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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 The purpose of this background paper is to provide the context for draft policies and 
the spatial strategy to be adopted through the emerging Local Plan in relation to 
development within the Green Belt in Gravesham.   

1.2 In particular it seeks to set out the basis of national planning policy in relation to 
Green Belt and the procedural steps to be taken when determining whether a case 
can be made for the strategic release of Green Belt land to meet development needs.   

1.3 In addition, this Background Paper also provides a synopsis of the outputs from the 
Green Belt studies that have been undertaken to date.  These have sought to 
establish, in a transparent way, which areas of the Green Belt are most important 
and contribute most toward its policy purposes.   

1.4 How or what areas might have to be released to meet development needs (which 
also depends on discussions with neighbouring authorities as to whether they can 
meet any unmet need in Gravesham) is dealt with separately in the main consultation 
document based on a series of options.   

1.5 The need to consider Green Belt release should in itself be understood in the context 
of the examination of the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (2014) whereby a 
commitment was made to undertake a Green Belt review as part of the process of 
establishing both an updated figure for housing need and how that need might be 
met.1  Without this commitment, the Local Plan would have been found ‘unsound’. 

1.6 None of the above or any of the content of this Background Paper should be taken as 
implying that any formal decision has been taken on Green Belt release at this stage.  
Ultimately, this will be a decision to be taken by elected Members as the Local Plan 
progresses towards submission.  Even then, any proposals will be subject to 
independent examination by a Planning Inspector appointed by the Secretary of 
State, with the public and other stakeholders having an input under due process. 

1.7 It should be noted that the main focus of the paper is on plan-making.  However, Part 
3 of the Background Paper deals with issues relating to emerging development 
management policies for the Green Belt and the evidence the Council is working on 
to support them. 

1.8 The final section of this Background Paper provides some initial conclusions in 
relation to the Green Belt issues involved in the emerging Local Plan and sets out 
next steps in the plan making process.   

 

  

                                                
1 See Report of Examination at 

https://www.gravesham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/223677/Planning-Inspector-
Report.pdf  

https://www.gravesham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/223677/Planning-Inspector-Report.pdf
https://www.gravesham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/223677/Planning-Inspector-Report.pdf
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2.0 National Policy and Guidance 

2.1 National planning policy is set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 
2019)2, supplemented by additional advice on how it should be applied in Planning 
Practice Guidance (PPG)3.  Policy in relation to Green Belt needs to be understood in 
the wider context of the requirement to achieve sustainable development set out in 
Chapter 2 of the NPPF.  Section 39 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004 also imposes a statutory duty on the Council to exercise its plan making 
function with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable 
development4. 

Importance placed on meeting development needs in plan making 

2.2 National policy sets out that the planning system should seek to achieve three 
overarching objectives that are interdependent and need to be pursued in mutually 
supportive ways.  These objectives are: 

• Economic – to help to build a strong, responsive and competitive economy, 
including (amongst other things) by ensuring that sufficient land of the right 
types is available in the right places and at the right time to support growth; 

• Social – to support strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by ensuring 
(amongst other things) that a sufficient number and range of homes can be 
provided to meet the needs of present and future generations; and 

• Environmental – to contribute to protecting and enhancing the natural, built 
and historic environment, including making effective use of land and a range 
of other key aims relating to improving biodiversity, using natural resources 
prudently, minimising waste and pollution, and mitigating and adapting to 
climate change whilst moving to a low carbon economy. 

2.3 Government intends that these objectives should be delivered through the 
preparation and implementation of Local Plans and the application of policies 
contained in the NPPF, taking local circumstances into account to guide development 
towards sustainable solutions.   

2.4 A presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in paragraph 11 
of the NPPF is intended to ensure that sustainable development is pursued in a 
positive way. 

2.5 For plan-making, the presumption in favour of sustainable development means that:  

a)  plans should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of 
their area, and be sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change; and  

                                                
2 See 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/810197/NPPF_Feb_2019_revised.pdf  

3 See https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-practice-guidance  
4 See https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/section/39  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/810197/NPPF_Feb_2019_revised.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/810197/NPPF_Feb_2019_revised.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-practice-guidance
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/5/section/39
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b)  strategic policies should, as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed 
needs for housing and other uses, as well as any needs that cannot be met 
within neighbouring areas, unless:  

i. the application of policies in the NPPF that protect areas or assets of 
particular importance provides a strong reason for restricting the 
overall scale, type or distribution of development in the plan area; or  

ii.  any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies set out in 
the NPPF,  taken as a whole. 

2.6 The footnote (6) to paragraph 11 includes land designated as Green Belt as amongst 
those areas that the NPPF seeks to protect as areas or assets of particular 
importance.  However, attention is drawn to the primacy afforded to meeting the 
development needs of the area and that this should only be restricted where the 
protection of Green Belt provides a strong reason for so doing.  The release of Green 
Belt in accordance with policy set out later in the NPPF is therefore specifically not 
precluded. 

National policy on Green Belt and the release of land for development 

2.7 National policy in respect of Green Belt is set out in Chapter 13 of the NPPF.  This 
states that the Government attaches great importance to Green Belts and that their 
fundamental aim is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open.  The 
essential characteristics of Green Belts are stated to be their openness and their 
permanence.   

2.8 However, this does not preclude Green Belt boundaries from being changed under 
‘exceptional circumstances’ either to allow development to take place or to include 
further land under the designation (see below). 

2.9 Having been established, Green Belts serve five national purposes which are stated 
to be: 

• to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;  

• 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. 

2.10 It should also be noted that the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (2014) includes 
additional local Green Belt purposes that reflect the context within which the national 
purposes apply.  These are: 

 

• To maintain the break in development between the eastern edge of 
Gravesend and the Medway Towns which is one of the few barriers 
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preventing the further eastward sprawl of London and the merging of the 
towns along the southern part of the Thames Estuary; 

• To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment by minimising 
the expansion of the Borough’s rural settlements; and 

• To assist in concentrating development on underused, derelict and previously 
developed land in the urban area of Gravesend and Northfleet. 

To a large extent, these reflect the local purposes of the Green Belt that were 
established under the former Kent Development Plan in 1967 (see paragraphs 3.4 – 
3.5 below). 

2.11 The scenic or landscape quality of an area of land, the condition of individual parcels 
or their nature conservation value are not in themselves a basis for the inclusion or 
exclusion of land from the Green Belt.  Whilst many of these considerations may be 
important, they are dealt with under other policies or via other mechanisms. 

