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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 These representations have been prepared on behalf of Legal and General (L&G) in relation to 

the draft Development Management Plan (Regulation 19) and specifically the designation of it’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 WWII; 

then it’s first permeant 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 buildings 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 wants to make sure that it continues to make a positive 

contribution to community of Kingswood and Reigate and Banstead.   

1.5 L&G is considering options for the future of the Site and has identified a significant demand for 

new family 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 

1.6 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 Section 2 of these representations. 

Redrawing the Green Belt boundary  

1.7 At Section 3 of these representations we set out the reasons why the Green Belt boundary 

covering the Site should be redrawn.   

1.8 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 NPPF.  
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1.9 If the Site is not removed from the Green Belt it will not be possible to conclude that the Plan is 

sound in accordance with NPPF paragraph 182 (ie positively prepared or consistent with national 

policy). 

Comments on DMP policies 

1.10 At Section 4 of these representations we set out detailed comments on development 

management policies included in the draft Plan.   
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2 FORMER LEGAL AND GENERAL KINGSWOOD CAMPUS 

2.1 Legal and General's (L&G) former headquarter campus (the Site) in Kingswood covers an area 

of over 45 acres and comprises a large office complex constructed in the 1980s.  A Site Location 

Plan is included at Appendix 1. 

2.2 The Site includes: 

• L&G House, a large office building with two wings centred around a main rotunda 

entrance; 

• St Monica’s, a former Edwardian boarding school most recently used by L&G as training 

space / short stay accommodation for staff; 

• Several other ancillary buildings including a grounds keeper’s building, gymnasium and 

swimming pool; 

• An extensive car park with space for over 1,500 vehicles; and 

• Sports playing fields and tennis courts. 

Figure 1: Aerial photograph of L&G’s former headquarter campus (2017) 
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L&G House  

2.3 L&G House built in the late 1980s.  It replaced a previous office development on the Site from the 

1950s.   

2.4 The office accommodation and ancillary space covers a floorspace of 275,000 sq ft.  The building 

measures 19.2m at the tallest point.  The building is formed in a large figure-of-eight, with a large 

central rotunda which forms a focal centrepiece on the Site. 

2.5 The building was purpose built for a single-occupier (L&G) and is reflective of its time and, as 

such, is not suitable for modern day needs as it is an inflexible space that is difficult to adapt and 

would require significant investment to modernise.  L&G’s commercial agent (Knight Frank) has 

confirmed that there is no reasonable prospect of retaining or redeveloping the Site for 

employment use. 

Figure 2: Photographs of L&G House (2018) 

 

St Monica’s 

2.6 St Monica’s is a locally listed former Edwardian boarding school.  It is three storeys in height and 

most recently used by L&G as a training facility and staff accommodation. 

Figure 3: Photographs of St Monica’s (2018) 
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Ancillary buildings 

2.7 In addition to L&G House and St Monica’s, there are several other smaller ancillary buildings on 

the Site: to the north of the Site is the grounds keepers building used for storage and maintenance; 

to the east of L&G House is a standalone pavilion style gymnasium; and to the south of the Site 

is a swimming pool with sports hall and fitness studios.  

Figure 4: Photographs of Grounds Keepers building, gymnasium and swimming pool (2018) 

 

 

Car parking 

2.8 There is extensive car parking on Site for over 1,500 vehicles.  The car parking areas include 

signage, bollards and lighting across the Site. 

Figure 5: Photographs of car parking 
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Kingswood 

2.9 The Site is in a sustainable location on the eastern edge of Kingswood and is in walking distance 

of the local centre, where there is a parade of shops which include a convenience store / post 

office, restaurants, a pub, a café, a pet store and a beautician.  

2.10 The Site is approximately 550m from Kingswood Station which provides regular services to 

London Bridge and London Victoria, as well as Croydon, Purley and Tattenham Corner.   

2.11 The M25 (junction 8) is located 2 miles approx. to the south via the A217 and Central London is 

approximately 20 miles to the north. Gatwick Airport is circa 30 mins drive via the M25/M23. 

Figure 6: Site Location Plan 

The Site 
 

Kingswood Station Kingswood Local 
Centre 
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3 THE PROPOSALS MAP 

The Council has, in our opinion, incorrectly included the Site as part of the wider Green Belt 

designation on the draft Proposals Map.   

