible highway authorities / 
Highways England. This prevents development until the improvements are made. Thus, 
SGGC is entirely ‘dependent’ on the junction improvements. Both improvements are 
needed now, so the junctions cannot be separated as unrelated / optional improvements.  

Theoretically, a significant contribution to the cost of highway improvements might be 
required as part of a grant of planning permission. However full funding by a developer 
would be unlikely to be fairly and reasonably related (NPPF). Additionally, a 
requirement for completion of the schemes before development commences and a 
related ‘up front’ payment would give rise to serious cash flow issues. The complexity 
of the highway improvements required necessitates direct public sector implementation. 
This requires pump-priming public funding. The position is however conducive to 
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planning system opportunities for recovery and recycling of the public investment in 
the longer term. 

Whilst not directly part of the Bid, the improvements would have spin off benefits in 
enabling further housing development at East Grinstead, at the Tandridge / Surrey 
border. West Sussex CC and Mid Sussex DC strongly support the project on this basis.   

The Junction improvements: The bid is for circa £57 million.  This would fully fund 
improvements designed to maximise capacity at: 

A22 /M25 Junction 6 (£46m): The roundabout gyratory can be widened to provide 
additional lanes and signalisation upgrades.  

A22 / A264 Felbridge Junction (£11m): The scheme involves widening and adding ‘jet 
lanes’, with associated signal reconfiguration and improved pedestrian crossing 
facilities.  

Economic and transport benefit / cost: The public investment proposed would enable 
4000 homes, with an economic benefit of circa £127M. Overall, the housing benefits to 
HIF investment Benefit / Cost Ratio (BCR) is 3.52 before additionality (or 2.82 with). 
This is based on very cautious / robust assumptions. Investment also addresses a pre-
existing infrastructure deficit and helps address traffic pressures from the wider 
programme of housing development, on multiple smaller scale sites.  These benefits 
have been treated as a ‘bonus’ as they are not included in the Bid case, but they are 
important.   

The transport network user benefit /cost analysis cannot be so clear cut. The theoretical 
BCR is negative. This position arises because the transport modelling looks at 
development generated traffic pressure on a widespread local network with existing 
congestion. Significant user benefits at the Bid improvement junctions (circa £25M) are 
outweighed by the road user dis-benefits from the additional traffic arising from SGGC 
(circa £614M). Seen in context, this demonstrates more clearly that the major junction 
interventions are urgently needed and also, that, as planned, the local authorities will 
need to implement further supporting highway improvements, using developer funding. 
That said, it is also likely that complete mitigation of the highway impacts of large 
scale housing growth may not be possible, as there are fundamental funding and 
environmental limits.  This is likely to be the case in most SE England growth 
locations. However, SGGC, with its existing rail access, offers considerable advantages 
because alternative transport is feasible. 

Please provide an overview of the project, including your project scope for the 
infrastructure and for the wider project. 

Tandridge District Council (TDC – the Local Planning Authority - LPA) submitted its 
Local Plan (LP) (Appendix 1) to the Planning Inspectorate in January 2019. The LP 
proposes a 4000 home Garden Community at South Godstone. SGGC is subject to a 
current Garden Communities Programme Bid (Appendices 2a and 2b). 
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The proposal is for the ‘Bidder’ (SCC as Highway Authority - HA) to implement one 
construction package of two concurrent schemes of major junction improvements on 
the A22 Corridor in Tandridge District. The improvements are required to enable South 
Godstone Garden Community (SGGC) to come forward. 

Overview and Rationale: 

The major housing development proposed at SGGC depends on access to the A22, 
which is the main arterial route in the strategic road network for Tandridge and 
adjoining urban areas, particularly East Grinstead (in West Sussex) to the south. This 
part of the Surrey and West Sussex road network has very limited capacity to 
accommodate additional traffic due to junction design limitations.  

The highway improvements required are substantial, complex and costly (approx. £57 
million). They are off-site highway improvements away from the SGGC development 
site. 

The need for the highway improvements relates not just to the impact of the SGGC but 
arises from current traffic congestion / service issues and the cumulative impact of 
small and medium scale developments planned for the area in both TDC’s and Mid 
Sussex Local Plans (Appendix 1 and 3). 

Whilst a significant contribution to the cost of highway improvements might be 
required as part of a grant of planning permission (planning obligation – Planning Acts 
legal requirement in a Section 106 agreement, or a unilateral undertaking), full funding 
by a developer would be unlikely to be readily justified as ‘fairly and reasonably related 
in scale and kind’ (NPPF Para 56). Additionally, a requirement for completion of the 
schemes before development commences and a related ‘up front’ payment would give 
rise to cash flow-based viability issues for the development. The need is current and 
urgent, whereas the delivery of SGGC is a few years away. Complementary highway 
improvements elsewhere on the A22, which will be delivered concurrently with 
housing rather than before, can be reasonably related to, and funded by, the 
development. These costs have been allowed for in financial modelling. Thus, public 
funding is only being sought where absolutely necessary. 

The HA’s requirement is to improve the junctions before development can start, so 
there is no prospect of relating phasing of the housing project to developer funding 
contributions and implementation. 

The complexity of the scheme necessitates direct implementation by SCC as 
responsible HA working closely with Highways England (M25 implications) and 
WSCC (cross boundary implications). It is not suitable for implementation by a 
developer under a Highways Act Section 278 agreement. 

No public funding is currently available to implement the improvements. HA budgets 
cannot fund major capital schemes. As noted above, site specific developer 
contributions are not available. CIL collected to date is insufficient owing to the 
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historical pattern of piecemeal development in this 94% Green Belt authority and is 
also heavily committed to other development related infrastructure priorities.  

The position necessitates advance funding from a public source. HIF provides the only 
realistic option in this respect. 

All this clearly indicates market failure and a need for public intervention. This is 
because, whilst the ‘user pays’ principle might apply generally (land owner / developer 
through land value uplift as a proxy for the future occupants of the housing) there is no 
practical way of securing sufficient private sector funding from the multiple 
beneficiaries of the project and scheme. 

12. Some information on the highway improvement schemes is included in the Local Plan 

Evidence Library; web links below: 

 

A22 / M25 Junction 6 (DHA consultancy developed scheme and Statement of Common 
Ground with Highways England)  

INF4 - Tandridge District M25 Junction 6 Briefing Note 2018 

 

INFE29 - Junction 6 Mitigation Note 

 

SDTCE23 - Statement of Common Ground Highways England 2019 

 

A short paper by DHA rebutting a critique of the scheme design submitted to the Examination 

by a particular objector is also available as an Examination Document.   

 

It is important to note that the improvement scheme is largely for works on the roundabout 

gyratory lanes below the M25 over-bridge.  The construction is within the Highway boundary 

and controlled by SCC as HA.  There is very limited work to the Motorway slip roads and 

therefore limited involvement on Highways England (HE) highway.  This also reduces potential 

construction management issues and any possible disruption to flows on the M25 itself. 