2.12 National policy accepts that the general extent of Green Belts is already established 
and that new ones should only be designated where there are exceptional 
circumstances, meeting set policy criteria.  On this, whilst the Green Belt in 
Gravesham is long-established, definitive boundaries were only set in the late 1970s.  
Only relatively minor changes have been made since then (see section 3 below). 

2.13 The NPPF goes on to say (at paragraph 136) that once established, Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered where exceptional circumstances are fully 
evidenced and justified, through the preparation or updating of local 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.  

2.14 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. 

2.15 However, before concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to justify changes 
to Green Belt boundaries, the Council is required to demonstrate that it has 
examined fully all other reasonable options for meeting its development needs over 
the plan period.  When the Local Plan is examined by an Inspector it is therefore 
necessary to show that the strategy  

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

• optimises the density of development in line with the policies set out in the 
NPPF 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  

• has been informed by discussions with neighbouring authorities about 
whether they could accommodate some of the identified need for 
development, as demonstrated through statements of common ground, 
prepared under the Duty to Co-operate. 
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2.16 It should be noted that, under the first bullet point above, it is not made explicit as to 
whether the reference made to brownfield sites and underutilised land refers only to 
land that is not designated as Green Belt (i.e. existing urban sites etc) or includes 
such sites in the Green Belt as a first preference.   

2.17 The above requirement should be read in combination with policies on making 
efficient use of land contained in Chapter 11 of the NPPF.  This explicitly encourages 
making as much use as possible of previously developed or ‘brownfield land’.5   

2.18 The Council is also advised to seek to achieve appropriate densities of development 
on sites through its planning policies and decisions.  In so doing, consideration 
should be given to: 

• the identified need for different types of housing and other forms of 
development, and the availability of land suitable for accommodating it;  

• local market conditions and viability;  

• the availability and capacity of infrastructure and services – both existing and 
proposed – as well as their potential for further improvement and the scope to 
promote sustainable travel modes that limit future car use;  

• the desirability of maintaining an area’s prevailing character and setting 
(including residential gardens), or of promoting regeneration and change; and  

• the importance of securing well-designed, attractive and healthy places.  

2.19 Where there is an existing or anticipated shortage of land for meeting identified 
housing needs, the Council is advised to avoid homes being built at low densities and 
to ensure that developments make optimal use of the potential of each site. 

2.20 In these circumstances a local plan should contain policies to optimise the use of 
land and to meet as much of the identified need for housing as possible. In particular, 
minimum density standards should be used for town centres and other locations well 
served by public transport. Any such standards should seek a significant uplift in the 
average density of residential development within these areas, unless it can be 
shown that there are strong reasons why this would be inappropriate. 

2.21 In addition, the use of minimum density standards should be considered for other 
parts of the Local Plan area, with consideration given to setting out a range of 
densities that reflect the accessibility and potential of different areas.  Councils are 
advised to refuse applications which they consider fail to make efficient use of land, 
applying standards flexibly provided that acceptable living standards are still 
achieved and it results in well-designed places. 

                                                
5 Previously developed land: Land which is or was occupied by a permanent structure,  

including the curtilage of the developed land (although it should not be assumed that the 
whole of the curtilage should be developed) and any associated fixed surface 
infrastructure. This excludes: land that is or was last occupied by agricultural or forestry 
buildings; land that has been developed for minerals extraction or waste disposal by 
landfill, where provision for restoration has been made through development 
management procedures; land in built-up areas such as residential gardens, parks, 
recreation grounds and allotments; and land that was previously developed but where the 
remains of the permanent structure or fixed surface structure have blended into the 
landscape. 
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2.22 If having gone through a process of optimising development elsewhere it is still 
necessary to remove land from the Green Belt, the requirement to promote 
sustainable patterns of development remains (NPPF paragraph 138). 

2.23 National policy advises that when doing the above, Council’s should consider the 
consequences for sustainable development of channelling development towards 
urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards settlements inset within the 
Green Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt boundary.  Where it is 
considered necessary to release land from the Green Belt, first consideration should 
be given to previously developed land and/or land well served by public transport. 

2.24 Where Green Belt release is contemplated, local plans should also set out ways in 
which the impact can be offset through compensatory improvements to the 
environmental quality and accessibility of remaining Green Belt land.  Requirements 
in relation to biodiversity net gain set out in national policy may also apply (see NPPF 
paragraphs 170 and 174). 

Setting new boundaries where Green Belt land is released 

2.25 Where it is necessary to release land from the Green Belt to accommodate 
development, there will be a requirement to draw up new Green Belt boundaries. 
When defining new boundaries, the Council should: 

• ensure consistency with the development plan’s strategy for meeting 
identified requirements for sustainable development;   

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

• where necessary, identify areas of safeguarded land between the urban area 
and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs 
stretching well beyond the plan period;  

• make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the 
present time. Planning permission for the permanent development of 
safeguarded land should only be granted following an update to a plan which 
proposes the development;  

• be able to demonstrate that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered 
at the end of the plan period; and  

• define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily 
recognisable and likely to be permanent.  

2.26 If it is necessary to restrict development in a rural settlement primarily because of the 
important contribution the open character of the settlement makes to the openness of 
the Green Belt, the settlement should be included in the Green Belt (i.e. the 
settlement should be ‘washed over’ by the Green Belt). 
 

2.27 If, however, the character of the settlement needs to be protected for other reasons, 
other means should be used, such as conservation area or normal development 
management policies, and the settlement should be excluded from the Green Belt 
(i.e. it should be ‘inset’ from the Green Belt). 
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2.28 National policy goes on to state that once Green Belts have been defined, councils 
should plan to positively enhance their beneficial use.  This could involve looking for 
opportunities to improve access; to provide opportunities for outdoor sport and 
recreation; to retain and enhance landscapes, visual amenity and biodiversity; or to 
improve damaged and derelict land.   
 

2.29 National policy in relation to the development proposals in the Green Belt is set out in 
the NPPF at paragraphs 143 – 147.  This is dealt with separately under Part 3 below 
on proposed Green Belt development management policies in the emerging Local 
Plan. 

3.0 The Changing Extent of the Green Belt in North West Kent 

3.1 The extent of the Green Belt in North West Kent has changed significantly over time, 
with areas being taken out to support development and others being added to 
reinforce protection. 

3.2 The concept of a London Metropolitan Green Belt was introduced in the Greater 
London Plan of 1944.  Subsequently, the introduction of Green Belts as a means of 
development restraint around large conurbations was given greater support as a 
strategic planning tool under Ministry of Housing and Local Government Circular no. 
42/55 in 1955.   

