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1. Introduction 

1.1 This Hearing Statement has been prepared on behalf of Legal & General (L&G) in response to the 

matters, issues and questions identified by the Inspector in respect of the draft Development 

Management Plan and specifically the designation of L&G’s former headquarters in Kingswood 

(the Site). 

Legal and General 

1.2 L&G has a long and successful history in Kingswood. First as a temporary home during World War II; 

then its first permanent offices built in the 1950s; and which were subsequently demolished to make 

way for the current headquarters campus on the Site built in the 1980s. 

1.3 The offices on the Site closed in December 2017, with L&G’s operations relocating to London and 

Brighton. High running costs, lack of demand and inflexible design mean that the office buildings 

on the Site are obsolete and no longer viable as a commercial operation. 

1.4 As the Site has now closed, L&G is considering options for the future of the Site and has identified a 

significant demand for new housing. A residential led development on the Site would help towards 

meeting the identified need for new homes on a previously developed site and, at the same time, 

reduce development pressures on greenfield sites elsewhere in the borough. 

Previously developed site 

1.5 The Site covers an area of over 45 acres and comprises a large office complex, including: a main 

office building (275,000 sq. ft); a former Edwardian boarding school; several ancillary buildings; and 

extensive car parking for over 1,500 vehicles. Full details and photographs of the Site are included 

in our January 2018 representations. 

1.6 Given the extensive development that exists on the Site, the Council has, in our opinion, incorrectly 

included it as part of the wider Green Belt. Looking at the Green Belt afresh, as required by the Core 

Strategy Inspector, the Site does not meet the purposes of the Green Belt set out in the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).   
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2. Matter 4 Green Belt Review 

4a) 4. Does the DMP clearly identify and demonstrate the exceptional circumstances necessary to 

justify amending the Green Belt boundaries and releasing land from the Green Belt? 

2.1 The 2014 Core Strategy examined fully all other reasonable options for meeting RBBC’s identified 

need for development and the Inspector concluded that exceptional circumstances exist to justify 

changes to Green Belt boundaries.   

2.2 Paragraph 68 of the Core Strategy Inspector Report states: 

“The RBCS seeks to prioritise and maximise housing provision within the urban areas, then to 

make appropriate use of greenfield land outside the Green Belt, and then to facilitate the 

highest level of development of Green Belt land which satisfies the exceptional 

circumstances test of national policy. Roughly three-quarters of the minimum 6,900 

dwellings would cater for changes to the existing population, with one quarter providing for 

in-migration. A shortfall of over 2,000 dwellings against the full objectively assessed housing 

needs would remain but given the environmental and other constraints across the borough, 

it is not possible to meet this shortfall sustainably without conflict with the other aims of the 

Framework. Furthermore, no nearby authority is currently prepared to take any of the unmet 

need. In light of compelling evidence that the Council has done all it can at present to 

meet its housing needs, the scale and broad location of housing provision in the RBCS is 

sound.” 

2.3 Since 2014, RBBC’s housing needs have increased further, placing greater pressure on the need to 

adjust Green Belt boundaries to meet RBBC’s development needs. 

2.4 Paragraph 136 of the NPPF states: 

“Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered where exceptional 

circumstances are fully evidenced and justified, through the preparation or updating of 

plans. Strategic policies should establish the need for any changes to Green Belt 

boundaries, having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so they can 

endure beyond the plan period. Where a need for changes to Green Belt, boundaries has 

been established through strategic policies, detailed amendments to those boundaries may 

be made through non-strategic policies, including neighbourhood plans. “ 

2.5 The DMP is an appropriate non-strategic policy document to amend Green Belt boundaries. 

2.6 Paragraph 137 of the NPPF goes on to say: 

“Before concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to justify changes to Green Belt 

boundaries, the strategic policy-making authority should be able to demonstrate that it has 
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examined fully all other reasonable options for meeting its identified need for development. 

This will be assessed through the examination of its strategic policies, which will take into 

account the preceding paragraph, and whether the strategy:  

a) makes as much use as possible of suitable brownfield sites and underutilised land;  

b) optimises the density of development in line with the policies in chapter 11 of this 

Framework, including whether policies promote a significant uplift in minimum density 

standards in town and city centres and other locations well served by public transport; and  

c) has been informed by discussions with neighbouring authorities about whether they could 

accommodate some of the identified need for development, as demonstrated through the 

statement of common ground”.  

2.7 The DMP should make use of potential suitable brownfield sites and underutilised land before non-

developed Green Belt land is released for development.  This should include the former L&G 

Headquarters in Kingswood, which has become vacant since the Core Strategy was adopted in 

2014.   