Figure 7: Extract from the draft Proposals Map 

 

3.1 The Green Belt designation covering the Site, is a remnant of historic Local Plans from before the 

Site was redeveloped as L&G’s headquarter campus.  Looking at the Green Belt afresh today, 

the parts of the Site that have been developed as an office campus no longer perform a function 

of the Green Belt and, therefore, it would be irrational to designate it as such. 

Landscape and visual impact 

3.2 Neil Tully Associates (NTA), Chartered Landscape Architects, has undertaken an assessment of 

the performance of the Site against the five purposes of the Green Belt set out in the NPPF.  In 

NTA’s opinion removing the Site from the Green Belt would not conflict with any of the five 

purposes of the Green Belt, which are as follows; 

• to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 
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• to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;  

• to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;  

• to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and  

• to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban 

land 

3.3 NTAs report concludes that for purposes 1-3 the site qualifies as lower importance for the Green 

Belt, while purposes 4-5 are not applicable due to the nature of the site and the nature of any 

proposed development. 

3.4  A detailed explanation relating to each purpose is set out in NTAs report included at Appendix 

2. 

Redrawing the Green Belt boundary 

3.5 A clearly defined boundary of built development, tree planting and a public right of way exists 

between the developed half of the Site and the sports pitches to the east.  These physical features, 

which are readily recognisable, create a strong and permanent boundary to protect the Green 

Belt beyond.  

Figure 8: Site Plan – developed site highlighted in red, sports pitches highlighted in blue 
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3.6 The developed half of the Site is identified in red above.  This includes L&G House, St Monica’s, 

the swimming pool, the grounds keepers building and several large car parks – all of which would 

be classed as “inappropriate development” in the Green Belt.  The existent of these buildings on 

the Site means that it is not possible to conclude that it is “permanently open”, which is the 

essential characteristic of the Green Belt set out in the NPPF (Paragraph 79).  

3.7 To ensure that the Local Plan is consistent with national policy, and to properly reflect the changes 

that have taken place on the Site over the years, the previously developed half of the Site should 

be removed from the Green Belt. 

3.8 The remainder of the Site is largely undeveloped.  Whilst this part of the Site does include a 

gymnasium, tennis courts and sports pitches, L&G has no objection to this part of the site being 

retained as Green Belt. 

Ensuring a consistent approach to the Green Belt 

3.9 The Council has undertook a Green Belt Review (June 2016) as instructed by the Core Strategy 

Inspector in 2014 and in accordance with Core Strategy Policy CS3.  One of the purposes of the 

Green Belt Review includes: “considering whether there are any anomalies in the borough’s 

Green Belt boundary and identifying where boundaries could be revised to align with clear and 

strong physical features” (para.1.2 Green Belt Review, June 2016).   

3.10 Paragraph 4.3 of the Council’s Green Belt Review states: 

“There are a variety of reasons why a minor change/amendment to the Green Belt 

boundary could be necessary. This includes: 

Consistency: to ensure that particular sites, or types of sites (mainly those with 

built development), which are contiguous with the urban area, are treated 

consistently or, if not, that there are robust reasons to treat them variably. 

… 

Reflect current conditions: in some instances, the circumstances of a specific 

site have changed since the Green Belt was originally drawn up which warrant 

a revision to boundaries. This could include instances where new development 

has been built which crosses the Green Belt boundary or where development 

has occurred adjacent to the boundary which is so similar in character to the 

adjoining urban area that the difference in status cannot be justified.” 
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3.11 The Council has recommended amendments to the Green Belt to address “anomalies” in 46 

locations across the borough, including 19 examples listed below where new development has 

been built in the Green Belt: 

• Montford Rise (No. 1) 

• Lodge Lane (No. 2) 

• Oaklands Drive (No. 7) 

• Brambletye Park Road (No. 8) 

• Dovers Green Road (No. 10) 

• Frenches Road (No. 16) 

• Watercolour (No. 17) 

• Battlebridge Lane / London Road 

(No. 18) 

• Oakley, Radstock Way (No. 19) 

• Orchard Way (No. 22) 

• Greenacres (No. 25)  