A22 / A264 Felbridge Junction (WSP Consultancy developed scheme) 

 

INF3 - Felbridge Junction Feasibility Assessment Note 2018 

 

INFE31 – Felbridge Junction Executive Summary 

 

https://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Planning%20and%20building/Planning%20strategies%20and%20policies/Local%20plan/Local%20plan%202033/Examination%20library/INFRASTRUCTURE%20%26%20VIABILITY/INF4-Tandridge.pdf
https://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Planning%20and%20building/Planning%20strategies%20and%20policies/Local%20plan/Local%20plan%202033/Examination%20library/INFE29.pdf
https://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Planning%20and%20building/Planning%20strategies%20and%20policies/Local%20plan/Local%20plan%202033/Examination%20library/SDTC/Statement%20of%20Common%20Ground%20-%20Highways%20England.pdf?ver=2019-10-10-151608-120
https://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Planning%20and%20building/Planning%20strategies%20and%20policies/Local%20plan/Local%20plan%202033/Examination%20library/INFRASTRUCTURE%20%26%20VIABILITY/INF3-Felbridge.pdf
https://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Planning%20and%20building/Planning%20strategies%20and%20policies/Local%20plan/Local%20plan%202033/Examination%20library/INFE31-Felbridge.pdf?ver=2019-11-25-104943-503&timestamp=1574679016287
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13. A high-level breakdown of the Bid funding sought is at Appendix 2.  These figures contain 

significant contingency and risk allowances, as required for the bid process.  These 

allowances include sums for land acquisition (Felbridge), which may not be required.  The 

contingencies and risk allowances are particularly high due to the emerging design position, 

arising from the absence of ‘shovel ready’ schemes at the outset of the Bid. It is likely that 

planned and out-turn costs will be lower once the scheme design process is complete and at 

tender.  The sum of the construction and design costs is approximately £25 million.  This figure 

can be taken as a realistic estimate of likely out-turn costs and it is a figure that is best used 

for viability assessment of the SGGC proposal.  Roughly equivalent figures are included in the 

viability assessments for the GC (see below).  

 

14. The high-level process / programme for highway scheme implementation included in the Bid 

is at Appendix 3.   This demonstrates the SCC commitment to meet the HIF deadlines for 

capital spend on the highway schemes (2024/25 year implementation).   This is the 

programme as submitted.  It will need to be renegotiated / adjusted to reflect the delay in Bid 

decisions, but the general deadline is still achievable.  Government may eventually offer some 

flexibility in this respect. 

 

15. Highway Authority commitment to the Bid / schemes is set out at Appendix 4. 

 

16. Transport modelling demonstrating the need for the highway improvements was undertaken 

by SCC and is included in the LP Evidence Library; web link below: 

 

INF28 - Tandridge District Strategic Highway Assessment 2015 (and associated documents) 

 

This has been further developed, including with DfT standard benefit / cost analysis, as part 

of the HIF bid. 

 

17. For viability and delivery of SGGC the LP Evidence Library includes the overall viability 

analysis undertaken by Avison Young consultancy (then GVA); weblink below: 

 

INF2 - Tandridge District South Godstone Garden Community Financial Viability 

Assessment 2018 

 

https://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Planning%20and%20building/Planning%20strategies%20and%20policies/Local%20plan/Local%20plan%202033/Examination%20library/INFRASTRUCTURE%20%26%20VIABILITY/INF28-Tandridge.pdf
https://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Planning%20and%20building/Planning%20strategies%20and%20policies/Local%20plan/Local%20plan%202033/Examination%20library/INFRASTRUCTURE%20%26%20VIABILITY/INF2-Tandridge.pdf
https://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Planning%20and%20building/Planning%20strategies%20and%20policies/Local%20plan/Local%20plan%202033/Examination%20library/INFRASTRUCTURE%20%26%20VIABILITY/INF2-Tandridge.pdf
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This draws on detailed investigation and costing of the range of infrastructure required for a 

new settlement / community as set out in the Tandridge Infrastructure Delivery Plan; weblink 

below: 

 

INF1 - Tandridge District Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2019 

 

Viability and deliverability analysis has been considerably developed, detailed and updated, 

in a full benefit / cost economic modelling  context, within the HIF Bid submission and then 

verified as part of the Bid assessment.  Overall the analysis shows that SGGC housing delivery 

is viable, even without the HIF funding.  However, it also demonstrates the considerable 

advantages of HIF ‘pump priming’ in several respects.  Public sector forward funding can: 

 

• create private sector development confidence by reducing early borrowing costs and 

financial risks 

 

• accelerate the start of the project.   

 

• create headroom for the costs of other aspirations in creating a high quality Garden 

Community, with greater affordable housing provision.  This particularly supports HME’s 

wider objectives 

 

These are all outcomes that HIF seeks to achieve. 

 

Some additional update SGGC viability and delivery information prepared by AY for the Bid 

is summarised at Appendix 5. 

 

18. One of the most important attributes of the SGGC proposal is rail accessibility.  The 

possibility of including rail infrastructure improvements in the HIF Bid was considered with 

HmE and DfT and rail industry interests during the HIF Bid submission and assessment 

process.  It was decided not to progress this once it became clear that the improvements 

could not be shown to be part of the critical path to delivery, as a good rail service already 

exists.  However, future potential for practical and effective improvement has been agreed. 

Some background information on this is at Appendix 6.  Aside from the rail passenger 

service from the existing SG Station, it should be noted that representations in respect of 

Lambs Business Park proposals confirm the existence of licensed / working industrial rail 

https://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Planning%20and%20building/Planning%20strategies%20and%20policies/Local%20plan/Local%20plan%202033/Examination%20library/INFRASTRUCTURE%20%26%20VIABILITY/INF1-Tandridge-District-Infrastructure-Delivery-Plan-2019.pdf
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sidings facilitating employment developments at this location.  A letter from Network Rail on 

this is included in Appendix 6. 

 

19. The HIF Bid has been closely linked to an application for SGGC to be included in the 

Government’s Garden Communities Programme.  This was successfully achieved in June 

2019, with an award of £150,000 of funding made, which will be used for development of the 

AAP and master planning.  Details of the application / decision are at Appendix 7. 

 

20. In parallel with, and as part of, the HIF Bid, the Council has been investigating land 

ownership / assembly issues and preparing to lead the development from a public-sector 

perspective (potentially with HmE support).  This leadership could include use of compulsory 

purchase powers, if necessary.   Details of the land ownership investigations (redacted for 

commercial confidentiality) are at Appendix 8 (separate attached reports).  Details of the 

Council’s resolution on its role are at Appendix 9 
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Appendix 1 

From: HIF [mailto:HIF@homesengland.gov.uk]  
Sent: 27 March 2019 18:10 
Subject: HOUSING INFRASTRUCTURE FUND – FORWARD FUNDING: POST 
BUSINESS CASE SUBMISSION PROCESS [OFFICIAL SENSITIVE] 

Dear Paul,  

HIF/FF/000577 – Unlocking Strategic Development Sites  

Thank you for submitting your business case for Forward Funding under the Housing Infrastructure 
Fund programme. You should have received an automatic acknowledgement of your submission on 
the Portal.  

Due to the large number of bids we have received in this final bidding window, the assessment of your 
bid will commence in earnest from June, and it is anticipated that a funding decision will be made by 
Ministers on your bid from Autumn 2019.  

As part of the assessment process, we will be conducting initial due-diligence on schemes and have 
commissioned external consultants to conduct this. During this time, we will ask you for further 
information. This may be because sufficient evidence has not been submitted in your bid, evidence 
may not be of sufficient quality, or further clarity is required.  This could be about any of the five 
sections of the business case.  During this process, you will not be able to change any fundamentals 
of your bid.  We will only be seeking further evidence or clarification of what has been submitted to 
support the decision making process on bids. 

To ensure that we are able to assess your bid in June and a funding decision can be provided as 
quickly as possible thereafter, we would encourage you to use the next few months to assemble any 
key documents evidencing the statements in your bid, if you have not already provided these in your 
submission. This may require information from any partners you have been working with including 
delivery partners and consultants assisting you in writing your bids, so you may wish to let your 
partners be aware of this requirement.  As detailed in the prospectus, to properly assess your bids, 
we expect an open book policy, including any relevant information from delivery partners or 
consultants such as viability assessments or economic models. 

We will be in touch again in June to begin requesting this further information to inform our assessment 
of your bid. 

All HIF queries can continue to be directed to the HIF@Homesengland.gov.uk  in the interim. 