4b) 5. Is this policy effective, justified and consistent with national policy? 

2.8 Part 2 of Policy NHE5 is not consistent with NPPF paragraph 145.  A departure from established Green 

Belt principles of national planning policy is not justified.  The draft policy should be reworded to 

match the language of the NPPF for consistency.  Recommended amendments are detailed in our 

January 2018 representations. 

2.9 The Site should also be included in Policy NHE5 as a minor change required to the Green Belt 

boundary to address anomalies included on the Proposals Map. 

4b) 7. On what basis have the revised boundaries been defined? 

2.10 A requirement of the 2014 Core Strategy1 is for the Council to identify where existing Green Belt 

boundaries can be revised to align with clear physical features without compromising the essential 

characteristics of the Green Belt.   

2.11 The former L&G headquarters in Kingswood is occupied by a vacant 275,000 sq. ft office building 

with gymnasium and swimming pool, St Monica’s building, ground keeper’s building and car 

parking for over 1,500 vehicles.  The photographs below give an indication of the scale of 

development currently on the Site. 

  

                                                      
1 Recommended by the Core Strategy Inspector (Main Modification no.5, Inspector Report page 31).   
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Fig.1 St Monica’s with car parking in foreground 

 

Fig.2 Entrance to subterranean servicing  
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Fig.3 View east across car park to L&G House 

 

Fig.4 View east across car park to L&G House 
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Fig.5 View north to ground keepers building 

 

Fig.6 Car park  
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Fig.7 View south to L&G House 

 

Fig.8 Car park with new proposed defensible Green Belt boundary in the distance 
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Fig.9 Car parking and St Monica’s in the distance 

2.12 The vacant office complex was built in the 1980s, but the Site was first developed out in the 1950s.   

The built development you can see on the Site today is not reflected on the Local Plan Proposals 

Plan, which has not been updated for decades.  It would be wrong and inconsistent with national 

planning policy for this situation to continue.   

2.13 The Site does not fulfil any of the five purposes of the Green Belt: 

• The Site does not check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas.  The Site is already 

developed, which happened a long time ago.  The revised Green Belt boundary proposed by 

L&G, along an existing line of trees and public footpath, would create a robust and defensible 

boundary that would endure.  The proposed boundary would align with clear and strong 

physical features which is one of the main reasons for undertaking the Green Belt Review2. 

• The Site is not needed to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another.  The Site 

is already developed and Chipstead to the east is over 5km from Kingswood.  

• The Site does not assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment as it is already 

developed.  Indeed, continuing to wrongly designate the Site Green Belt means that the Council 

is forced to release previously undeveloped Green Belt for development elsewhere in the 

borough, which will encroach on the Countryside. 

                                                      
2 Paragraph 1.2, bullet 2 of RBBC Green Belt Review, June 2016. 
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• The Site does not preserve the setting and special character of historic towns.  This purpose of 

the Green Belt is not relevant to Kingswood. 

• Retaining the Site in the Green Belt will not assist in urban regeneration.  In fact, it will have the 

opposite effect.  The Site is previously developed and is vacant.  The Council has acknowledged 

that exceptional circumstances exist to release land from the Green Belt elsewhere in the 

borough and is proposing to release undeveloped Green Belt land for housing.  In accordance 

with paragraph 137 of the NPPF brownfield sites and underutilised land should be used to meet 

development needs before previously undeveloped Green Belt land. 

2.14 NPPF Paragraph 139 states: 

“When defining Green Belt boundaries, plans should: 

a) ensure consistency with the development plan’s strategy for meeting identified 

requirements for sustainable development;  

b) not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open;  

… 

e) be able to demonstrate that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end 

of the plan period; and  

f) define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely 

to be permanent.” 

2.15 There is a pressing need for suitable land for housing in Reigate and Banstead.  The Site is previously 

developed and there is no need for it to be kept permanently open (because it is already 

developed).  If the Council does not take the opportunity to fix this anomaly now as part of the 

current Green Belt review, then there is every possibility they would need to at the end of the plan 

period, if not before.  The proposed Green Belt boundary identified by L&G is based on a clear 

existing line of trees and public footpath that could create a robust and defensible boundary for 

the future (see fig.8). 

2.16 The Green Belt boundary proposed by L&G also provides the potential to enhance the beneficial 

use of the Green Belt beyond, which is currently private playing fields, which could be opened up 

to provide public access and amenity space, opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation and 

improved biodiversity.  This is an area of approximately 6.47ha that could be linked up to existing 

and extended public footpaths to improve the quality of the links between Kingswood and Burgh 

Heath and would contribute to the wider green network particularly the Millennium Trail which runs 

adjacent to the playing fields. 
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