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1. Introduction 
 

 

1.1. This Examination Statement is submitted on behalf of Miller Homes and Thakeham Homes in response to 

the Inspector’s questions in relation to Matter 4 Green Belt Review in the Examination of the Reigate and 

Banstead Borough Council (“RBBC”) Development Management Plan (“DMP”). These developers have 

option agreements on the Land at Sandcross Lane, South Park, Reigate (“the Site”), which is allocated as 

a Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE) in Policy SSW2. A Location Plan is provided at Appendix 1. 

1.2. This Statement responds to the Inspector’s Questions and follows representations submitted in October 

2016 to the Regulation 18 stage and in February 2018 to the Regulation 19 consultation of the DMP. 
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2.  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 

Q1.  Is the Green Belt Review consistent with National Policy in the NPPF and PPG’s and with the 

policies in the Core Strategy? 

2.1. Yes.  

2.2. When considering Matter 1, the Inspector will have to consider whether the DMP satisfies the 

requirements of Regulations under Section 17(7) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 

(“PCPA 2004”) and any Regulations under Section 36 PCPA 2004 relating to the preparation of 

development plan documents. Those Regulations include Regulation 8 of the Town and Country Planning 

(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (“the 2012 Regulations”). 

2.3. Regulation 8 of the 2012 Regulations provides: 

(4) Subject to paragraph (5), the policies contained in a local plan must be consistent with the 

adopted development plan; 

(5) Where a local plan contains a policy that is intended to supersede another policy in the  

adopted development plan, it must state that fact and identify the superseded policy.  

2.4. The DMP policies relating to the Green Belt (“GB”) and other matters including housing,  are not intended 

to supersede the policies in the Core Strategy (“CS”), and therefore must be consistent with the CS. 

2.5. The Core Strategy (CS) Policy CS3(4) states that the Council will undertake a Green Belt Review to 

inform the DMP, that will consider the sites in relation to the purposes of the Green Belt to inform the 

identification of land for Sustainable Urban Extensions (SUEs) within the broad areas of search identified 

in CS Policy CS6(3). 

2.6. CS Policy CS3(5) goes onto state that “in accordance with (3) and (4) above the provisions and 

considerations set out in policies CS6, CS10 and CS16, land required for development will be removed 

from the Green Belt and allocated through the DMP”. 
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2.7. The decision to remove land from the GB was taken in the CS. CS Policy CS3 states that land required 

for development will be removed from the GB and allocated through the DMP.   

2.8. CS6(3) states: 

3. The Council will also allocate land beyond the current urban area for sustainable urban 

extensions, based on an assessment of the potential within the following broad areas of 

search (in order of priority). 

 

2.9. In order to be consistent with the CS, the DMP must allocate land beyond the urban area for sustainable 

urban extensions (“SUE”), and such SUEs must be in the broad areas of search identified in CS6(3). If 

the DMP did not follow the approach set out in CS3 and CS6 it would not be consistent with the CS, and 

the Inspector would have to find that the legal requirements were not complied with.  

2.10. In accordance with CS Policy CS3(4) the DMP is supported by the Green Belt Review (GBR) (October 

2017).  The GBR assesses each individual parcel against the five Green Belt purposes set out in the 

NPPF paragraph 80 (NPPF 2012).  

2.11. When examining the CS, the Inspector assessed the RBBC strategy against the NPPF. The GBR is 

consistent with the CS and assesses each of the aspects listed at CS3(4).  

2.12. In relation to the detailed points regarding defining boundaries, the GBR assesses the impact of the 

amendments in relation to NPPF paragraph 85, ensuring that boundaries are clearly defined and readily 

recognisable, being capable of enduring beyond the plan period. 

2.13. In summary: 

 The Green Belt Review is consistent with both National policies and the adopted Core 

Strategy 

 

Q2.  Is the methodology and the basis for assessing, selecting and rejecting sites appropriate, 

objective, consistent, and justified with robust evidence? 

2.14. Given this Statement is made in respect of Sandcross Lane, Reigate (ref: SSW2), this answer relates 

solely to the method for assessing SUEs.   

2.15. Yes. In relation to the SUEs, the CS Policy CS6(3) states that the Council will “allocate land beyond the 
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urban areas for sustainable urban extensions, based on an assessment of the potential within the 

following broad areas of search (in priority order): 

a) Countryside beyond the Green Belt adjoining urban area of Horley 

b) East of Redhill and East of Merstham 

c) South and South West of Reigate 

2.16. CS Policies CS8 Area 1, Area 2a, Area 2b and Area 3 contain the amount of housing to be delivered from 

SUEs.  This reflects the Inspector’s Report that found that constraints exist at Horley and hence the 

Council’s decision to limit additional urban extensions at Horley to up to 200 dwellings. 

