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Matters Statement  
 

Our ref     13295/02 

Date     October 2018  

On behalf of Berkeley Strategic Land Limited  

  

 Matter 4: Green Belt Review 

ISSUE: Is there a need to review the Green Belt in the borough and is 
the approach taken justified, effective and consistent with national 
policy in the NPPF. 

4a) General approach 

1. Is the Green Belt review consistent with national policy in the NPPF and 

PPG’s and with the policies in the Core Strategy? 

1.1 Yes, the Council’s Green Belt review is consistent with both national policy1 and the Core 

Strategy.  

1.2 In the first instance, the principle of the need to review the Green Belt as well as the existence of 

exceptional circumstances were thoroughly scrutinised during the Core Strategy examination. 

The Core Strategy (adopted July 2014) confirms (paragraph 5.3.3):  

‘‘In developing the Core Strategy, we have concluded (on the basis of existing evidence) that 

sustainable urban extensions to deliver the housing target in policy CS13 will be required. In 

exceptional circumstances limited areas of land may be removed from the Green Belt for this 

purpose and allocated for development through the plan making process.’’ 

1.3 The Green Belt Review (October 2017)2 is consistent with the requirements a-d as set out in 

Policy CS3 (Green Belt) of the Core Strategy: consideration of the purposes of the Green Belt are 

included at ‘Part 1 Task 1’; existing boundary anomalies are addressed at ‘Part 2’; a review of 

washed over villages/inset areas is provided at Part 3; and, each parcel assessment3 assesses the 

extent to which amendments would ensure clearly defined reasonable boundaries. 

1.4 In line with NPPF (para.83), CS3 establishes that Green Belt boundaries should only be altered 

in exceptional circumstances, the Core Strategy states (para.5.3.2):  

 ‘‘…In exceptional circumstances limited areas of land may be removed from the Green Belt for 

this purpose and allocated for development through the plan making process. As set out in 

policy CS3, the exceptional circumstances test will include consideration of the need for 

development, the suitability and availability of sites to accommodate that development, and 

will require demonstration that removal of land will result in no or limited conflict with the 

purposes and integrity of the Green Belt.’’  

                                                             
1 Given the Plan was submitted prior to 24th January 2019 it should be examined against the 2012 NPPF 
under the transitional arrangements of para 214 of the Revised NPPF (2018). All references to national policy 
therefore relate to the 2012 NPPF and the planning practice guidance prepared pursuant to it.  
2 SD33. 
3 SD33(a). 
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1.5 It is set out in Berkeley’s response to Q4 below that the Council has clearly identified and 

demonstrated the exceptional circumstances necessary to justify releasing land from the Green 

Belt, in accordance with both local and national planning policy. This includes recognising a 

shortfall of at least 631 homes, assessing that releasing land from the Green Belt represents the 

significantly more sustainable option for the Borough and that the removal of SUEs would not 

conflict with the purposes/integrity of the Green Belt.   

1.6 Overall, the Council’s assessment accords with both national and local policy in assessing and 

concluding that exceptional circumstances exist for releasing land from the Green Belt for SUEs, 

including ERM1. The evidence document presents no justification for why development should 

be stalled at the SUE sites. Berkeley entirely supports this conclusion; the Borough needs a DMP 

which provides it with the ability to meet its extensive unmet need as well as respond to the 

anticipated rapid change to its 5YHLS position from next year4. It is clear that the Council needs 

to release land on the scale which the SUEs provide, now, so that it can ensure the revised Green 

Belt Boundaries have endurance in the long term and beyond the plan period (NPPF para.83).  

2.Is the methodology and the basis for assessing, selecting and rejecting 

sites appropriate, objective, consistent, and justified with robust evidence? 

1.7 Berkeley strongly supports the Council’s review5  of site ERM1 to be sustainable site for 

development now. Appendix 16 includes the ERM1 parcel assessment which concludes that the 

site has a relatively low overall priority for protection, scoring ‘3’ (4 equating to the lowest and 1 

the highest). In particular, the land parcel is identified as having strong, defensible boundaries 

meaning that its development would have a limited impact on urban sprawl.  

1.8 However, as set out in Berkeley’s response to the Regulation 19 consultation, the extent of the 

land parcel assessed in ERM1 is such that different areas of the land parcel could themselves 

perform differently in Green Belt terms. This was not considered in the Council’s methodology. 