• Whithybed Corner (No. 28) 

• Wellesford Close (No. 34) 

• Holly Hill Park (No. 35) 

• Osier Way (No. 39) 

• Coulsdon Lane (No. 41) 

• Beckenshaw Gardens (No. 43) 

• Kenneth Road (No. 44) 

• Queens Close (No. 45) 

Change sought 

3.12 Remove the previously developed half of the Site (as shown in Figure 6) from the Green Belt.. 

Justification 

3.13 The Site should be removed from the Green Belt to: 

• Properly reflect the extensive built development on the Site that has been in place for 30 

years;  

• Support the recycling of previously developed land, including the potential for residential 

led development on the Site to meet the identified need for new homes in Reigate and 

Banstead; 

• Reduce development pressures on greenfield sites elsewhere in Reigate and Banstead; 

and 

• Ensure that the Local Plan is consistent with national policy. 
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4 THE DRAFT DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN  

Meeting housing needs (Theme 3: Place shaping) 

4.1 There is a significant unmet need for new housing in Reigate and Banstead.  The minimum 6,900 

housing target included in the Core Strategy, which the DMP is based on, is a constrained target 

and at the time represented a shortfall of over 2,000 dwellings against the Council’s Full 

Objectively Assessed Need.   

4.2 The DMP should emphasise that the housing target included in the Core Strategy 2014 is a 

minimum target and wherever possible the Council should support opportunities to exceed this 

figure, particularly on sustainable previously developed windfall sites.  

4.3 The Core Strategy Inspector’s Report stated:  

“…the existence of an unmet housing need means that the Council should not be 

complacent. The Framework (paragraph 17) encourages every effort to be made to 

meet the housing (and other) needs of an area. Consequently all opportunities should 

be taken to increase housing delivery from within the urban areas above that currently 

envisaged, where consistent with the overall strategy, and to maximise provision from 

the identified SUEs.” 

4.4 Since the adoption of the Core Strategy, updated ONS data and the Government’s proposed 

standardised Housing Methodology identify a higher housing requirement, meaning that the 

unmet shortfall will have increased further. 

Policy EMP4 – Employment development outside employment areas 

4.5 Policy EMP4 should be amended to apply to allocated employment sites only.  

4.6 In accordance with NPPF paragraph 22, planning policies should avoid the long-term protection 

of sites allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used 

for that purpose.  Where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated 

employment use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on their 

merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land uses to support 

sustainable local communities. 

Change sought 

4.7 The wording of Policy EMP4 should be amended as follows: 
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“Policy EMP4 – Safeguarding allocated employment land and premises 

In relation to all allocated employment sites development, and subject to adherence 

with other policies: 

…” 

Policy DES1 – Design of new development  

4.8 Policy DES1 should provide greater support for redevelopment of previously developed sites, with 

weight given to the scale and form of existing development and favourable consideration given to 

proposals which improve the design and appearance of an area.  The proposed policy wording 

change would better reflect NPPF paragraph 61, which sets out how high quality design goes 

beyond aesthetic considerations and that planning policies should address the connections 

between people and places and the integration of new development into the natural, built and 

historic environment. 

Change sought 

4.9 The wording of Policy DES1 should be amended as follows (or words to the effect of): 

“9) Achieves, where applicable, an appropriate transition from the urban to the rural. 

10) Proposals for the redevelopment of previously developed sites will be supported 

where they better integrate into the surrounding area than the building(s) which 

presently or most recently exist (in terms of design, scale and massing). 

…” 

Policy DES4 – Housing mix 

4.10 In accordance with NPPF paragraph 173, Policy DES4 should include flexibility to be able to 

review housing mix on a site by site basis where it is not financially viable or technically feasible 

to achieve the specified policy requirements.  

Change sought 

4.11 The wording of Policy DES4 should be amended as follows (or words to the effect of): 

 “1) All new residential developments should must provide homes of an appropriate 

type, size and tenure to meet the needs of the local community. The proposed housing 

mix should must:  
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a) Respond appropriately to local evidence of need and demand for different 

sizes and types of housing, including the Council’s Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment.  

b) Address any site specific requirements contained in this or other relevant 

local plan documents, including the requirements of the Affordable Housing 

SPD.  