2.17. The Inspector’s Report on the CS confirmed that “given the limited capacity of suitable and deliverable 

greenfield land outside the Green Belt, the only option available within the borough to meet the built of the 

housing shortfall is land currently in the Green Belt” (paragraph 46).  

2.18. It is important to note that the principle of release of land from the Green Belt is predetermined in the CS 

through Policy CS3(5) which identifies that land required for development will be removed from the Green 

Belt and allocated through the DMP. The above CS policies form the strategy for the selection of SUEs 

sites within the DMP. 

2.19. The land parcels within the broad areas of search have been assessed and reviewed by RBBC in several 

technical documents, notably: 

 Development Management Plan (Regulation 19) Green Belt Review 2017; 

 Development Management Plan (Regulation 19) Sustainable Urban Extensions (Stage 2) 

 Site Specific Technical Report 2016. 

2.20. The supporting text in relation to CS Policy CS6 also identifies that sites identified in the DMP will be the 

subject to Sustainability Appraisal (paragraph 6.2.10).  

2.21. Taking each of these documents in turn.  

 

Sustainable Urban Extensions Site Specific Technical Report (2016) 

 

2.22. The report sets out the method for defining the 33 land parcels within the broad areas of search. Table 4 

contains the opportunities and constraints that were considered. Tables 7 and 8 set out the clear 

justification for shortlisting sites: 
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 Whether site is sequentially preferable 

 A review against Green Belt purposes 

 Constraints and opportunities 

 Conclusion from Sustainability Appraisal 

 

2.23. The Matter 9 Hearing Statement confirms that the matters for further consideration in Table 8 in relation 

to SSW2 have been considered and the proposals address each of the matters raised. 

 

Green Belt Review 2017 

 

2.24. The Green Belt Review assesses the land parcels in each of the broad areas of search against the five 

purposes of the Green Belt. Based on this assessment sites were ranked in terms of their priority for 

protection as part of the Green Belt, from 1 (highest priority for protection) to 5 (lowest priority for 

protection).  The SUEs in Table 6 are identified as the lowest priority for protection (including SSW2 

which was within the lowest category), except SSW6 which was assessed on the basis of a larger site.  

 

Sustainability Appraisal 

 

2.25. The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Report (October 2017; Updated May 2018) contains the assessment of 

alternatives, and demonstrates it is the most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable 

alternatives (i.e. is justified). 

2.26. In summary: 

 The SA and evidence base documents demonstrate that the method and process for 

selecting sites is justified in accordance with the NPPF paragraph 182 and consistent with 

the CS.  

 

Q3.  Have all reasonable and realistic alternative sites been considered and given full reasons for 

selection/rejection? 

2.27. Similarly to Question 2 above, this Statement refers solely to SUEs.  

2.28. It is important to note that, in order for the DMP to be consistent with the CS, the broad areas for search 

must be those identified in CS6(3). Consideration of alternative areas of search to those areas would not 
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be reasonable alternatives, and consideration of other alternatives (unless required in addition to the 

identified areas of search) would not be consistent with the CS.  

2.29. The accompanying evidence base documents, as identified in Question 2 above, demonstrate that land 

parcels within the broad areas specified in CS policy CS6(3) have been assessed in respect of 

opportunities and constraints, flood matters, sustainability appraisal and assessment of their Green Belt 

value. The findings are set out in Table 7 and 8 of the DMP Sustainable Urban Extensions (Stage 2) Site 

Specific Technical Report. There is clear reasoning and justification behind which sites were shortlisted in 

these two tables.  

2.30. In summary: 

 CS policy CS6(3) contains the strategy for the SUEs which the DMP must adhere 

 too. The broad areas of search have been split into 33 land parcels, which have  

 been assessed, with clear justification provided for selection/rejection.  

 

Q4.  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? 

2.31. The DMP needs to be consistent with the CS (Regulation 8 of the Town and Country Planning (Local 

Planning) (England) Regulations 2012). The CS policy CS3(5) states that “In accordance with (3) and (4) 

above and the provisions and considerations set out in policies CS6, CS10 and CS16, land required for 

development will be removed from the Green Belt and allocated through the DMP”. Therefore CS policy 

CS3 confirms that amendments will be made to Green Belt boundaries in the DMP, thus it needs to be 

completed within the DMP. 

2.32. The Inspector’s Report into the CS, confirmed that at a strategic level, sites within South and South-West 

Reigate fully comply with the criteria of the Framework and exhibit the exceptional circumstances 

necessary. 

2.33. The justification for the release of the Site itself is contained within the Green Belt Review (2017). As 

identified above, this document assesses the sites in relation to the 5 purposes. Section 6 sets out the 

exceptional circumstances test. Notably in respect of the exceptional circumstances the report confirms: 
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 Without permitting housing development outside the existing urban areas RBBC is unlikely 

 to meet the housing requirement; 

 Neighbouring authorities have confirmed that they are unable to take any of RBBC’s unmet 

   housing need; 

 Urban extensions will contribute to affordable housing need; 

 Sites outside the Green Belt (surrounding Horley) have limited capacity due to constraints;  

 Therefore exceptional circumstances exist, albeit sites should not seriously conflict with the  

 purposes of the Green Belt – notably SSW2 was considered to be within the category of  

 least priority for protection. 