3.3 In North West Kent, the first Green Belt was designated under the Kent Development 
Plan (Parts A & B) approved by Government in 1958.  However, this initially only 
extended around 4 to 6 miles from the built-up area of what now constitutes the 
London Borough of Bexley.  Its eastern outer boundary in North West Kent was 
Southfleet Road (Swanscombe) and it then ran southwards down Park Corner 
Road/Westwood Road (Southfleet) towards Longfield, Fawkham Green and West 
Kingsdown.   

3.4 By the mid-1960s, there was increased concern over the possible impact of 
development over a wider area.  Because of this, the Government allowed an interim 
policy approach to be included in the Kent Development Plan (1967 revision) 
whereby Green Belt policies would also be applied to the east of the 1958 boundary.  
This zone extended out as far as the developed area of Strood.   

3.5 In so doing, the following local purposes of the Green Belt were identified: 

(i) To protect the countryside south of the A2 trunk road and prevent the 
coalescence of settlements in the area, including Hartley, Longfield and 
Meopham; and 

(ii) To maintain in rural use the countryside east of the urban area of Gravesend 
as indicated on the Town Map, so as to retain an effective green wedge 
between the Thameside urban area and the Medway Towns.  

3.6 At this stage the extended area was not formally designated as Green Belt.  This was 
because the Government wanted further work to be carried out to justify where the 
boundary of any new Green Belt should be.  This situation persisted up to the 
adoption of the revised North West Kent Town Map in February 1978, where the 
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Green Belt boundary remained as originally set in 1958 but with the extended area 
‘washed over’ to show that the same policy would apply. 

3.7 The formal extension of the Green Belt into Gravesham was only finally approved by 
Government with the adoption of the Kent Structure Plan in 1980.  However, whilst 
this indicated the general extent of the Green Belt on a key diagram, it was only with 
the adoption of the Borough of Gravesham Local Plan in March 1987 that precise 
boundaries were set. 

3.8 These boundaries were tightly drawn around the urban area of Gravesend and 
Northfleet and those rural settlements inset from the Green Belt.  At North East 
Gravesend, the Green Belt boundary was shown to the east of Great Clane Lane 
Marshes.  This reflected what had previously been shown on the North West Kent 
Town Map as the limits to the extended area where Green Belt policies would be 
applied from 1967 onwards.   

3.9 To the south of Riverview Park, the Green Belt boundary was drawn at the edge of 
the estate with an allowance for some additional residential development at what is 
now Michael Gardens.  This was actually more restrictive than the North West Kent 
Town Map, which designated a rural area (i.e. not Green Belt) as far south as 
Claylane Woods and footpath NS167 to Thong. 

3.10 Effectively, the area to which Green Belt policies now apply in Gravesham remains 
much the same as it was in 1967, with the exception of the area to the south of 
Riverview Park mentioned above and an increase in the number of rural settlements 
being inset from the Green Belt rather than being ‘washed over’.   

3.11 The main changes to the rural settlements in terms of Green Belt designation is 
shown in the table below.  The extent of the Green Belt shown on the adopted 
Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy Policies Map (2014) remains the same as 
under the Local Plan First Review (1994). 

  



11 
 

 

Table 1:  Changes to the Green Belt status of rural settlements in Gravesham 

Rural Settlement and 
position within 
Settlement Hierarchy 
(Table 2 to adopted 
Gravesham Local 
Plan Core Strategy 
2014) 

North West Kent 
Town Map  

(18 August 1978) 

Borough of 
Gravesham Local 

Plan  

(March 1987) 

Gravesham Local 
Plan First Review  

(November 1994) 

Istead Rise (2nd Tier) Inset Inset Inset 

Hook Green, 
Meopham (2nd Tier) 

Inset Inset Inset 

Higham (2nd Tier) Outside NWKTM area Inset Inset 

Culverstone Green 
(3rd Tier) 

Washed over  Inset Inset 

Meopham Green (3rd 
Tier) 

Inset Inset Inset 

Vigo (3rd Tier) Washed over Inset Inset 

Cobham (4th Tier) Washed over Washed over Part of eastern end 
inset, rest washed overt 

Shorne (4th Tier) Washed over  Inset Inset 

Sole Street (4th Tier) Washed over  Inset Inset 

Harvel (other) Outside NWKTM area Washed over Washed over 

Lower Higham (other) Outside NWKTM area Inset Inset 

Luddesdown (other) Washed over Washed over Washed over 

Lower Shorne (other) Washed over Washed over Inset 

Shorne Ridgeway 
(other) 

Washed over Core area around 
Tanyard Hill junction 
and Racefield Close 

Inset rest washed over. 

Core area around 
Tanyard Hill junction 
and Racefield Close 

Inset rest washed over. 

Three Crutches 
(other) 

Outside NWKTM area 
but adjoins Strood 

urban area 

Inset Inset 

 

3.12 In contrast, there have been significant changes to Green Belt boundaries in the 
adjoining Borough of Dartford.  Because the original Green Belt boundaries were 
drawn tightly in 1958, by the late 1970s the area was becoming increasingly 
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constrained.  In response to this, the site of the former Johnson’s Cement Works at 
Stone was reallocated to residential uses.   

3.13 Subsequently, significant areas of Green Belt land were released for development to 
meet local need; to take advantage of the opportunities for economic development as 
a result of improvements to the road network at Dartford Crossing; and as part of a 
strategic approach to regenerate the wider Thames Gateway.  The latter was based 
on the re-use of ‘damaged land’ to take advantage of opportunities associated with 
the building of the Channel Tunnel Rail Link (HS1) and the decision to locate an 
intermediate international and domestic station at Ebbsfleet . 

3.14 The main strategic Green Belt releases over this period included: 

• Crossways 

• Bluewater 

• North Dartford 

• Eastern Quarry 

3.15 In addition, the Dartford Local Plan (1995) was also used as an opportunity to further 
rationalise the Green Belt and to remove areas which no longer performed a Green 
Belt purpose.  This was because they now effectively formed part of the urban area 
or their role had changed with the main strategic releases leaving them isolated and 
detached from the rest of the Green Belt.    

3.16 These additional releases were significant and included: 

• Stone House Hospital and land to the north 

• Stone Lodge, Cotton Lane tip and former rifle range 

• St James Lane pit 

• Land at Stone Castle and former pits to the east 

• Central Park, Acacia Hall site/sports ground and Brooklands Lakes 

3.17 Whilst these and other smaller sites were released from the Green Belt, it should be 
recognised that this was not always to facilitate development, although in some 
cases this has now taken place as part of the sustainable regeneration of the wider 
area.  In contrast, large areas have remained open and green and are protected in 
other ways. 