2) Provision of market housing should must meet the following requirements unless it 

can be demonstrated that it is not financially viable or technically feasible to do so, or 

that doing so would have an adverse impact on the character of the surrounding area 

or it can be clearly demonstrated there is no market demand:  

…” 

Policy DES5 – Delivering high quality homes 

4.12 Policy DES5, which seeks to promote high quality residential design, should be amended to 

support planning applications on previously developed sites which would have a lesser impact in 

terms of disturbance to occupants of other land uses nearby than the existing or previous use of 

the site. 

Change sought 

4.13 The wording of Policy DES5 should be amended as follows (or words to the effect of): 

“3) Be designed to minimise the disturbance to occupants from other land uses nearby 

and/or other sources of noise and pollution (see also DES11). 

4) Where development relates to the re-use or redevelopment of previously developed 

land, consideration will be given to the level of disturbance associated with the existing 

or previous land use.  Development schemes which reduce disturbance will be 

supported. 

…” 

Policy NHE5 

4.14 Policy NHE5 is not consistent with national policy. The draft wording of the policy goes beyond 

the remit of the NPPF and includes constraints on development that are not justified.  For example 
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restricting replacement buildings in the Green Belt to the same use as previous buildings.  Policy 

NHE5 should be amended accordingly to reflect the NPPF. 

4.15 The NPPF affords Green Belt the highest level of protection, but also recognises that in 

exceptional circumstances boundaries may need to be altered (NPPF83) and in very special 

circumstances development that might otherwise be considered inappropriate can be approved 

in the Green Belt (NPPF88).  These fundamental principles of Green Belt policy, enshrined by the 

NPPF, should be reflected in the DMP. 

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

boundary to address anomalies on the policies map.  

Change sought 

4.17 The wording of Policy NHE5 should be amended as follows (or words to the effect of): 

1) Extensions or alterations to buildings in the Green Belt: Extensions or alterations to 

buildings in the Green Belt will be permitted where (subject to adherence with other 

policies): 

a) The host building is lawful and permanent 

b) In the case of dwellings and ancillary buildings, the extensions would not 

result in accommodation readily capable of conversion into a separate 

dwelling(s) 

c) The design respects the original form and appearance of the existing building 

and the character of the area 

d) The extensions, in combination with any other additions, would not be 

disproportionate compared to the original building,(being that as originally built 

or as existed at 1948, whichever is later) taking account of: 

i. The additional footprint and floor area created by the alteration(s) 

ii. The massing and bulk of the proposed alteration(s) and resultant 

building 

iii. The height of the proposed alteration(s) and overall height of the 

resultant building 
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iv. The location, positioning and visual prominence of the proposed 

alteration(s). 

2) Replacement buildings in the Green Belt: Replacement buildings in the Green Belt 

will be permitted where (subject to adherence with other policies): 

a) The existing building is lawful and permanent 

b) The building proposed is for the same use as that which it is replacing 

bc) The design of the building and any associated landscaping proposals 

respects the character of the area and openness of the Green Belt 

d) The proposed building is not materially larger than that which it is replacing 

taking account of the footprint, floor area, massing and bulk of the replacement 

building and the height of the replacement building 

e) The building would be sited on or close to the position of the original building 

unless an alternative location within the curtilage materially reduces impact on 

the openness of the Green Belt. 

3) Minor anomalies: The following minor changes to, and re-alignment of, Green Belt 

boundaries to address anomalies have been actioned on the polices map (see Green 

Belt review, Annex 2 for details): 

Former L&G House, Kingswood 

Monfort Rise, Salfords 

…” 
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APPENDIX 1: SITE LOCATION PLAN
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GREEN BELT LANDSCAPE STATEMENT 

 

1 BACKGROUND 

 

1.1 This report has been compiled by Neil Tully Associates, Chartered Landscape 

Architects, with the purpose to establish whether the Legal & General Site at 

Kingswood, Surrey, meets the five purposes of the Green Belt as set out in the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)1 from March 2012. 

1.2 The site’s character is predominantly defined by the existing built form, i.e. 

commercially used buildings and hard-surface parking contrasting with the open sports 

fields, garden areas and woodland to the east. 