Kind Regards  

HIF Team 

    

  

mailto:HIF@homesengland.gov.uk
mailto:HIF@Homesengland.gov.uk
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Appendix 2 
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Appendix 3 
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Appendix 4 
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Appendix 5 

 

 

1. Delivery Programme 

AAP and Planning Application Timing 

1.1 In order for the first homes to be completed in the timeframe submitted in the Local Plan 

housing trajectory, an AAP needs to be prepared and adopted, and planning permissions 

needs to be secured. 

1.2 There has been some concerns raised over the appropriateness or feasibility of overlapping 

these two processes.  However, in our view it is entirely possible, and indeed best practice, for 

preparation of the AAP and a planning application to overlap and inform each other. 

1.3 It is common practice for planning applications to be prepared alongside an AAP, as the more 

detailed evidence base required of a planning application can be fed into the AAP and help 

ensure that the latter is robust and deliverable.  Deliverability of an AAP is also demonstrated 

by the fact that a planning application is being advanced, by a developer committed to 

delivering the scheme. 

1.4 This approach also has the advantage of avoiding consultation fatigue, by allowing some 

combination of consultation processes between the two rather than repeating much of the 

same content numerous times and over a very long  time period. 

1.5 None of this is to say that the independence of the AAP or the Council’s role as planning 

authority is compromised.   The planning authority is free to take evidence from the emerging 

planning application, and representation from the developer, and do with it as it wishes, in 

combination with consultation responses.  As the AAP emerges this is shared with the developer 

to ensure that the planning application is in conformity.  This approach ensures that the 

preferences, aspirations and requirements of the planning authority and local community are 

fed directly into the planning application, and that ultimately there is harmony between the 

two. 
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1.6 The potential alternative approach, where preparation of the application is only started 

following adoption of the AAP, risks the application being based on different evidence, 

reflecting different priorities, and less in conformity with the AAP. 

1.7 A fully optimised programme would provide that the application is prepared alongside the 

AAP,  and submitted shortly after the AAP is submitted for examination.  The application would 

then be lodged whilst the AAP is being examined, and would be determined after the AAP is 

adopted. 

1.8 The programme we have suggested below is conservative in that is shows less overlap than 

this.  This is to allow more time for the Council to carefully consider an Outline Business Case 

and to take sufficient time in securing a delivery partner in the event one is required, and 

generally in order to be robust.  It is noted that in theory the AAP timetable may slip given the 

Local Plan determination is behind the time envisaged in the Local Development Scheme 

(LDS).  However, the potential for greater overlap with the planning application than has been 

allowed for would mean that any such delay would not affect the overall programme. 

1.9 In our view it is also possible for the AAP to be adopted faster than the period currently shown 

in the LDS.  Whilst we have nevertheless adopted the LDS programme, it is possible for an AAP 

to be adopted over c 2 to 2.5 years with sufficient commitment of resource.  If this is the case 

then the whole programme could be accelerated. 

Delivery Route and Partner Selection 

1.10 Though the preferred delivery route for the Council is not currently decided, the Council has 

developed its thinking considerably on this including running a number of workshops, 

commissioning analysis and putting high level options to Members at Committee. 

1.11 The Council is committed to continuing to work with existing landowners and promoters to 

deliver the GC.  However, the objectives of the GC are clear, as are its infrastructure 

requirements and the need for comprehensivity.  Landowners and promoters must develop 

their proposals in line with these,  and be able to demonstrate the ability to deliver.  Should this 

prove not to be the case, the Council is prepared to use its compulsory purchase powers to 

ensure the GC is delivered, and in accordance with the Local Plan and AAP.  This has been 

confirmed at Committee on multiple occasions. 

1.12 The Council is also committed to taking an active role in the delivery of the GC.  This extends 

beyond use of compulsory purchase powers to setting up delivery structures and procuring its 

own delivery partner if necessary.  The Council has explored potential delivery structure 

approaches from the use of collaboration and equalisation agreements with 

landowners/promoters, to selecting its own partner and shaping delivery through the use of 

Development Agreement or Joint Venture models. 
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1.13 Selecting its own delivery agent and using such partnership structures will afford the Council 

greater control over delivery in terms of phasing and the form of the scheme.  This can include 

a degree of control over the pace of delivery, including the potential to control the release of 

serviced land parcels to the market (see below). 

1.14 Final decisions on delivery structure and approach are yet to be made, but the Council is 

advanced in its thinking and its commitments to enable a transition to Council-led delivery well 

within programme, responding to emerging greater detail on the precise location and form of 

the scheme as the AAP evolves, and in the event that it becomes evident that it will not be 

sufficient to rely upon existing landowners and promoters alone.  The Council is at a stage 

where it would be able to advance to determining a preferred delivery method through 

development of a full Outline Business Case in relatively short order at an appropriate point 

over the development of the AAP. 

Developer Model 

1.15 It is not currently determined whether the GC will be delivered by a single developer, multiple 

in partnership, or through a master-developer acting as infrastructure provider and then selling 

serviced land parcels to housebuilders. 

1.16 We would anticipate that the most likely model for a scheme of this size and will be a 

developer directly delivering some housing but disposing of serviced parcels to others.  This 

would fit best with the overall balance of infrastructure cost requirement to value, and scheme 

size.   In our view the infrastructure requirements are not of such as scale as to deter 

developers, but that the scheme size would suggest that even a housebuilder would seek to 

dispose of some land in order not to concentrate too much resource on one site and to meet 

ROCE-based return measures. 

1.17 This would also most likely be a preferred approach for the Council given the disposal of 

serviced parcels can provide for the acceleration of delivery through greater product 

differentiation and ease of selling through multiple outlets.  Given the Council’s willingness to 

directly drive the delivery of the scheme, if this is determined to be an optimal model through 

the Outline Business Case process then it will form an integral part of partner selection. 

Land Assembly, CPO and Planning Permission Timing 

1.18 Based on our experience, there is likely to be some overlap between the land assembly 

process (perhaps including use of compulsory purchase if required) and other workstreams 

such as planning.  

1.19 The programme below shows the land assembly process running from Q2 2021 through to start 

on site in 2024. Although some initial discussions on availability of land for development have 

been undertaken, this element of the programme represents the focused period of discussion 
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and negotiation with the variety of landowners, option holders, land promoters and others with 

an interest in the land required. It can be seen it commences part way through the AAP 

process, when it can be assumed the boundary of the proposed GC has been refined through 

that process and the area of development identified.  

1.20 Preparation of the planning application commences in Q3 2022, with submission assumed after 

c 1 year, and determination a year later in Q2 2024, which allows time for full grant as opposed 

to just a resolution.  The CPO process (if required) comprises making an Order, objection 

period, Public Inquiry if required, and decision on the Order.  It can be seen that this 

commences towards the end of the planning process in Q4 2023 and completes in Q3 2024.  

Given this timing, the programme assumes an outline or similar permission would have been 

granted prior to any required Public Inquiry into the CPO.  

1.21 Preparatory work will be undertaken prior to the making of the Order, in the usual way. 

Following confirmation of an Order, the Council would then be in a position to implement the 

Order within the usual time limits.  

Overall Programme 

1.22 We would suggest that the overall timetable below is deliverable: 

 

1.23 The programme includes an allowance for delay in adopting the Local Plan until the end of 

2021.  This does not impact the overall programme, however, as the Council is committed to 
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progressing the AAP once it receives the Inspector’s letter indicating soundness of the Plan, 

following the hearings.  In the event there is any delay to the AAP, this is not considered to 

delay the following stages for the reasons outlined above. 

1.24 The Outline Business Case process will be worked up alongside the development of the AAP as 

the detail of emerging design proposals and the evidence base will feed into the preferred 

delivery model, including identification of the full funding requirement and timing.  This will also 

allow time to engage further with existing landowners and promoters on the precise 

requirements of the scheme and to determine which will cooperate through collaboration and 

equalisation agreements or similar. 