3.18 Clearly, what has happened elsewhere in terms of Green Belt release cannot be 
used as a justification for doing the same in Gravesham – it is still necessary to 
demonstrate ‘exceptional circumstances’ as required by national planning policy.  It 
does demonstrate however that Green Belt boundaries have never been set in stone 
– they have been subject to periodic review in response to the circumstances 
applicable at the time. 

3.19 The current extent of the Green Belt in North West Kent (including Gravesham) is 
shown in Fig 1 below.  This covers 7,610 hectares of the Borough of Gravesham out 
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of a total of 9,900 hectares or 76.9%6  A considerable amount of this area is also 
designated as part of the Kent Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AoNB) or 
for its nature conservation value (SPA/Ramsar/SSSI etc). 

Figure 1:  Current extent of land designated as Green Belt in North West Kent/Medway.   

 

4.0 The Situation in Other Areas 

4.1 Out of a total 185 Green Belt local authorities in England in 2018/19, Gravesham was 
the 17th most constrained by Green Belt.  This is shown in Table 2 below.   

  

                                                
6 See https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/local-authority-green-belt-statistics-for-

england-2018-to-2019  

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/local-authority-green-belt-statistics-for-england-2018-to-2019
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/local-authority-green-belt-statistics-for-england-2018-to-2019
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Table 2:  Local authority areas in England most constrained by Green Belt designation as at 31 
December 2018 

Local Authority Green Belt 
(Hectares) 

Total Area 
(Hectares) 

Green Belt % 

Tandridge 23,300 24,820 93.9% 
Epping Forest 31,680 33,900 93.5% 
Sevenoaks 34,400 37,030 92.9% 
Brentwood 13,740 15,310 89.7% 
West Lancashire 31,050 34,680 89.5% 
Bromsgrove 19,300 21,700 88.9% 
Guildford 24,040 27,090 88.7% 
South Bucks 12,350 14,130 87.4% 
Chiltern 17,380 19,630 88.5% 
Windsor and Maidenhead 16,480 19,840 83.1% 
York 22,410 27,190 82.4% 
St Albans 13,140 16,120 81.5% 
Welwyn Hatfield 10,250 12,950 79.2% 
Hertsmere 7,990 10,110 79.0% 
South Staffordshire 32,130 40,730 78.9% 
Runnymede 6,140 7,800 78.7% 
Gravesham 7,610 9,900 76.9% 
England (Total) 1,621,150 13,046,130 12.4% 

 
4.2 It is also useful to compare the extent of Green Belt in other local authority areas in 

Kent and Medway (see Table 3).  Some of these are also undertaking a review of 
Green Belt as part of their Local Plan process, with a view to release land to meet 
identified development needs.  At the time of writing, the Sevenoaks Local Plan is 
subject to judicial review. 

Table 3:  Extent of Green Belt in Kent and Medway 

Local Authority Green Belt 
(Hectares) 

Total Area 
(Hectares) 

Green Belt % Undertaking 
Green Belt 

review 
Sevenoaks 34,400 37,030 92.9% Y 
Gravesham 7,610 9,900 76.9% Y 
Tonbridge and Malling 17,060 24,010 71.1% Y 
Dartford 4,110 7,280 56.5% N 
Tunbridge Wells 7,130 33,130 21.5% Y 
Medway 1,340 19,350 6.9 N 
Maidstone 530 39,330 1.3 N 

 

4.3 In addition, the Council also undertook a survey of Green Belt authorities surrounding 
London (but outside the Greater London Authority area) in June/July 2019 to 
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ascertain how many were in the process of reviewing Green Belt boundaries.  The 
results of this work form Appendix 1 to this Background Paper and show that a 
significant number were doing so, with some now having progressed to examination 
and adoption resulting in land release to meet their own needs and those of adjoining 
areas.  This table will be updated as we progress towards the next consultation and 
submission of the Local Plan for examination. 

4.4 There is therefore nothing unusual in local planning authorities having to consider 
Green Belt release where alternative options to accommodate development are 
constrained.  Table 4 below shows those local authorities where land was taken out 
of Green Belt in England over the year 31 March 2018 – 31 March 2019. 

Table 4:  Green Belt release in England over the year 31 March 2018 – 31 March 2019 

Local Authority Extent of Green Belt 
31 March 2018 

(Hectares) 

Removed from 
Green Belt over 1 

year period 
(Hectares) 

% reduction in 
Green Belt area 

Barnsley 23,050 -650 -.2.8% 

Bromley 7,730 -70 -0.9% 

Burnley 1,060 -10 -0.9% 

Cambridge 980 -10 -1.0% 

East Hertfordshire 17,530 -1,090 -6.2% 

Gedling 9,010 -210 -2.3% 

Kirklees 15,490 -500 2.0% 

Poole 1,810 -60 -3.3% 

Rotherham 20,450 -390 -1.9% 

South Cambridgeshire 23,330 -200 -0.2% 

South Staffordshire 32,330 -200 -0.6% 

Wyre 750 -70 -9.3% 

 Source:  for Table 2, 3 and 4 above = MHCLG 2018 – 19  National Green Belt statistics at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/local-authority-green-belt-statistics-for-england-2018-to-2019  

  

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/local-authority-green-belt-statistics-for-england-2018-to-2019
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5 Key considerations in demonstrating exceptional 
circumstances  

5.1 This section is divided into two parts: the first sets out what local planning authorities 
are required to demonstrate before they can contemplate the release of land in the 
Green Belt for development. It lists a number of factors which may be considered to 
be exceptional circumstances and gives examples of where an Inspector, in reports 
into two local plans, has supported the exceptional circumstances put forward in the 
plans to support the release of Green Belt land for development. It then considers the 
issues, which need to be addressed when making planning judgements on the 
acceptability of individual exceptional circumstances.  

5.2 The second part of this section then identifies exceptional circumstances, which 
might apply in Gravesham, taking into account the fact that such circumstances have 
been proven to be acceptable elsewhere. At this stage, further information is required 
to justify each exceptional circumstance and, as a consequence, the reasoning 
behind each one is only outlined at a high level. Further work will be undertaken 
before the Regulation 19 consultation stage, to support the submission version of the 
Local Plan Partial Review. 

Part 1 Principles guiding the identification of exceptional circumstances. 

5.3 Under national planning policy before a Council can release Green Belt land for 
development it needs to demonstrate that it has first: 

• Made best use of available, alternative sites, particularly brownfield and 
underutilised land and optimised densities in the most accessible locations 
and; 

• Engaged with neighbouring authorities to determine whether they could 
accommodate some of the identified need for development, which would 
otherwise have to be accommodated on land currently designated as forming 
part of the Green Belt. 