 

2 CURRENT POLICIES 

 

2.1 The five NPPF purposes of the Green Belt2 are set out as follows: 

• Purpose 1: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas 

• Purpose 2: To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another 

• Purpose 3: To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

• Purpose 4: To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns 

• Purpose 5: To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of 

derelict and other urban land.  

 

                                                        
1 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6077/2116950.pdf, last accessed 

5th February 2018 
2 Section 9. Protecting Green Belt Land, paragraph 80, page 19. 
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2.2 In their recent review of the Green Belt3, Reigate and Banstead Council have come 

to the conclusion that with regards to the Legal & General site only a minor 

amendment should be recommended. The statement reads as follows: 

 

“27 Legal & General, Furze Hill, Kingswood: Boundary arbitrarily dissects and 

inconsistently treats the curtilage of the site (car parking areas). Change to 

align with edge of residential settlement and roads.”  

 

2.3 There are no other recommendations. The site has not been recommended for higher 

importance to the Green Belt. In our opinion, whilst the eastern open green spaces 

do meet the purposes of the Green Belt, the western developed areas, comprising 

roughly half the total site area clearly do not meet the necessary criteria. 

Accordingly, the Reigate and Banstead Council review fails to acknowledge the 

fundamental fact that the site is heavily developed by the office buildings and 

associated hardstanding car parking.  

                                                        
3 Reigate & Banstead Borough Council, October 2017: Development Management Plan (Regulation 19 stage), 

Green Belt Review, page 29, https://www.reigate-

banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/3671/green_belt_review_final_main_report, last accessed 5th February 2018; see 

also Figure 1 below 
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Figure 1. Recommended Green Belt Amendment4 

 

3 REVIEW PURPOSE 1 

 

3.1 The first purpose of the Green Belt is to check the unrestricted sprawl of large 

built-up areas.  

                                                        

4 Reigate & Banstead Borough Council, October 2017, Development Management Plan (Regulation 18 stage), 

Maps, Green Belt Boundary Amendments – Anomalies and Washed over Settlements; https://www.reigate-

banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/2601/anomalies_and_washed-over_settlements, last accessed 5th February 2018. 
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3.2 Reigate & Banstead Borough Council consider two decision criteria for the question 

whether development threatens this purpose, namely (1) “How well surrounded is 

the parcel by the existing urban area?” and (2) “What is the strength of the 

boundaries of the parcel?” 

3.3 Further to (1), for a site to be considered of higher importance to the Green Belt 

it must not be contained. In contrast, for the site to be considered of lower 

importance to the Green Belt it would have to be well contained by urban areas 

with “a minimum of 65% of the boundary (being) adjacent o the existing urban 

area”. 

3.4 As can be seen in Figure 2 below, the western part of the Legal & General site 

already developed is entirely contained to the west, partially contained to the north 

and, through a small section of intermitting woodland, also contained to the south. 

 

Figure 2. Site boundaries within the existing urban context. 
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3.5 In our professional judgment, this degree of enclosure is sufficient for the site to be 

considered of lower importance to the Green Belt. 

3.6 Further to (2), weak boundaries, i.e. man-made such as intermittent or unclear 

settlement boundaries or vegetation such as sparse tree belts, constitute high 

importance to the Green Belt, while strong boundaries, i.e., prominent landscape 

features (e.g. valley), watercourses, vegetation, man-made boundaries such as 

railway lines, constitute lower importance to the Green Belt according to Reigate & 

Banstead Borough Council decision aiding criteria. 

3.7 Where the site is not surrounded by urban areas qualifying for point (1) above 

(i.e., especially to the east), the form of the landscape would prevent further 

sprawl. That is, beyond the site, the topography declines towards the valley where 

bridleway 45 runs broadly north-west/south-east. Figure 3 shows the view from 

Bridleway 45 and how topography intercepts views of the site. 

 

Figure 3. View from Bridleway 45 towards the site (this is View 25 in the LVIA document). 

 

3.8 To summarise, in respect of Purpose 1, the site can be considered of lower 

importance to the Green Belt due to the extent of existing urban enclosure and 

restrictions imposed due by the local topography (and accordingly lack of visibility 

from the surrounding landscape as indicated in the LVIA). 