1.25 To the extent required, a delivery partner will then be procured, again overlapping with the 

AAP but timing the procurement to coincide with an advanced stage of the AAP, so that 

parties have good definition of the scheme to respond to.  Securing a partner before the AAP 

is finalised will also have the advantage of allowing some input from them prior to final 

consultation. 

1.26 In the event a serviced land parcel model is proposed, the programme allows the time for 

marketing and disposal of plots.  The former can take place once there is delivery certainty on 

confirmation of the CPO,  but can take place in advance of the infrastructure works being 

delivered as disposal terms can be negotiated prior to actual disposal.  This is typical practice 

and allows disposal of plots as soon as infrastructure works are completed. 

1.27 Infrastructure works related to HIF funding, namely M25 Junction 6 and the A22 Felbridge 

Junction, will be delivered early as they are funded separately and this is the required 

timeframe for HIF funding.  We have allowed a further 6 months of infrastructure work prior to 

any plot disposals. 

1.28 We have allowed 15 months from plot disposals to first housing delivery.  It is noted that for a 

housebuilder this would need to allow for both reserved matters consent and construction 

time.  With enough prior work to prepare a planning application, this is achievable.  However, if 

the selected delivery partner is itself seeking to directly deliver homes as well as provide 

infrastructure, then this is eminently achievable as it will have been working towards 

implementable permission since the original outline permission 9 months earlier.  Indeed, the 

original permission may even have been a hybrid with a detail first phase.  Whether or not this is 

the preferred approach will be determined through the Outline Business Case, but we would 

anticipate this form of hybrid approach to be likely to be preferred. 

1.29 These timescales have been considered against best practice research (Nathaniel Lichfield 

and Partners - NLP – Report; Start to Finish How Quickly do Large scale Housing Sites Deliver? 

Nov 2016).  It is important to note the method behind this analysis.  NLP count the time period 

from the point at which the site in question was first ‘formally identified as a potential housing 
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allocation (e.g. in a LPA policy document)’.  The average length of time identified from this 

point to submission of the first planning application is 3.9 years.  Following this, the average time 

to first housing delivery for large sites is ‘in the order of 5.3 – 6.9 years’. [Housing delivery is the 

completion of the first unit or where the exact month isn’t known the midpoint, i.e. October, of 

the annual monitoring period]. This gives a total of 9.2 – 10.8 years. 

1.30 The Council selected the Garden Community as part of their spatial strategy in March 2017.  A 

Garden Community consultation, including South Godstone was undertaken in August 

/September 2017.  South Godstone Garden Community was identified as the preferred 

location in the Regulation 19 document published at Planning Policy Committee in July 2018.  If 

starting from March 2017, delivery of the first homes in 2026/27 as proposed in the submitted 

trajectory would provide for a total period on a comparable basis of c 9.5 years.  If the July 

2018 was taken, then a total period on a comparable basis would be c 8 years. On a high 

level, average basis, the Council’s projected start on site is entirely supported by the NLP 

analysis as it is within the range found for the sample sites on average.  This is before even 

considering that for SGGC the Council proposes to drive delivery directly, and that the 

proposed AAP will do much of the work typically required for planning applications. 

1.31 The Council is also geared up to commence work on the AAP and, at an appropriate point of 

development of the AAP, an Outline Business Case.  The GC is already on the Homes England 

Garden Communities programme, including having had some capacity funding assigned, and 

we are already retained to advise on these next stages of work.  

2. Delivery Trajectory 

2.1 Quite detailed assumptions on the anticipated housing delivery trajectory for the Garden 

Community have been developed for the HIF bid.  This includes the timing of the first delivery of 

homes, and the profile of delivery thereafter.  The former is dealt with above. 

2.2 With regard to the latter, the Local Plan makes an overall average assumption consistent 

delivery of homes from the first year (i.e. 200 per annum from year 1). 

2.3 In reality it is likely that the GC will deliver at a varied rate across its programme, and that it is 

likely to involve some degree of starting at a slower rate initially and increasing to a peak.  

However the projected housing delivery of 200 units per annum is nevertheless appropriate as 

an estimate of delivery on average, given the actual deliver rate will fluctuate and the peak 

rate may be greater than this average allowance.  We have previously advised the Council 

that a stabilised rate of c 270upa should be achievable. 

2.4 The NLP report states that on average larger schemes (over 2,000 units) deliver at a rate of 161 

units per annum overall.  We would comment that this is just a simple average, and that it 
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masks a very wide range of delivery rates.  The report itself states on multiple occasions that 

there are a myriad of factors that an affect delivery, that every site is different. 

2.5 The 161upa average is based on data from 17 sites from all over the country, covering a very 

wide range from 53-321upa. 

 

2.6 Where the data only shows overall delivery over a number of years we have assumed constant 

deliver at the same level over this period for the purpose of illustration. 

2.7 The chart demonstrates the highly volatile nature of delivery rates for any given year, as well as 

the wide range of delivery rates across schemes.  As stated earlier, it is difficult to draw 

conclusions from such a widely varying data set, but it is interesting to note the white line, 

which shows the average delivery rate for every year for which there are at least 5 data points. 

2.8 For all but 2 years, this average hovers around the 200upa mark.  This demonstrates the 

reasonableness of the Council’s approach, namely the adoption of a delivery rate not 

intended to reflect exact figures, but an average overall of rates of delivery over time that may 

in reality be more mixed. 

2.9 Whilst we would accept that delivery on site may not start at a consistent rate, we are of the 

view that the specific circumstances of the site and proposed delivery approach would allow 

delivery at a faster peak range that would average to the profile submitted in the Local Plan 
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documents.  Once stabilised, we are of the view that a rate of c 270upa could be achieved.  

This is due to a number of factors: 

• Market depth/strength of market; 

• Multiple outlets; and 

• Delivery model. 

Strength of Market 

2.10 The proposed GC is in an area of very high house prices, in an affluent area of the South East of 

England, where average house prices are almost double the national average, and are c 14 

times local incomes. 

2.11 Whilst we would repeat our view of the limitations of the dataset presented in the NLP report, 

there is an attempt to tie delivery rates to geographical location with reference to strength of 

market.  This is with reference to a metric of CLG land value estimates for Local Authorities 

(2014).  The most recent MHCLG figures for policy appraisal (2017) estimate the residential land 

value for Tandridge as £6,805,000/ha.  This value is quite literally off the scale of the chart 

presented in the NLP report (repeat below).  The trendline, stated to show “a clear relationship 

between the strength of the market … and average build out rates”, suggests that in an area of 

such high value a delivery rate of over 200upa would be achieved. 
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2.12 In fact, the Tandridge policy appraisal land value is the 19th highest of all authorities outside of 

London, making it one of the strongest markets in the country. 

2.13 Within the viability evidence supporting the Local Plan the housing values adopted are also 

reflective of the rate of sale envisaged.  In order to support rates of sale (to fit the business 

model of likely developers – see below) the values adopted are significantly below what can 

typically be achieved for new build housing the in area, because typical development is of a 

much smaller scale, and targeted at a luxury end of the market.  This offers significant scope to 

deliver homes at more affordable pricing, to target a different market segment and achieve 

increased rates of sale as a result. 

2.14 Tandridge also has a housing affordability ratio of 14 times the average resident wage, making 

it one of the least affordable places to live outside of London.  This suggests that there is 

significant pent up demand for housing priced more affordably, and that housing marketed at 

lower unit values, likely in the context of a large strategic site with a large quantum to dispose, 

will sell well and at a strong pace.  Notwithstanding this, the adopted sales rate is a typical one. 