5.4 However, this is not simply a ‘numbers game’ and other factors may also come into 
play that could also constitute ‘exceptional circumstances’.  For example: 

• Need for particular types of accommodation in meeting particular needs in 
particular locations. For example, higher urban densities may provide an 
imbalance of flatted accommodation leaving family accommodation to be 
provided on land currently designated as Green Belt; 

• Need for accommodation well related to rural settlements in order to allow for 
households to downsize into more suitable accommodation, affordable 
housing and special accommodation for elderly or infirm people; 

• Need to fulfil the Government’s requirement for development on small sites 
(10% of total supply) and sites which allow for SME builders to flourish; 

• Need to provide a mix of sites to ensure greater certainty of development 
taking place; 
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• Need for caravan park homes and Traveller sites which might not be able to 
be accommodated on higher density urban sites; 

• Requirement for other uses which contribute to sustainable communities such 
as employment land, local services and infrastructure. 

5.5 The following examples are of exceptional circumstances that have been accepted 
by Inspectors reporting on the examinations of two local plans at Runnymede and 
Guildford, there are other Local Plans where exceptional circumstances have also 
been accepted. 

Runnymede 

5.6 Constraints: The Government recognised that Runnymede was among the top 6% of 
local authorities in the country with the highest amount of constraints to development 
including: 

• Green Belt; 

• Flood Risk; 

• SPA Protection Zone; 

• Special Areas of Conservation; 

• 1000 hectares of nature conservation designations; 

• Designated open space; 

• Best and most versatile agricultural land and; minerals and waste sites. 

Housing Delivery: Need for the provision of 500 dwellings per year but the annual 
average between 2008 and 2018 was only 243. There was also a significant 
requirement for gypsy and traveller accommodation, employment land and 
community services and facilities. 

Need for Review: The Green Belt boundary has remained unchanged since 1986. 
Some parts are now illogical or indefensible and there are discrepancies. National 
policies relating to washed over communities have changed and there is a need to 
review policies relating to villages in the Green Belt. 

Duty to Cooperate: Neighbouring authorities are unable to help in meeting 
Runnymede’s housing requirements. 

Guildford 

5.7 The Inspectors Report provides a useful checklist of exceptional circumstances to 
justify the removal of land from the Green Belt for development. It concluded that all 
of the following points amount to strategic-level exceptional circumstances to alter 
the Green Belt boundaries to meet development needs in the interests of the proper 
long-term planning of the Borough. Local level exceptional circumstances were 
considered separately. 

• There is no scope for exporting Guildford’s housing need to another district; 
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• The ability to meet identified business needs depends on making suitable 
land available and there is no realistic alternative to releasing land from the 
Green Belt; 

• It is not possible to rely on increasing the supply of housing within the urban 
areas to avoid alterations to the Green Belt boundary as all available sites 
have been assessed, constraints such as conservation and flooding apply in 
Guildford Town Centre and extra yield identified for some sites would be 
insufficient. 

• The Plan must be considered as a whole: it contains an integrated set of 
proposals that work together. The strategic allocations deliver a range of 
benefits, which cannot be achieved by smaller, dispersed sites. These 
benefits include: a park and ride facility; the expansion of a research park; the 
provision of a new railway station; new bus services and a cycle network; 
employment facilities; and provision to meet the needs of travellers. 

• The Plan needs to meet unexpected contingencies such as delivery failure or 
slippage. The housing requirement is a minimum figure and the headroom 
provides some flexibility and negates the need to create safeguarded land or 
to identify reserved sites to be brought forward should sites fail to deliver as 
expected. 

• Land needs to be released from the Green Belt to meet housing needs in the 
first 5 years of the Plan, consisting particularly of those short-term sites which 
can come forward more quickly than the larger sites. 

• The alteration to the boundary would have relatively limited impacts on 
openness and would not cause severe and widespread harm to the purposes 
of the Green Belt. 

• Development of specific sites would: represent planned urban extensions 
rather than sprawl; would be visually and physically separate and not add to 
sprawl or coalescence; would include a substantial amount of previously 
developed land; and would be adjacent to settlements with very localised 
effects on openness.  

Calverton Parish Council 

5.8 In a legal judgement relating to exceptional circumstances in connection with a case 
involving Calverton Parish Council, the following conclusions were reached. When 
making planning judgements involved in the ascertainment of exceptional 
circumstances, local authorities should identify and address the following matters; 

• the acuteness /intensity of the objectively assessed need (matters of degree 
may be important); 

• the inherent constraints on supply/availability of land prima facie suitable for 
sustainable development; 

• the consequential difficulties in achieving sustainable development without 
impinging on the Green Belt; 

• the nature and extent of harm to the Green Belt (or those parts of it which 
would be lost if the boundaries were reviewed) and; 
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• the extent to which the consequent impacts on the purposes of the Green Belt 
may be ameliorated or reduced to the lowest reasonable, practicable extent. 

5.9 In handing down the above judgement, the above was ‘described as “an ideal 
approach” or a “counsel of perfection”.  It was not intended however to be read as a 
standard rule requiring that approach to be followed in order for a review of Green 
Belt boundaries to be lawful.  A more discursive, open textured approach as taken by 
a Planning Inspector would suffice. 

Part 2: Draft considerations contributing to Gravesham’s exceptional 
circumstances case for releasing land from the Green Belt  

5.10 Having established what the Council is required to demonstrate before it 
contemplates the release of land designated as the Green Belt for development, and 
provided examples of where this has occurred elsewhere, the next section sets out 
those factors that may contribute to a case for exceptional circumstances in 
Gravesham. 

5.11 It should be acknowledged that this Paper has been prepared at a time when the 
planning system is undergoing change, not least in respect of how the development 
needs of the Borough are calculated.  The Government is currently consulting on a 
new Standard Method for calculating the minimum housing need of an area.  As 
such, references to the Borough’s current housing need is based on the 
Government’s current adopted standard method.   

Gravesham’s Housing need 

5.12 The Local Plan Core Strategy (2014) sets out the Borough’s objectively assessed 
need for 6,170 dwellings over the existing Local Plan Core Strategy plan period 
(2011-2028).  The annual housing requirement is stepped over three periods at: 

• 325 dwellings per annum for the period 2011/12 – 2018/19,  

• 363 dwellings per annum for the period 2019/20 – 2023/24 and  

• 438 dwellings per annum for the period 2024/25 – 2027/28. 