 

4 REVIEW PURPOSE 2 
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4.1 The second purpose of the Green Belt is to prevent neighbouring towns merging into 

one another. 

4.2 Reigate & Banstead Borough Council consider two decision criteria for the question 

whether development threatens this purpose, namely (1) “How critical is the 

settlement separation?” and (2) “What role does the parcel play within the 

settlement gap?” 

4.3 Further to (1), with a gap of 1km or less, the site would be considered of higher 

importance to the Green Belt, while a wide gap of 2km or more would mean that 

the site was of lower importance. 

4.4 As can be seen in Figure 4, the gap to the nearest settlement to the east of the 

site i.e., Chipstead, is just over 2km and to the north of the site, i.e., to 

Banstead, is about 1.5km. As the site is predominantly covered with existing 

development, the actual distance between settlements is already established. 
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Figure 4. The site in the wider context. 

 

4.5 With regards to (2), the site would be of higher importance to the Green Belt if 

its removal from the Green Belt the gap were closed by more than 30% while it 

would be of lower importance if the gap were closed by less than 15%. 

4.6 Since any proposals would be for re-development of an already developed site, 

proximity to existing urban centres would be unaffected (or indeed improved). 

4.7 In summary, the currently developed area of the site can be considered of 

significantly lower importance to the Green Belt with regards to Purpose 2. 

 

5 REVIEW PURPOSE 3 
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5.1 The third purpose of the Green Belt is to assist in safeguarding the countryside from 

encroachment.  

5.2 Reigate & Banstead Borough Council consider two decision criteria for the question 

whether development threatens this purpose, namely (1) “What degree of built form 

or other urbanising influences are there in the parcel?” and (2) “What is the 

strength of the boundaries of the parcel?” 

5.3 With regards to (1), the site would be of higher importance to the Green Belt if 

less than 10% of the parcel is covered by built form. In contrast, a site that is 25% 

or more developed holds lower importance for the Green Belt. 

5.4 As a large proportion of the site is currently developed and covered by built form as 

well as extensive parking, it is clear that it falls in the lower importance category. 

5.5 Further to (2), see our argumentation in paragraphs 3.6 and 3.7 referring to the 

same issue. Note that while there is already a strong boundary along most of the 

existing PRoW crossing the site, this boundary could be enhanced to protect future 

of the Green Belt as part of any new development in place of the existing built 

form. 

 

6 REVIEW PURPOSE 4 

 

6.1 The fourth purpose of the Green Belt is to preserve the setting and special character 

of historic towns. 

6.2 Reigate & Banstead Borough Council consider one decision criterion for the question 

whether development threatens this purpose, namely “What role does the parcel play 

in conserving heritage setting or historic character?”  

6.3 As this criterion is mainly related to Reigate town, the fourth purpose is not 

applicable in this case. 
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7 REVIEW PURPOSE 5 

 

7.1 The fifth purpose of the Green Belt is to assist in urban regeneration, by 

encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land.  

7.2 Reigate & Banstead Borough Council consider one decision criterion for the question 

whether development threatens this purpose, namely “Would releasing a parcel of 

land directly or indirectly divert development interest away from urban regeneration 

opportunities or compromise their viability?” 

7.3 We conclude that the fifth purpose is not applicable to the site because the site is 

previously developed and there is an unmet need for housing/development land in 

Reigate and Banstead, which already requires all previously developed sites to meet 

and exceed housing needs. 

 

8 SUMMARY & CONCLUSION 

 

8.1 In this report, we consider the five purposes of the Green Belt as set out in the 

National Planning Policy Framework in relation to the Legal & General Site at 

Kingswood and in particular the western developed portion of the site, (comprising 

approximately half the total site area).  

8.2 Evidence in relation to the site for the purpose of the Green Belt is discussed 

specifically in relation to the decision aiding criteria as presented by Reigate and 

Banstead Borough Council in their Green Belt Review from October 2017. 

8.3 We find that for Purposes 1-3 the developed portion of the site qualifies as lower 

importance for the Green Belt, while Purposes 4-5 are not applicable due to the 

nature of the site and the nature of any proposed development. 
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8.4 In conclusion, releasing the site from the Green Belt would not conflict with any of the 

five purposes of the Green Belt. 