1.9 In addition, Berkeley maintains that7 it has two principle concerns around the Green Belt review 

methodology in respect of the Green Belt purposes of ERM1. These relate to:  

1 Purpose 2, to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another - The 

Green Belt review concludes that ERM1 is of ‘moderate importance’ as development would 

reduce the gap between Redhill and Nutfield/South Nutfield. There are two problems with 

this analysis: 

a Nutfield/South Nutfield is not a town but a village. Green Belt policy is intended to 

relate to ‘towns’ not small settlements. This purpose does not apply in this instance. 

b A simple straight line measurement is too crude a method of assessment. Development 

on this site would sit within a wooded landscape framework which clearly prevents 

coalescence even were such a factor to relate to small scale settlements. This approach 

is not consistent with PAS Guidance8 on Green Belt, which specifically references that 

the separation of small settlements ‘…will be different for each case. A ‘scale rule’ 

approach should be avoided…’  

                                                             
4 See response to M5. 
5 Green Belt Review (October 2017). 
6 SD33(a). 
7 Berkeley raised these concerns at the previous stage of consultation in its representations to Regulation 18 
DMP and within its representations to Regulation 19 DMP (Section 4.0).  
8 Planning Advisory Service: Planning on the Doorstep: The Big Issues – Green Belt. 
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2 Purpose 3, safeguarding the countryside from encroachment – The following 

assessment is made:  

“The openness of the parcel is not particularly appreciable externally at a local or 

landscape scale due to the density of woodland cover and overall visual strength of the 

boundaries. The topography of the site is such that it is a constraint to any encroachment 

as it would physically contain the development and somewhat distinguishes the parcel 

from the surrounding countryside”. 

The northern part of the site is not unduly constrained by topography and is enclosed by 

dense woodland, both of which help avoid visual encroachment. Furthermore, Berkeley 

intends to retain and enhance the Ancient Woodland and other significant woodland on site 

as a landscape framework that would be reflected by any Green Belt boundary amendment 

in the event of the release of the site; as such the dense woodland cover of the site could 

continue to be maintained. A scheme which is framed by woodland could not accommodate 

further extensions, therefore it cannot be concluded that this self-contained parcel would 

encroach on the countryside to any significant degree. There is an inevitable limit to 

development in this location, which would not give rise to concerns that it opens the door 

for further encroachment into the countryside. 

1.10 In light of the above, there is no justification for concluding that the ERM1 site is of ‘moderate 

importance’ to either Green Belt purpose 2 or 3. The score for both should be downgraded to 

being of ‘lower importance’. This would identify ERM1 to have an overall score of ‘4’ (the lowest 

priority for protection) and identify to be the best scoring of the assessed sites for development 

at East Redhill and East Merstham within regards to Green Belt purposes.  

3.Have all reasonable and realistic alternative sites been considered and 

given full reasons for selection/rejection? 

1.11 The Council has considered other reasonable and realistic alternative sites, as far as is required 

by National Policy.  

1.12 The Regulation 18 Sustainability Appraisal (SA) assessed a wide range of potential site 

allocations; the assessment appraised urban development sites as well as the ‘long list’ of 

potential SUE sites9 to inform the identification a shortlist of possible development sites. 

Further detail regarding shortlisting process is set out in the SUE site appraisal Technical 

Report.  

1.13 Following this consultation; a new scoping report was produced to evaluate the environmental, 

economic, and social issues in the Borough. The Regulation 18 scoping report informed the 

production of a further SA (October 2017) as supporting evidence for the current Regulation 19 

consultation.  No additional options emerged for site allocations for SUEs since the regulation 

18 stage; however, to ensure consistency of approach, the current SA10  re-evaluated all the sites 

in a number of areas across the District. The evaluation also included alternative options that 

were not included at the Regulation 18 stage (an additional 29 suitable sites which had emerged 

since through the HELAA (updated May 2018), which determines the suitability, availability 

and achievability of land. The Council’s evidence base, supporting the different stages of 

development of the DMP identifies the Council has soundly considered and assessed other 

reasonable sites and spatial options.   