5.13 The reasons for a stepped approach are set out in paragraphs 46 – 47 of the Local 
Plan Core Strategy Examination Inspector’s Report7 and include: 

• The state of the housing market; 

• The need for some existing employment uses to first relocate/reorganise to 
free sites for development; 

• The absence of any other realistic alternative, strategic level potential sites 
that lie outside the Green Belt; 

• The capacity of the local house building industry to “up its game” from a 
relatively low start point. 

                                                
7 see https://www.gravesham.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building/local-plan/gravesham-local-

plan-core-strategy 

https://www.gravesham.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building/local-plan/gravesham-local-plan-core-strategy
https://www.gravesham.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building/local-plan/gravesham-local-plan-core-strategy
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5.14 Following the Local Plan Core Strategy adoption, a new Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (2017) was undertaken as part of the Strategic Housing and Economic 
Needs Assessment, it identified a housing requirement of 495 dwellings per annum in 
the Borough over the plan period up to 2028.   

5.15 In 2019, the government revised the National Planning Policy Framework and 
updated the Planning Practice Guidance (2019).  This introduced two things.  Firstly, 
the need for strategic policies to look “ahead over a minimum 15 year period from 
adoption”8.  As a result, the plan period has been extended from 2028 to 2036.  This 
brings the plan period in line with the timescale of neighbouring authorities, which 
results in greater consistency and helps in terms of addressing duty to cooperate 
matters.  

5.16 The Government also introduced the standard method for determining the minimum 
number of homes required in an area.  This method is to be used for determining 
housing needs unless there are exceptional circumstances to justify and alternative 
approach.  Based solely on the government’s current standard method, the emerging 
housing requirement for the Borough is for around 10,480 dwellings, to be delivered 
between 2020 – 2036, at a rate of 655 dwellings per annum. 

5.17 In addition to the need for general housing, we have a requirement to meet the needs 
of the business community, social and community facilities, as well as the 
accommodation needs of the travelling community  

Meeting housing needs in accordance with the existing spatial strategy. 

5.18 The existing spatial strategy for distributing development is set out in policy CS02 of 
the adopted Local Plan Core Strategy.  It prioritises development in the urban area, 
as the most sustainable location, with a focus on redeveloping and recycling derelict 
and previously developed land.  The Opportunity Areas along the riverside, at 
Ebbsfleet, in the Town Centre and at Coldharbour Road provide the main locations 
for new homes over the plan period.  

5.19 Within the rural area, the strategy supports development within the rural settlements 
inset from the Green Belt and defined on the Policies Map.  It recognises that there is 
a small shortfall in housing land supply overt the plan period and that a focussed 
Green Belt boundary review is required to address this as part of a Part 2 Local Plan. 

5.21 The Council proposes to maintain its strategy of maximising development on 
previously developed land and through the updated Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment (SHLAA) (2020) has sought to optimise densities on sites in 
the urban area that are well served by public transport.  However, the evidence in the 
SHLAA demonstrates that, despite taking these factors into account, there is 
insufficient land in the urban area and settlements inset from the Green Belt, to meet 
all the Borough’s housing needs up to 2036.   

5.22 The Council is also engaging with neighbouring authorities to determine whether they 
could accommodate some of the Borough’s unmet need for housing. Gravesham is 
within a Housing Market Area, which includes Dartford and Medway. Through the 
duty to cooperate discussions, all three authorities are actively engaged in 
                                                
8 NPPF - paragraph 22 
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determining whether there is any capacity to address Gravesham’s unmet need, but 
to date there has been no agreement from Dartford or Medway to this.   

5.23 It is relevant to note that the need to release land from the Green Belt is embedded in 
policy CS02 of the Local Plan Core Strategy.  In order to render the Core Strategy 
effective, the Local Plan Core Strategy Examination Inspector modified the Core 
Strategy to provide for the release of land in the Green Belt to meet a small shortfall 
in the housing land supply via a focussed Green Belt Review as part of a Part 2 
document.  This was seen as part of the solution for meeting the Borough’s future 
growth9. 

5.24 The Council considers there are a number of factors that together would demonstrate 
that there are exceptional circumstances to support the release of land from the 
Green Belt to meet the Borough’s unmet need for housing.  As indicated in the 
introduction, these are high-level considerations which will be expanded upon as part 
of the exceptional circumstances case to accompany the Regulation 19 consultation.   

5.25 As mentioned in paragraph 5.4, it is important to recognise that meeting the 
borough’s identified housing needs is not just about having sufficient land supply to 
deliver an identified number of dwellings.  It is about understanding the availability of 
that supply over the plan period, to ensure that it enables developers to deliver the 
right type of development, in the right location to meet the housing needs of local 
communities over the whole plan period.  The modifications to the adopted Local 
Plan Core Strategy were made to ensure that plan was flexible enough, not just to 
provide sufficient land to meet the housing need figure, but to ensure that sufficient 
land was available across the whole plan period, to meet local housing needs over 
the whole plan period.  

5.26 Within Gravesham, due to market and economic conditions, nationally and locally, 
developers have been failing to deliver against the annual housing need figure of 325 
dwellings per annum for some time, as evidence in the annual monitoring reports.  As 
a result, there has been sustained under provision of housing, while the population 
has continued to grow.  This in turn has had an impact on affordability and limited 
people’s ability to enter the housing market and move within it10.   

5.27 The size and type of sites that are available to meet the identified need for housing 
can also affect the rate of delivery and the size, type and tenure of housing that 
comes forward.  The current spatial strategy relies on bringing forward a number of 
large previously developed sites along the Riverside, sites within the Town Centre, 
the key site at Coldharbour Road and a number of other sites within the urban area 
and rural settlements inset from the Green Belt.  Even with the addition of 
Coldharbour Road, this has proved insufficient in itself to ensure consistent delivery 
of housing, as most of the strategic sites have long build out periods and 
complexities, which need to be overcome to facilitate development.   

5.28 The annual housing requirement in the adopted Local Plan Core Strategy was 
stepped and back loaded. It recognised the uncertain market conditions and site 
complexities, which have impacted on the deliverability of sites.  The fact that 
                                                
9 see https://www.gravesham.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building/local-plan/gravesham-local-

plan-core-strategy 
10 SHENA 2017 paragraph 4.2 

https://www.gravesham.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building/local-plan/gravesham-local-plan-core-strategy
https://www.gravesham.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building/local-plan/gravesham-local-plan-core-strategy
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housing delivery has been well below the annual housing requirement indicates that 
the current supply of housing land is not flexible enough to assist developers in 
bringing forward housing at pace to meet the annual housing requirements, early 
enough in the plan period.   