Multiple Outlets 

2.15 The proposed location of the GC lends itself well to sales through multiple outlets. 

2.16 Whilst the exact siting and layout of the scheme has yet to be determined, the Area of Search 

includes many different access points which enables the delivery of multiple outlets from a 

practical point of view, and to allow differentiation. 

2.17 The site also provides scope for significant product differentiation.  The character of the Area of 

Search is varied, with varied topography, a number of natural and heritage features and 

centred on the focal point of a train station.  This lends itself to a variety of products and 

marketing exercises as there will be a range of different settings, and different densities and 

housing typologies will be suitable in different locations.  This differentiation is important for 

ensuring separate outlets perform in isolation and do not draw on each other’s trade. 

2.18 In our view, the site could comfortably support 3 or 4 different outlets.  Given the expectation 

of delivery of a high proportion of affordable housing (40% affordable has been tested in the 

viability evidence), this would provide that for the scheme as a whole to deliver at a rate of 

270upa, each outlet would only need to secure sales at a rate of 1 per week.  This is an 

eminently achievable rate, even with some overlap of markets between outlets, and one 

which housebuilders would often set as a minimum and would typically expect to significantly 

exceed. 
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Delivery Model 

2.19 As described above, the Council is prepared to take an active role in delivery of the GC and 

to drive its objectives and the aspirations of the Local Plan aspirations through to delivery, 

including procuring a development partner if necessary. 

2.20 Through the Business Case process the optimal delivery approach, but a masterdeveloper 

model, where infrastructure is delivered upfront and serviced parcels are disposed to 

housebuilders, is likely to be preferred, at least within a hybrid model if not adopted solely. 

2.21 This approach lends itself to faster rates of delivery both by enabling the provision of multiple 

outlets described above, including with multiple different housebuilders, and also due to the 

business models of firms likely to deliver the scheme.  Masterdevelopers are driven by IRR and 

ROCE measures of return which are highly sensitive to timing and phasing.  Such developers will 

look to deliver at healthy rates of sale, either directly of houses or disposals of plots, to support a 

higher IRR, rather than focussing on profit on cost or revenue metrics that aren’t time-sensitive.  

Aligning business models to timing in this way will further help to ensure that faster rates of 

delivery are secured – put simply it will not be the developers’ preference to hold land and 

delay delivery. 

Alternative Profile 

2.22 Drawing on the above we consider below a potential delivery profile that may more closely 

reflect actual on-site rates, though would not provide for a different overall quantum of 

delivery within the Local Plan period than that submitted for examination. 

2.23 We have previously advised the Council that a stabilised rate of c 270upa should be 

achievable for the GC.  This is due to the factors described above, and is supported by 

evidence.  Though the stated average rate in the NLP report is lower, as described above on 

further analysis a higher average annual rate could be supported using the same data, and 

there are issued with data variance and sample size. 

2.24 The Letwin Review (‘Independent Review of Build Out Rates’, June 2018) has been referred to 

in discussion of the HIF bid and the Local Plan.  We have analysed the Review findings.  This 

assessed delivery rates for a number of large schemes over recent years, much as NLP did, 

albeit more recently.  The schemes were varied in their scale and location, with significant 

variance in results.  The chart below shows the full range: 
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2.25 ‘Stage 2’ refers to the build-out phase of development following grant of the first detailed 

planning permission.  It should be noted that this may capture a wider timeframe than the 

build out rates published within the NLP Report.  The latter appears to list annual completions 

on site once completions start to be declared, primarily from annual monitoring data, and 

therefore would not necessarily capture time between permission being granted and the first 

completion, i.e. reserved matters/satisfaction of conditions. 

2.26 Analysing this in greater detail, the report finds correlation between size of scheme and speed 

of delivery.  This makes sense given larger schemes with longer timeframes are likely to be 

driven by IRR and ROCE measures of return that are time dependent, and therefore those 

developers delivering such schemes will focus on a healthy rate of sale above other 

considerations, even above maximising sales values to an extent.  The chart below illustrates 

the relationship: 
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2.27 Clearly there are examples well above and below the trend line, but the overall correlation 

suggests a scheme of 4,000 units such as that proposed at South Godstone should deliver at a 

rate of c 260 per annum (dotted line our addition).  The below chart expresses the same data 

in terms of percentage of scheme delivered per annum rather than units. 
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2.28 For a scheme of 4,000 units, the correlation suggests a delivery rate of c 7.2% per annum.  This is 

equivalent to 288 units per annum. 

2.29 In addition, one aspect not analysed in the review is the level of affordable housing at each 

scheme.  It is unequivocal that investigations made clear that adsorption of affordable homes 

is limited only by the delivery of the private homes to cross-subsidise them, rather than any 

inherent shortage of demand, and that no developers reported difficultly disposing of 

affordable units.  Assuming a viable scheme overall, therefore, it stands to reason that high 

levels of affordable housing will provide for greater delivery rates overall, given that a greater 

proportion of the overall deliver will not be subject to normal market absorption.  

2.30 Tenure was not a metric measured in the Letwin review.  However, we would assume that the 

delivery of 40% affordable housing at SGGC is towards the top of the range of proportions 

delivered at the analysed schemes.  We would therefore expect that the South Godstone 

scheme should deliver on the faster side of average compared to the other schemes. 

2.31 Besides this analysis, on a more qualitative basis we would consider a stabilised rate of c 

270upa to be achievable for all the other reasons described above.  We would therefore 

consider the below alternative delivery profile to be achievable by way of illustration: 
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Year 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31 2031/32 2032/33 TOTAL 

Units Delivered 75 125 175 225 270 270 270 1,410 

Private Units Per Week 0.87 1.44 2.02 2.60 3.12 3.12 3.12   

Outlets 1 2 2 3 3 3 3   

Private Units Per Week Per Outlet 0.87 0.72 1.01 0.87 1.04 1.04 1.04   
 

2.32 This alternative delivery profile would deliver approximately the same number of units over the 

plan period as that submitted for examination.  It is eminently achievable. 

2.33 As described above, actual delivery rates may be affected by a wide range of factors and so 

actual delivery may fluctuate.  Hence, the Council’s approach has been to adopt a consistent 

average rate.  The above illustrates one potential profile that could deliver this quantum in 

practice. 

 

 

 

The updated and detailed SGGC financial appraisal prepared for the HIF Bid 

is summarised below. 

This is based on 40% affordable housing delivery and full coverage of IDP 

infrastructure costs.  It allows a £21million infrastructure cost contingency. 
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Explanatory extract from Bid: 

The GDV estimate has been provided by Avison Young as development consultants. 

The strategic scheme is different from any of the existing or recent new build developments in 
either location and are of a scale where it will need to be competitive on a sub-regional basis 
rather than just local.  The units are also priced to reflect the assumed rates of sale and the 
quantum of sales to be achieved.  Avison Young is of the view that the adopted values are 
reasonable and appropriate. 

All other values including affordable residential and commercial values are based on Avison 
Young’s professional view.  AY has worked on numerous large scale strategic residential 
schemes, and is currently advising in relation to the North Essex Garden Communities and 
land at Ifield, West Sussex.  Adopted assumptions are therefore based on relevant and 
current experience at other projects including being informed by comparable evidence and 
agent opinion. 

In relation to shared ownership values, these values are based on an approximate investment 
approach similar to that adopted by Registered Providers.  The values are based on full 
market values, for which a 30% upfront share of equity is assumed to be purchased.  The 
remaining equity is assumed to be charged a rent of 2.5% per annum.  An efficiency 
deduction and yield is applied to this income stream and then this capitalised figure is added 
to the upfront equity sold to arrive at an overall asset value.  This value is equivalent to c 
71% of private sale values, which AY considers is appropriate in this location. 