2.34. CS policy CS13(4) requires that SUEs “within the broad areas of search set out in policy CS6 will be 

released when such action is necessary to maintain a five year supply of specific deliverable sites…”. 

2.35. Table 14 of the Housing Trajectory Position at 30th June 2018 demonstrates that RBBC are unable to 

maintain a 5-year housing land supply without the inclusion of SUEs. 

2.36. Notably, as set out in our Matter 5 Statement, the Inspector examining the CS found that the Objectively 

Assessed Need for Housing (OAN) was between 600 – 640 dwellings per annum (dpa). The introduction 

of the standard method with a 40% cap of the CS figure is 644dpa, this rises to 759dpa (based upon 40% 

cap of 2016-household projections). Whilst it is understood the purpose of this Examination is not to re-

examine the housing requirement, it does demonstrate the importance of allocating sufficient land to 

ensure that the housing requirement is met. 

2.37. In addition to meeting conventional housing need, Sandcross Lane also provides for 3 gypsy and traveller 

(G&T) pitches. The Traveller Site Land Availability Assessment (TSLAA, 2017) identifies the need for 28 

pitches for travellers and 5 plots for travelling showpeople. The DMP confirms that to accommodate this 

future need, pitches will be provided on SUEs over 70 units. 

2.38. Sandcross Lane also provides land for a health facility. As set out within our Matter 9 Statement there is a 

need for this health facility in the local area, with only one GP surgery locally that is oversubscribed. The 

new surgery will have the potential to alleviate pressure on the existing service. Notably, given the size of 

other proposed sites in Reigate, Sandcross Lane is the only site that provides this opportunity. 

2.39. These two aspects provide further exceptional circumstances for the release of Sandcross Lane from the 

Green Belt. Further details in respect of the exceptional circumstances for SSW2 are set out in our Matter 
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9 Statement (Question 5). 

2.40. In summary: 

 The DMP must be consistent with the CS. The CS predetermines the release of  

 Green Belt land required for development.  

 The Inspector in the examination of the CS, confirmed the presence of exceptional  

 circumstances at South and South- West Reigate. 

 Section 6 of the Green Belt Review confirms the existence of exceptional  

 circumstances in respect of the individual SUE sites.  

 The Housing Trajectory Position Statement (30th June 2018) confirms the need for  

 SUEs to maintain a rolling 5-year housing land supply (need for development). 

 The SUEs provide the plan with flexibility that is vital given that the housing  

 requirement in the CS is some way short of addressing either the OAN or standard  

 method figures. 

 The delivery of land for the health facility and G & T pitches on SSW2 also provides  

 for further exceptional circumstances, in addition to helping to meet conventional  

 housing need. 

 

4B) Green Belt Policies 

 

Policy NHE5 – Development within the Green Belt 

Q4.  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? 

2.41. As set out above, the DMP must be consistent with the CS, notably policy CS3 in respect of the Green 

Belt.  

2.42. Policy CS3(4) confirms that the Council will undertake a Green Belt Review to inform the DMP and 

Policies Map, which will include: 

 “Consideration of the purposes of the Green Belt to inform the identification of land for  

 sustainable urban extensions within the broad areas of search identified in policy CS6 

 Addressing existing boundary anomalies throughout the borough 
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 Reviewing washed over villages and areas of land inset within or currently beyond the  

 Green Belt throughout the borough 

 Ensuring clearly defined and readily recognisable boundaries which are likely to be  

 permanent and are capable of enduring beyond the plan period”.  

2.43. In accordance with the above, RBBC have produced a Green Belt Review which assesses and justifies 

the approach taken in relation to the four points. 

2.44. In relation to SUEs, policy CS3(5) confirms that land required for development will be removed from the 

Green Belt and allocated through the DMP. In accordance with the CS, DMP Policy NHE5(7) confirms the 

removal of SUEs sites from the Green Belt. 

2.45. Essentially the DMP is consistent with the CS. The Inspector examining the CS confirmed that the 

approach is consistent with National Green Belt policy (with refinement during the Examination). The 

Inspector specifically states that “Through its subsequent work on housing need, land supply and SUEs, 

the Council established a clear need and framework for Green Belt releases and identified two medium 

size urban extensions which satisfy the sustainability and Green Belt objectives of National policy” 

(paragraph 62).  