5.29 While the government has recognised that this is an issue in Dartford and 
Gravesham, and set up the Ebbsfleet Development Corporation (EDC) in response, 
the EDC is only able to influence the delivery of sites within their area, for example 
Northfleet Embankment East.  They are unable to influence delivery on sites outside 
their area, such as Canal Basin.  

5.30 Therefore, while some large previously developed sites are beginning to deliver 
housing, there remains a need to identify a greater variety smaller sites, with fewer 
complexities and shorter build out periods.  This would provide greater flexibility in 
the housing land supply, to address the unmet housing need by assisting housing 
delivery in the early part of the plan period until the remaining strategic sites can 
come on stream.  This would help with housing affordability and have economic 
benefits by helping to boost the local economy, including local building firms. 

5.31 The majority of sites emerging through the SHLAA (2020) in the urban area are 
large, predominantly previously developed sites.  They lie in the Town Centre, and 
Gravesend Riverside East and North East Gravesend Opportunity Areas.  While they 
have the potential to deliver between 80 and 1400 dwellings, they are complex sites 
and are likely to have a long lead in period.  Therefore, reliance on the sites 
emerging through the SHLAA will not provide a flexible housing supply, that can 
deliver housing early in the plan period.  

5.32 These sites also enable the delivery of high-density flatted development, with good 
public transport access.  This form of development, in appropriate locations, is a vital 
part of ensuring that development needs are being met.  However, it is equally as 
important to ensure that a range of housing types and sizes are delivered over the 
plan period, to meet the needs of different sections of the community, such as 
families, multi adult households, older people downsizing and wishing to stay in their 
communities and special care housing.  These needs will not be met if the identified 
under supply of housing land is not addressed.  

5.33 Having explored opportunities to increase urban capacity through the SHLAA, it is 
clear that opportunities to meet the identified shortfall in housing land supply in the 
urban area have been exhausted.  A small area within the defined urban area at 
North East Gravesend lies outside the Green Belt, but this area is affected by flood 
risk and biodiversity constraints and is therefore unsuitable for residential 
development.  All land in the rural area is designated Green Belt.  

5.34 In addition to its Green Belt designation, the rural area is affected by a series of 
major constraints, which further constrain development.  These constraints include 
the presence of international and national nature protection sites including Ramsar 
sites, Special Protection Areas, Special Areas of Conservation and Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest, as well as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and areas at 
high risk of flooding. These affect 53% of the land in the rural area and are regarded 
as absolute constraints where no development would be contemplated.  As a result, 
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opportunities to address the identified shortfall on land designated as Green Belt are 
limited in themselves by these constraints.  

5.35 As set out in paragraph 11 of the NPPF and section 2 of this paper, local authorities 
should, as a minimum, provide for their objectively assessed needs for housing and 
other uses.  The overall scale, type or distribution of development should only be 
restricted where policies that protect areas, or assets of particular importance, 
including land designated as Green Belt, provides a strong reason for doing so.  The 
release of land designated as Green Belt to meet development needs is therefore not 
specifically precluded. 

5.36 This is borne out by the figures released by the Planning Inspectorate, summarised 
in the extract below, which shows since 2014/15, that increasing numbers of local 
authorities have released land designated as Green Belt.   

 

 

5.37 The Council has undertaken two Green Belt Studies to understand the harm to the 
purposes of the Green Belt of releasing land designated as Green Belt; one at a 
strategic level, and the second, more recent study (2020) provided a finer grained 
assessment.  The scope of these studies are detailed in section 6.  Both studies 
conclude that all land designated as Green Belt makes some contribution to the 
purposes of the Green Belt and therefore releasing land designated as Green Belt 
will result in some degree of harm.  This however is not a reason in itself not to 
consider the potential opportunities offered by the releasing land designated as 
Green Belt to address the Borough’s identified unmet housing need.    

5.38 In conclusion, the government’s standard method for calculating housing need 
significantly increases the amount of housing that has to be delivered in the Borough 
when compared to the adopted Local Plan Core Strategy.  To achieve the housing 
requirement in the adopted Local Plan Core Strategy, the Local Plan Examination 
Inspector considered there to be sufficient justification to allow the release of land 
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from the Green Belt to meet, amongst things, a shortfall in the housing land supply.  
This approach is embedded in Core Strategy policy CS02.   

5.39 Much of Gravesham’s housing supply comes from large previously developed sites, 
which have complexities and long build out rates which have affected delivery.  This 
coupled with economic and market conditions have resulted in developers 
consistently under providing against the housing requirement in the adopted Local 
Plan Core Strategy, indicating that the current housing land supply is not flexible 
enough to assist developers bring sites forward at pace to meet housing 
requirements. 

5.40 The Council through the updated SHLAA (2020), has explored all reasonable options 
for maximising development in the urban area and rural settlements inset from the 
Green Belt.  A high proportion of sites emerging through the SHLAA are similar to 
those in the current housing land supply, (large, previously developed sites).  They 
do not add flexibility to the housing land supply and only address the need for high-
density flatted accommodation, rather than the need for all types of housing.  

5.41 There has been no agreement, to date, from the other authorities within Gravesham’s 
Housing Market Area to accommodate Gravesham’s unmet housing need.   

5.42 Given that land outside the urban area is nearly all designated Green Belt, at this 
stage it is reasonable to look at the available opportunities in the rural area to 
accommodate the shortfall in the housing land supply.  

6.0 Outputs from the Gravesham Green Belt studies 

6.1 The history of the development of the Green Belt in Gravesham is set out in section 3 
of this paper.  The general extent of what we currently consider to be the Green Belt 
in Gravesham was established in 1967 in the Kent Development Plan. It was not until 
the adoption of the Borough of Gravesham Local Plan in March 1987 that the precise 
Green Belt boundaries around the urban area of Northfleet and Gravesham and inset 
settlements within the Green Belt were established.  What this history shows is that 
the area to which Green Belt policies now apply in Gravesham remains much the 
same as it did in 1967.  

6.2 There have been 4 documents which have looked at the Green Belt in Gravesham 
since 2009 which are detailed below: 

Green Belt Boundary Technical Paper (2009) 

6.3 As part of the evidence base underpinning an early consultation as part of the Local 
Plan Core Strategy, the Council undertook a review of the Green Belt boundary in 
2009.   

6.4 A Green Belt Boundary Technical Paper was prepared with the aim of improving 
consistency in defining the areas within villages and pockets of built development in 
the country where minor development such as infilling and minor redevelopment 
would be allowed.  It was made clear that the areas are defined purely for planning 
purposes and may not include the whole settlement as to do so may impact 
adversely on rural character and the openness of the Green Belt.  The existing 
boundaries were therefore examined against a set of criteria taking account of 
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national policy at the time, the needs of the rural area and any changes that has 
occurred on the ground since 1994.  The aim was to confirm a strong defensible 
boundary that would endure and protect openness and rural character of the 
surrounding countryside from encroachment.   