For the rented affordable units, the value is based on Local Housing Allowance levels in the 
area.  It is assumed that this rent can be charged to the tenants of these units; this is 
effectively equivalent to most of these units being social rent units given the rent is set at 
local benefit levels.  To this rental stream a deduction for maintenance, management, bad 
debts and voids is applied, as well as an investment yield.  This provides for a capital value 
for each unit, equivalent to 45% - 54% of private sale value (depending on unit type).  AY 
considers this appropriate in this location and potentially conservation if a greater mix of 
rental values is to be targeted. 

The residential mix assumed is 40% affordable housing, split 75% affordable rent and 25% 
shared ownership, in accordance with emerging local planning policy. 

For commercial uses (employment and retail), Avison Young has reviewed local evidence of 
comparable transactions and combined this with its experience of similar schemes.  The 
Garden Community proposal is effectively to deliver an entirely new centre, so from a retail 
perspective direct comparability is difficult.  AY has therefore formed a conservative 
assumption based on rents lower than those generally in the surrounding centres, to account 
for the new location ‘bedding in’ and to reflect developers’ likely to approach; being that 
little return if any will be sought on this element; rather the focus will be on securing 
occupiers to deliver appropriate services for the new housing, to support housing prices and 
sales rates. 
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In relation to employment uses, much the same logic applies, though to some extent 
transactional evidence at nearby locations is more instructive as the fact this will be a new 
community is less relevant for these uses.  AY has therefore adopted rents and yields similar 
to those generally found in nearby commercial locations. 
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 From:   
Sent: 27 February 2019 14:19 
To:  
Cc:  
Subject: RE: South Godstone HIF bid 

Paul 

I can do Thursday at 1530. 

When we spoke to Tandridge to go through the high level plans for Godstone Village I must 
admit I wasn’t aware of them going for a bid for HIF funding. With regards to Godstone 
Village we said that with the amount of new homes proposed that works would be required at 
Godstone Station to cater for the extra numbers of passengers. We have not looked at any rail 
elements bar the station improvements that could be put into any bid. As you know the 
Tonbridge to Redhill line has no direct service into London which was part of the May 2018 
TT change. This is unlikely to change until at least the Croydon Area Remodelling Scheme 
happens which is probably a decade away. 

I have tried to speak to colleagues about who may have instructed Tandridge not to include 
any rail elements into their bid but so far I haven’t found anyone. 

Regards 

Paul 

From:   
Sent: 27 February 2019 11:17 
To:  

 
 

Subject: RE: South Godstone HIF bid 

 

I’m conscious that the deadline for HIF applications is looming and as an industry we owe 
the council a straight answer. Grateful to discuss this at your earliest convenience. 

 

 Senior Planning and Investment Manager, South East, Anglia and Enhancements Portfolio, 
Rail Infrastructure - South, Department for Transport 
3/23 |  07785 459189 |  
   

From:   
Sent: 25 February 2019 13:24 
To:  
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Subject: South Godstone HIF bid 

Hi , 

I’ve been passed your details by Mark Bristow at Tandridge Council (although, John, we’ve 
met before of course). Tandridge have recently been in to meet the Rail Minister to discuss 
their HIF bid for South Godstone, where they were given a clear steer to put rail elements 
into their HIF bid where these would be required to support the housing development they are 
proposing. I understand that NR has advised them not to put rail elements into the bid at all, 
which has left Tandridge somewhat confused. It’d be really helpful to understand the NR 
position here; I’m sure we can clear it up with a quick phone call. Would 1330 tomorrow 
(Tuesday) suit? If not, 1530 on either Wednesday or Thursday would also work. 

 
Many thanks, 

 

 

          

 
  

Senior Planning and Investment Manager, 
South East, Anglia and Enhancements 
Portfolio, Rail Infrastructure - South   

3/23, Great Minster House 
33 Horseferry Road, London, SW1P 4DR    

07785 459189          
Follow us on twitter @transportgovuk   

 

 

The information in this email may be confidential or otherwise protected by law. If you 
received it in error, please let us know by return e-mail and then delete it immediately, 
without printing or passing it on to anybody else. 
Incoming and outgoing e-mail messages are routinely monitored for compliance with our 
policy on the use of electronic communications and for other lawful purposes. 

**********************************************************************************
******************************************************************************  

The content of this email (and any attachment) is confidential. It may also be legally privileged or 
otherwise protected from disclosure.  
This email should not be used by anyone who is not an original intended recipient, nor may it be 
copied or disclosed to anyone who is not an original intended recipient.  

https://twitter.com/transportgovuk
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-transport
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If you have received this email by mistake please notify us by emailing the sender, and then delete 
the email and any copies from your system.  

Liability cannot be accepted for statements made which are clearly the sender's own and not made 
on behalf of Network Rail. 
Network Rail Infrastructure Limited registered in England and Wales No. 2904587, registered office 
Network Rail, 2nd Floor, One Eversholt Street, London, NW1 2DN 

Dear , 

Many thanks for your email – answers to each of your questions as follows: 

a) The Rail Minister suggested the inclusion of rail elements within the bid; rail 
elements should be included in the HIF bid to the extent that they would be required 
to unlock housing development that would otherwise not occur. If the required 
transport capacity uplift can be realised without HIF funding (because it is funded 
elsewhere, would have happened anyway, or for some other reason), rail elements 
should not be included in a bid. 
 

b) As above – rail elements should only be included if the viability of the housing plans 
are predicated on further infrastructure being put in place. 
 

c) If the housing development is dependent on the reinstatement of direct London 
services from Godstone, this would not be deliverable without an infrastructure-led 
solution and, if this does remain an aspiration, on which the housing element is 
predicated, should be included. When councillors met the Rail Minister recently, the 
discussion centred largely around improving the frequency, capacity and reliability of 
the current service, as well as having the services run later, rather than on direct 
services (although this was mentioned). The feasibility of this requires discussion and 
agreement with the train operator and DfT colleagues are very happy to support here. 
If a solution can be found by working with the train operator, then this would not need 
to be included in the bid (noting that additional services would come with an 
additional cost). DfT officials have discussed this issue with the operator, who have 
said that the current infrastructure on the line provides sufficient capacity for growth 
in the foreseeable future. The reliability of the line has been much improved since the 
start of 2019, following a period of delays due to speed restrictions being in place. In 
the longer term, works to extend the platforms on this line could be used to run longer 
trains and consequently expand the capacity, however this would not be strictly 
necessary until the available options for increased frequency and capacity within the 
current infrastructure have been explored. The feasibility of this requires discussion 
and agreement with the train operator and Network Rail, and DfT colleagues are very 
happy to support here. On the late night services – this would not require additional 
infrastructure and as a result isn’t related to the HIF bid. 
 

d) If this is an element for which funding was being sought through HIF, I would see 
TSGN/Network Rail involvement – at this stage – only needing to go as far as ‘in 
principle support’ for the station enhancements, with information on development and 
delivery costings (bearing in mind that the promoter is on risk for cost increases once 
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any funding is secured). It wouldn’t be reasonable to expect – say – a GRIP3 design 
in the next month, but reasonably reliable costings would need to be included 
I understood from the councillors’ meeting with the Rail Minister that it was hoped 
that s106/CIL contributions to fund these works could be leveraged from the housing 
developer; it would be helpful to understand what level of certainty you have over 
this, and whether you’ve had previous successes on other schemes. If this element 
isn’t included in the HIF bid and if sufficient developer contributions can’t ultimately 
be secured, it will be very difficult to make the business case to DfT for funding the 
improvements, so I would counsel you to keep your options open on the source of 
funding for the station improvements. As above, if you can successfully make the 
argument that these station improvements would be needed to support the housing 
development that would make for a legitimate inclusion in the HIF bid. Steer should 
be able to assist in advising what evidence would be required to make this argument, 
and we would again be happy to support.  

e) I would encourage you to incorporate rail elements into the HIF bid (for example 
station redevelopment, platform lengthening or the procurement of additional rolling 
stock) if consultation with Network Rail and GTR shows that these elements are 
essential to support the level of proposed housing growth along the line. Officials in 
the Department are happy to support with these discussions. 
 

f) The ‘normal’ enhancements pipeline process operated by DfT would remain open – 
more information available here. However on the face of it, I would not be overly 
optimistic about the likelihood of success as a very strong business case for 
investment would need to be made to secure government development and capital 
funding. Given current low demand at the station and existing spare capacity on the 
services, even should the housing development come to fruition, there are likely to be 
much stronger and better-developed cases ahead of this one. Other funding options 
may include Access for All (which will also rely on a strong accessibility case); as 
well as the possibility of inserting some form of obligation in the next franchise on the 
route (the caveat being that it is very early on in the development of the successor to 
TSGN and the franchise may take a very different form. Other extraneous factors 
such as the ongoing Williams Rail Review may also change the current landscape 
further so I would not be able to say now with any certainty that this route would 
remain open). I’d be very happy to discuss this further with you if helpful. 