                                                             
9 See table 11, Appendix F of Regulation 18 SA. 
10 Reigate and Banstead Sustainability Appraisal (October 2017). 
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1.14 Notwithstanding the above, it should be noted that the NPPF is clear that ‘‘exceptional 

circumstances’’ are required for any revision of Green Belt boundaries (para. 83), and, para.85 

clearly sets out how LPAs should seek to (re)define Green Belt boundaries. Paragraph 84 

highlights that ‘‘when drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning 

authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development…’’ 

However, there is nothing in the NPPF which indicates that the alteration of Green Belt 

boundaries should be considered after all other reasonable options for development have been 

fully examined, i.e. for it to be a ‘last resort’ as Q3 might conceivably be read to infer. The High 

Court Judgement in respect of I.M. Properties v Lichfield District Council (2014)21 clarifies 

application of this policy: 

‘‘… it can be seen that there is no test that green belt land is to be released as a last resort. It is 

an exercise of planning judgment as to whether exceptional circumstances necessitating 

revision have been demonstrated.’’ 

1.15 Therefore, although once a Green Belt has been established and approved, it requires more than 

general planning concepts to justify an alteration, the Council is not required to have fully 

examined all other reasonable development options before considering altering the Green Belt 

(in line with national policy) to ensure housing need is met. For example, as the Council has 

soundly demonstrated that meeting its unmet housing needs on SUEs represents a highly 

sustainable strategy, given locational quality of the sites, the constrained nature of the Borough 

and the scale of need (and indeed unmet need), it is not necessary to demonstrate that all non-

Green Belt sites around Reigate and Banstead have been rejected as not suitable for 

development.  

1.16 The Council has clearly evidenced how reasonable and realistic alternative sites were considered 

and given full reasons for selection/rejection and the approach taken aligns with the 

expectations of national policy.  

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? 

1.17 Yes, part 4 of the Council’s evidence11 considers whether there are ‘exceptional circumstances’ 

(NPPF para.83) and applies this to recommending alterations to the Council’s Green Belt. This 

builds on the SUE Stage 2 Technical Report which recommends that parcels, including EMR1 be 

considered for allocation as SUEs. Berkeley’s representations to the Regulation 19 consultation12 

draw these conclusions out in full. In summary, the evidence base concludes:  

1 There is an overriding need for housing development – The Green Belt Review 

recognises that, the Council is planning for significantly lower housing (target of 460dpa), 

compared to its OAN of 600-640dpa. The Review references the 2016 SHLAA Addendum, 

which identifies a shortfall of 631 housing units for the remaining plan period (April 2021 – 

March 2027). Given this overriding need for housing development in the borough it is 

concluded that:  

‘‘There is an overriding need to identify land suitable for urban extensions providing at 

least 631 new dwellings, and preferably somewhat more…this means it is possible that 

                                                             
11 Green Belt Review (October 2017) [SD33]. 
12 Section 4.0. 



 

 

Pg 5/7 Lichfields.uk 
16401134v3 
 

there are exceptional circumstances for altering the Green Belt if the other criteria are 

met’’ (emphasis added). 

As set out in Berkeley’s response to Matter 5; the Borough could expect a rapid change in 

5YHLS due to the introduction of the standard method next year. This provides greater 

basis for the exceptional circumstance of need.  

2 Green Belt release is significantly more sustainable – The Council acknowledge 

that, although it would be theoretically possible to accommodate development on land 

outside the Green Belt on land around Horley, only 4 out of 17 of the parcels were found not 

to have severe constraints. In comparison, an assessment of possible SUE sites within the 

Green Belt identified 9 out of 14 sustainable locations for housing development, including 

ERM1. The evidence provides further justification for exceptional circumstances, and 

concludes:  

‘‘The development can possibly be accommodated on land outside the Green Belt; 

however, Development partially within the Green Belt would be a significantly more 

sustainable option than development wholly outside the Green Belt’’ (emphasis added). 

3 ‘‘The proposed removal would not seriously conflict with the purposes or 

integrity of the Green Belt’’- this conclusion is evidenced in the parcel assessment of 

site ERM1, as well as assessments of sites ERM2-5, SSW6, 7 and 9.  

1.18 Overall, the Council conclude (para. 6.32) with clear justification, that ‘‘there are exceptional 

circumstances for removing land from the Green Belt for the recommended urban extensions’’. 

This includes for Berkeley’s site at ERM1 which the review determines to be sustainable site for 

development now. Berkeley are in strong support of this conclusion.  