2.46. Policy NHE5(7) refers to Reserve Sustainable Urban Extensions. That term is not defined. In order to 

ensure consistency with the CS and to achieve clarity it would be preferable to use the term ‘Sustainable 

Urban Extensions’ and to provide a definition which identifies the sites concerned, including the land at 

Sandcross Lane.    

2.47. In summary:  

Policy NHE5 is sound on basis of it being: 

 Effective - The policy ensures the CS and DMP are deliverable over the plan period  

 by removing and allocating SUEs required to meet CS policy CS13(4) of maintaining  

 a five year housing land supply of specific deliverable sites. 
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 Justified – Policy NHE5 must be consistent with the CS, which contains the strategy  

 for allocating sites (Policies CS6 and CS8). The Green Belt Review (2017) and  

 Sustainable Urban Extensions (Stage 2) Site Specific Technical Report (2017)  

 provides the justification that the sites are the most suitable and therefore is the  

 most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives. 

 Consistent with National policy –. The CS was examined against the 2012 NPPF (as  

 is the DMP). Policy NHE5 is consistent with the CS.  

 

Q6.  Does the DMP clearly demonstrate the exceptional circumstances necessary to justify the minor 

changes to green belt boundaries and washed over villages? 

2.48. Miller Homes and Thakeham Homes have no comment on this question. 

 

Q7.  On what basis have the revised boundaries been defined? 

2.49. The Green Belt Review Appendix 1 includes a review of the potential SUEs, and assesses how the 

revised boundaries would be defined and amended. In relation to Sandcross Lane (ref: SSW2), it notes 

that “the boundaries of the parcel are similarly strong, formed on all sides by public roads, mainly with 

dense hedgerow alongside”. 

2.50. Savills’ concur with the Green Belt Review. The site is bound to the south and west by Whitehall Lane, 

and Slipshatch Road. The newly defined Green Belt boundary in this location therefore uses physical 

features that are readily recognisable and that are permanent in accordance with NPPF paragraph 85.  

2.51. In summary: 

 The amended Green Belt boundaries, with the removal of SSW2, are defined by  

 physical features and therefore would be consistent with National policy. 

 

Policy NHE6 - Reuse and adaptation of buildings in the green belt and the rural 

surrounds of Horley. 

Q8. Is this policy effective, justified and consistent with national policy? Is it too restrictive? 

2.52. Miller Homes and Thakeham Homes have no comment on this question. 
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Q9. Is it appropriate and justified by the evidence that this policy should also apply to the Rural 

Surrounds of Horley, an area which is not designated as Green Belt? 

2.53. Miller Homes and Thakeham Homes have no comment on this question. 

 

4c) Policy NHE7 – Rural Surroundings of Horley 

 

Q10. Is this policy effective, justified and consistent with national policy?  

2.54. Miller Homes and Thakeham Homes have no comment on this question.  

 

Q11. Part 2 of the Policy relates to the creation of new dwellings. Is it clear what is meant by ‘limited 

circumstances’? Is the Policy consistent with paragraph 55 of the Framework and does it promote 

sustainable development in the countryside? 

2.55. Miller Homes and Thakeham Homes have no comment on this question. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Examination Statement – Matter 4 Green Belt Review 

Reigate and Banstead Development Management Plan 

 

 
   

Miller Homes and Thakeham Homes  October 2018  12 

3. Conclusions 
 

3.1. In light of the comments made in this statement, Miller Homes and Thakeham Homes support RBBC in 

respect of the removal of SUEs from the Green Belt, notably Sandcross Lane (ref: SSW2). 

3.2. The DMP is consistent with the CS (policy CS3(5)), that predetermines the removal of SUEs from the 

Green Belt. RBBC have published evidence in the form of the Green Belt Review (2017) and Sustainable 

Urban Extensions Stage 2 Technical Report (2017) to support the removal of specific SUEs from the Green 

Belt. 

3.3. This Green Belt Review sets out the exceptional circumstances for the release of SUEs. Furthermore, the 

SUEs ensure RBBC are able to maintain a rolling five year housing land supply as shown in the Housing 

Trajectory (June 2018) and as required by CS policy CS13(4), and builds the necessary flexibility into the 

DMP. 

3.4. Notably in respect of the exceptional circumstances, in addition to help meeting conventional housing need, 

SSW2 provides land for a new heath facility, along with 3 Gypsy and Traveller pitches. As set out above a 

new health facility is vital for Reigate, and SSW2 facilitates the delivery of this community facility. The 

provision of the 3 Gypsy and Traveller pitches are also vital in respect of meeting the required need for a 

total of 32 pitches in the DMP. 

3.5. This Statement demonstrates that there exceptional circumstances in relation to the removal of SSW2 from 

the Green Belt.  Further details are provided in our Matter 9 Statement, specifically Question 5 

3.6. In relation to the SUEs, our view is that, subject to defining the sustainable urban extensions, Policy NHE5 

is sound and is based upon robust evidence. 
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