 
Regards, 

 

 

Paul Stone  | Senior Planning and Investment Manager, South East, Anglia and Enhancements Portfolio, 
Rail Infrastructure - South, Department for Transport 
3/23 |  07785 459189 |  
   

From:    
Sent: 06 February 2019 11:45 
To:  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/rail-network-enhancements-pipeline
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Cc:  

 

 
Subject: RE: South Godstone HIF bid 

Dear ,  

Many thanks for your offer of assistance and more detailed advice. A conversation we had 
yesterday with MHCLG, Steer Economic Development and Homes England indicated that in 
their view the inclusion of rail elements would weaken our BID prospects. As such we just 
wanted to seek some clarification on a couple of points so that we can try and make a better 
informed decision on how to proceed:  

a) We understand that we were advised by the Rail Minister to include the upgrade of 
Godstone Station infrastructure and as per the email trail below an indication from 
yourself that we may wish to include Redhill-Tonbridge Line upgrades more 
generally. Please can you confirm if this remains the case considering the following 
matters? 
 

b) Please can it be confirmed with Central Government colleagues the true position of 
DFT and MHCLG as it appears we have received some conflicting advice depending 
on the day we seek advice/support as to how to proceed?  
 

c) We were advised that we would need to justify the “dependent development” for each 
of the infrastructure elements that we were seeking funding support for. In relation to 
rail upgrades across the whole Redhill -Tonbridge Line, in our view this seems a task 
beyond our capabilities as it was implied yesterday that we have to identify the 
precise house which causes the tipping point at which the network would break. 
Please can you confirm if this is your understanding of what needs to be included and 
this how you will be assessing the rail element should we include it in our bid? 
 

d) Currently we have “high level” thoughts on the upgrades for the station, however, 
feedback from yesterday indicated that much more detail would be required for 
inclusion in the bid. As such there is a resourcing and timescale issue particularly if 
we are to have further discussions with Network Rail and TSGN. You have 
previously indicated it is essential for these partners to be on board, in your opinion, 
how vulnerable would it be to not have both of these partners fully on board at this 
stage bearing in mind the timescales for submission?  
 

e) You have indicated the HIF bid would need to contain costed and achievable 
interventions that go to achieving the objectives  you’re seeking in terms of rolling 
stock etc. Naturally as a Local Planning Authority, this is has never been something 
we have had to even contemplate. IT may seem rathe circular, however, can you 
indicate typical costings for rolling stock etc or point us in the direction of where we 
might be able to obtain this information quickly? – We would anticipate that a 
manufacturer would charge different list prices depending on the volume required, 
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owing to economies of scale etc and indeed it would depend on the preferred provider 
of such rolling stock?  
 

f) You have indicated If the HIF bid is not successful for whatever reason, there is still 
the opportunity to seek enhancement funding to deliver the project objectives. Please 
can you confirm which opportunities there may be available to us to explore that you 
are aware of, notwithstanding priorities of Government and funding streams come and 
go and how we might go about accessing them? 

 

Owing to our unusually “nonglacial” timescales a response soonest would be gratefully 
received.  

Kind Regards  

 
 

Tandridge District Council 
The Council Offices 
8 Station Road East 

Oxted, Surrey 
RH8 0BT  

 
Strategy Specialist 
Strategy  
Tel: 01883 732921 
         

www.tandridge.gov.uk 

 

 

From:   
Sent: 30 January 2019 08:34 
To:  
Cc:  

 

Subject: RE: South Godstone HIF bid 

Dear Mark, 

Thanks very much for this. I was also at the meeting with the Minister, and would certainly 
encourage the inclusion of rail elements in the HIF bid. You may not necessarily wish to 
include the station improvements in the bid if you have a solid-looking funding option 
through the developers; the HIF bid may be a more appropriate vehicle for the infrastructure 
on the line of route. I understand that the main problem is the reliability and frequency of the 
service, along with it not running particularly later into the evening. I would encourage you to 
discuss the viability of improving this with GTR; a successful HIF bid may unlock the 
possibility of additional rolling stock – but I couldn’t guarantee this (for in-franchise issues, 
I’ve copied in my colleague Toby Lorber, who was also at Monday’s meeting). The HIF bid 
would need to contain costed and achievable interventions that go to achieving the objective 
you’re seeking, so ongoing discussion with Network Rail will be essential too. It’ll be me that 
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ends up appraising rail elements of the bid, so happy to provide more detailed advice once the 
drafting is available. 

If the HIF bid is not successful for whatever reason, there is still the opportunity to seek 
enhancement funding to deliver the project objectives – although on the face of it, the 
problem is less an infrastructure one; more a service pattern and timetabling one. Should an 
infrastructure solution be viable, though, I’d be happy to provide advice on the business case 
that will need to be produced to support this. I should mention now though – Network Rail’s 
funding for enhancements is very constrained in CP6 (2019-2024) and a very strong business 
case would be needed to support the investment that might be required. Happy to discuss this 
further too. 

You also touch on works at East Croydon and Windmill Junction – we have been working 
with Network Rail for some time on the wider Brighton Mainline upgrade; of which this is 
one element. We are currently awaiting the results of Network Rail’s design work and will 
take a view on further funding for this once more is known – this should be later in the year. 
The desire for direct London services to be reinstated is noted – I’ve copied in Will 
Saltmarsh, who currently leads on the specification of the new franchise, for his information. 

Regards, 
Paul 

Paul Stone  | Senior Planning and Investment Manager, South East, Anglia and Enhancements Portfolio, 
Rail Infrastructure - South, Department for Transport 
3/23 |  07785 459189 |  
   

From:   
Sent: 29 January 2019 11:08 
To:  
Cc:  

 
Subject: FW: South Godstone HIF bid 
Importance: High 

Dear ,  

As part of a proposed Garden Community at South Godstone, it is envisioned that upgrades to 
Godstone Station will act as a key anchor as part of the development creating a Gateway for the new 
community.  
 
There is an existing station in place, albeit this consists of a small car park, two platforms and 
footbridge with a ticket machine. We seek support for the upgrading of this station as opposed to an 
entirely new station.  
 
Detail of specific upgrade/design is anticipated to take place as part of an Area Action Plan, however, 
current thinking is that the station can be “re-orientated” so that main access to the station will be 
predominantly from the south as opposed to the north as is current which it is acknowledged is 
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limited in space owing to just a small car park and surrounding residential development therefore 
providing limited scope for increasing capacity and for upgrading.  
 