4b) Green Belt Policies 

Policy NHE5 - Development within the Green Belt 

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

1.19 Berkeley supports the principle of policy NHE5 in that it sets out the intention to amend the 

Green Belt Boundary through the plan, this includes part ‘7’13 : 

‘‘Sites at the edge of urban areas are removed from Green Belt to enable provision of Reserve 

Sustainable Urban Extensions in accordance with Policy MLS1’’  

1.20 As set out in response to Q1 above, the Council’s evidence behind amending the Green Belt to 

release SUEs is clearly consistent, justified and effective in terms of both national policy and 

adopted Core Strategy policy.  

1.21 However, Berkeley strongly objects to the reference to the SUEs as being only ‘Reserve’. 

Berkeley has consistently set out its justification for this objection throughout the DMP stages of 

consultation14. Principally, Berkeley considers that delivery of the SUEs to the East of Redhill 

should be accelerated and there is no justification for not releasing the site to help address 

unmet housing needs. Land at Hillsbrow (ERM1) is suitable for development, performs best in 

terms of least contribution to Green Belt purposes, has no ‘showstopper’ constraints to delivery, 

                                                             
13  Minor Modifications Track Change DPD. 
14 Berkeley Strategic response to Regulation 18 and 19 consultations. 
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and can provide the necessary mitigation and infrastructure for sustainable development – the 

site should be allocated and released for development now15.  

6. Does the DMP clearly demonstrate the exceptional circumstances 
necessary to justify the minor changes to Green Belt boundaries and 
washed over villages? 

1.22 See Q3 above; the Council has demonstrated exceptional circumstances to justify amending the 

Green Belt boundaries.  

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

1.23 The principle of the need to review the Green Belt boundary, as well as the existence of 

exceptional circumstances were thoroughly assessed and established through the examination 

and subsequent adoption of the Core Strategy in July 2014.    

1.24 The Council’s Green Belt review (October 2017) resolves to amend Green Belt boundaries, 

principally, through removing SUEs. The study builds on the Council’s previous review of its 

Green Belt published as evidence base in June 2016. As set out above (Q1), the Council’s basis 

for this decision has been clearly based on meeting identified requirements for sustainable 

development at both the local and national level (NPPF, para.85, bullet point 1).  

1.25 The Council has clearly justified the need for revising the Green Belt boundaries to release the 

SUEs; this is required to enable the Council to meet extensive unmet need for the DMP plan 

period16. Berkeley’s response to Matter 5 also details how the Borough could expect a rapid 

change to its 5YHLS position from next year; the Council need to plan proactively for this. It 

follows that releasing the SUEs from the Green Belt will prevent the Council from needing to 

alter its Green Belt boundaries at the end of the plan period (NPPF, para.85, bullet point 5).  

1.26 The NPPF (para.85, bullet point 6) further requires that, when defining Green Belt boundaries, 

plans should: ‘define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable 

and likely to be permanent’. Task 2 of the Reigate and Banstead Green Belt Review assesses 

each land parcel, including ERM1 against each individual purpose of the Green Belt17. The 

boundaries of each parcel are assessed under ‘Purpose 1: To check unrestricted sprawl of large 

built up areas’. The following conclusion is drawn for ERM1:   

‘‘The existing boundary of the Green Belt in this location is relatively strong as it is formed by a 

well-established settlement edge. The boundaries of the parcel are however, also 

predominantly strong: bounded by Philanthropic Road to the south and Redstone Hill Road to 

north. To the east there is a strong boundary of dense hedgerow and mature woodland some 

of which is ancient woodland. The strongest boundary would be formed by using the mature 

woodland and topography, and excluding the more open field in the south east of the parcel. 

Overall, the boundaries of the parcel are considered to be strong.’’ 

1.27 On this basis, ERM1 was given the score of ‘lower importance to Green Belt’. Berkeley supports 

this conclusion; the Council has provided clear justification behind its physical definition of 

revised green belt boundaries.  

1.28 In summary, the Council provide a sound basis for redefining the Green Belt Boundaries to 

release the SUEs as well as a sound basis for the position of these boundaries. The Green Belt 

                                                             
15 As expanded on in more detail in Berkeley’s response to Matters 5 and 9. 
16 See Matter 5. 
17 Appendix 1, Regulation 19 Green Belt Review (October 2017). 
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evidence presents no justification for why development should be stalled at the SUE sites; land 

on this scale is clearly required to meet the needs of the Borough for the plan period and so the 

SUE sites, including Berkeley’s site ERM1, should be released for development now. 