This re- orientation will provide the necessary room for the provision of enhanced facilities and 
mobility impaired access as well as a potential station forecourt to serve as part of an integrated 
transport hub for improved bus services, taxi rank and car parking. Part of the costs of this provision 
can be offset by development of the air rights over a new station ticket hall, for example by 
provision of a low-rise hotel, office space and/or residential thus creating a “gateway/destination 
marker” for the proposed new community. The topography of the locality allows for a scheme to be 
delivered that would not be visually obtrusive, and the utilisation of air rights would not require air 
rights over the track itself (except for a mobility impaired access bridge to allow full access to both 
platforms). 
 
In addition, it is desirable for the ticket hall to include a shop and café to provide an additional 
income stream through rent which should be of benefit to the franchise holder of the station 
(currently GTR).  
 
The Topography at this location would require the installation of a lift from a ticket hall at street 
level.  
 
Proposed upgrade works are:  
 

• Provision of a ticket hall to include ticket office and ticket machines 
• Provision of W/Cs 
• Real time information  
• Mobility Impaired access to both platforms to include lift access to street level 
• Station forecourt/ public square 
• Taxi rank 
• Covered cycle parking 
• Bus Shelters with real time information and layby 
• New car park with approximately 500 -1000 spaces (to be shared between station users and 

users of the new community village/town centre) 
 
What we are asking for:  
 

• In principle support for the above mentioned facilities 
• In principle support for offsetting costs of the upgrade via rent income generation and low-

level air rights development over a new ticket hall  
• Pro-active and positive engagement by Network Rail and DfT partners in a timely fashion in 

order to unlock the full potential of a Garden Community  
• A position statement that the upgrades are deliverable at this location 
• A requirement of any new Franchise Agreement to include direct services into London 

 
We have not been asking for a commitment of money in relation to a station upgrade as we believe 
the proposals could be self -financing with initial outlay paid for by the developer(s). This being said, 
the Leader of the Council met with the Rail minister yesterday and was advised that we should 
include station upgrades in the HIF Bid and seek HIF funds to assist.  
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With regards to Direct Access Services/Timetabling we are aware that as part of timetable changes 
in May of this year, direct services to London have ceased along this line and instead replaced with a 
shuttle service, we did make representations at the time that we wished for direct services to 
remain, however, understood that additional capacity was prioritised for the Brighton Mainline as 
part of the Thameslink initiative.  
  
We are further aware of the constraints on the line from East Croydon and in particular at the 
Windmill Junction just to the south of Selhurst Depot. We have had discussions with Network Rail in 
relation to these constraints and expressed support for their work in devising a feasibility study to 
submit to Government for a funding package. As part of the proposals it is envisaged that further 
capacity could be created with an additional platform at East Croydon and viaduct and signalling 
improvements at the Windmill Junction. We have further indicated that our support is based on the 
allocation of some of the additional train flow paths at peak times in order to enable a 
reinstatement of a direct services at the very least during these peak times along the Tonbridge to 
Redhill route. 

We seek  

• Full support for a reintroduction of direct services from the Redhill – Tonbridge line into 
London, at least during peak periods, once the upgrades at East Croydon and the Windmill 
Junction have been completed.  

• Any new Franchise Agreement awarded to include such provision 
• A commitment that the Redhill – Tonbridge line is not being actively managed to decline.  

 
In relation to this last point, Tandridge District Council is somewhat concerned that it appears that 
this line is being putti into a managed decline by the current Franchise holder.  

I would be happy to discuss further should you like to give me a call.  
 

Tandridge District Council 
The Council Offices 
8 Station Road East 

Oxted, Surrey 
RH8 0BT  

 
Strategy Specialist 
Strategy  
Tel: 01883 732921 
         

www.tandridge.gov.uk 

 

 

From:   
Sent: 23 January 2019 10:04 
To:  

 
 

Subject: FW: South Godstone HIF bid 

, 
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See below an email my colleague in rail sent but is yet to receive a response. Grateful if I 
could copied in to any response. 

Thank you, 

 

  | Area Lead for South East, London, South East and Housing Division, Department for 
Transport 
2/16 |  07977 410624 |  
   

From:   
Sent: 11 January 2019 10:54 
To:  
Cc:  

 
Subject: South Godstone HIF bid 

 

Dear  (cc. Homes England colleagues), 

 

I hope you don’t mind me contacting you unbidden; I understand from colleagues here that you are 
leading on a potential HIF bid for the South Godstone area, to be submitted by March. By way of 
introduction, I lead on rail enhancement planning in the Sussex and Kent region for DfT. The purpose 
of contacting you is to provide you with a few hopefully-helpful pointers on any rail elements of the 
bid, so that you can incorporate any changes you may wish to make before submitting the bid itself. 

I note that you’ve had some engagement with Network Rail on the scheme and its feasibility. This is 
encouraging, but I would counsel that any rail enhancements required wouldn’t necessarily be able to 
be funded by Network Rail, who can’t necessarily agree to funding unilaterally; particularly in a 
funding-constrained environment for Control Period 6 (starting 1 April 2019). So any funding required 
to deliver improvements may need to be included in the bid itself.  

Additionally, it would also be well worth discussing the bid with the train operator concerned (TSGN) 
and setting out their position on feasibility in the bid. Whilst Network Rail is the competent authority for 
the infrastructure and timetabling, it would be a train operator who would need to deliver any 
additional services themselves, with the implications for rolling stock and crew availability which that 
might bring with it – as well as the potential for impact on existing timetabled services, including those 
on the heavily-used Brighton Mainline. 

I would be very happy to discuss any of these further with you if helpful. 

Regards, 
  

          

 
  

Senior Planning and Investment Manager, 
Rail Infrastructure South   

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-transport
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3/23, Great Minster House 
33 Horseferry Road, London, SW1P 4DR    

07785 459189          
Follow us on twitter @transportgovuk   

  

https://twitter.com/transportgovuk
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Appendix 8 

See separate copy reports attached: 

- DRAFT Land Assembly Strategy Report - South Godstone Garden 

Community 

- South Godstone Garden Community Tandridge District Council;  Further 

Analysis of Tandridge District Council’s Delivery Options June 2019 
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Appendix 9 (see Resolution point F)
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Joanna Killian 
Chief Executive 
Surrey County Council 
 

 
 

10 March 2020 

Emran Mian 
Director General, Decentralisation and Growth 

 
Dear Joanna, 
 
Housing Infrastructure Fund Forward Funding bid: Unlocking Strategic Development 
Sites (HIF/FF/577) 
  
Thank you for the work you and your colleagues have done so far to address housing need in 
your authority, including the submission of your Forward Funding bid to the Housing 
Infrastructure Fund (HIF).  
 
HIF was a very competitive programme and we received many high-quality bids. As set out in 
the HIF prospectus, bids were assessed on their value for money, strategic approach, and 
deliverability. Unfortunately, your bid did not meet the criteria for funding through HIF.  
 
Surrey’s bid was an ambitious proposal in an area of high housing demand. However, the bid 
will not receive HIF funding due to the delivery risks stemming from the complex land assembly 
needed for the scheme. The bid also does not demonstrate sufficient value for money for the 
taxpayer, as the extra housing had the potential to create increased congestion on local roads, 
without clear mitigations, which outweighed the other benefits of the bid.  
  

I appreciate this is not the outcome you will have hoped for. However, we believe the case 
would benefit from further development, including whether there are other transport 
improvements that would help mitigate against the increased congestion.   
  
As set out in its manifesto, the Government will introduce a Single Housing Infrastructure Fund 
(SHIF) to provide the infrastructure needed to support new homes. We will set out further 
details in due course and work with you to explore what’s possible.   
 
  



Should your team wish to discuss the HIF feedback in more detail and to discuss any 
opportunities to support the council’s wider housing plans, please contact me on 

 and my team will make the necessary arrangements.    
 
Yours sincerely, 

Emran Mian 
Director General, Decentralisation and Growth 
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