6.5 The review concluded that the existing Green Belt boundary around most of the 
settlements was drawn in a logical way using physical features. The review did 
however identify a need for some minor changes to provide consistency in approach 
and to take account of changes that have occurred on the ground since 1994.  It also 
concluded that within the rural area, there were many small pockets of built 
development which form a part of the rural landscape but are clearly not villages. 
Their presence does not undermine the overall aim of the Green Belt and as such it 
was recommended that they should remain in the Green Belt. Lower Shorne was 
considered to be an exception to this given its size and extent of built form. 

Gravesham Greenfield and Green Belt Site Assessments and Options (October, 
2011) and ERRATA (November, 2011) 

6.6 In the early stages of preparing the Local Plan Core Strategy, the Council was 
originally looking at a plan period which extended to 2031.  As part of the viability 
work underpinning these early stage, it became clear that these were insufficient 
deliverable previously developed sites available in the urban area, to meet the 
Borough’s development needs up to 2031, as well as providing a 5 year rolling land 
supply. There was a need therefore to consider other sites that would contribute to 
meeting development needs, including sites in the rural area.  The extent to which 
these other sites would be relied upon would depend on which growth scenario was 
taken forward in the plan.  Consideration was therefore given to greenfield and Green 
Belt sites that may be needed to meet these needs.  

6.7 The Gravesham Greenfield and Green Belt Site Assessments and Options Paper 
sought to assess the potential of sites that were capable of accommodating over 50 
dwellings (assumed sites above 1.56ha), along with sites identified in the Strategic 
Land Availability Assessment which abut Tier 1, 2 and 3 settlements as identified in 
the settlement hierarchy.  

6.8 It included: 

• draft SLAA sites (including North East Gravesend and Land West of Wrotham 
Road, Gravesend) - these are sites that were considered in the Draft 
Gravesham Strategic Land Availability Assessment January 2010; and  

• unallocated non SLAA sites which do not weaken the Green Belt boundary. 

6.9 It identified the strengths and weaknesses of a range of potential development sites 
in terms of:  

• Whether the site is within the Green Belt and how defensible the Green Belt 
boundaries are?  

• How accessible the site is to services?  

• How sensitive the landscape is to development?  
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6.10 It also included references to other physical and environmental constraints that 
should be considered if any of the sites are taken forward, but it did not provide an in-
depth analysis of those constraints and whether they could be overcome in relation to 
each site. 

6.11 Scores were totalled for each of the three assessment questions and sites with the 
highest scores performed best with regard to the defensibility of the Green Belt 
boundary, most access to services and least sensitive landscape. Comments were 
also provided regarding potential environmental and physical constraints. 

Green Belt Study (2018) (Stage 1) 

6.12 Following on from the adoption of the Local Plan Core Strategy in 2014, work 
commenced on the preparation of the Local Plan Partial Review and Site Allocations 
Document and the Development Management Policies Document.  A Green Belt 
Study was prepared as part of the commitment made in the Local Plan Core 
Strategy.  Policy CS02 states that: 

 “A strategic Green Belt boundary review will be undertaken to identify 
additional land to meet the housing needs up to 2028 and to safeguard areas 
of land to meet development needs beyond the plan period, while 
maintaining the national and local planning purposes of the Green Belt.” 

6.13 The Study provides a high level, appraisal of the contribution that individual parcels 
of land within the Green Belt in Gravesham makes to the purposes of the Green Belt 
as defined in the NPPF. Its purpose was to inform the consultation on the options for 
accommodating growth in the Borough being consulted upon in the Regulation 18 
(Stage 1) consultation document and the future allocation of sites, as well as any 
subsequent and finer grained assessment. 

6.14 The whole of the Green Belt was divided into 26 parcels which vary in size but were 
defined using physical boundary features (principally roads, railways and inset 
settlement edges). Each parcel was assessed against each of the national and local 
purposes of the Green Belt, as set out in NPPF and the local Plan Core Strategy.  
Ratings of the contribution of the Green Belt to the Green Belt purposes were 
assigned using a three-point scale:  

• significant contribution,  
• contribution and  
• minimal/no contribution.  

6.15 The assessment provided ratings and supporting text to assess the contribution of 
each parcel to each of the first three Green Belt purposes: checking the sprawl of 
large built-up areas, preventing the merger of settlements and safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment.  

6.16 The fourth purpose, preserving the setting and special character of historic towns, 
was not considered applicable to Gravesham. Gravesend and Northfleet were 
recognised as historic towns but Green Belt land was not considered to play any 
significant role in preserving the historic setting or special character of the towns, 
given the extent of modern development between the historic settlement cores of 
these towns and the Green Belt.  
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6.17 It was not considered that variations in contribution to the fifth purpose, assisting in 
urban regeneration, could be distinguished at a sub-Borough level. As such all 
parcels were considered to contribute equally to assisting urban regeneration. 

6.18 In terms of the conclusions for each parcel, with the exception of one parcel (parcel 
11), all the parcels were rated as making either a significant contribution or a 
minimal/no contribution for Purpose 1, and all the parcels were rated as making a 
significant contribution or minimal/no contribution for Purpose 2. For Purpose 1, the 
determining factor was whether the parcel adjoined a large built-up area and for 
Purpose 2 the determining factor was whether the parcel was situated between the 
two identified towns of Gravesend and Strood.  

6.19 A separate ‘local’ purpose 2a was identified to facilitate assessment of the role of 
Green Belt in preventing rural settlements (considered too small to be classed as 
towns) from merging. This provided a greater variety of results, but although ratings 
were applied to parcels as a whole, it was recognised in the supporting text that 
certain parts of parcels were more important in this role than others.  

6.20 Ratings for Purpose 3 were, in all cases except one (Parcel 11a - defined to denote 
the A2/HS1 corridor), made either a significant contribution or contribution, with the 
extent of urbanising development or land use within the parcel being the principal 
source of variation. The final rating represented a judgement as to the overall 
balance between developed and undeveloped land, but it was recognised that there 
were more localised variations within many parcels.  

6.21 The summary analysis for each parcel commented on the potential opportunities for 
development without affecting the strategic Green Belt purposes. This was typically 
limited to comments on infill/redevelopment of existing developed areas, or moving 
the Green Belt boundary to a ‘stronger’ physical feature. It did not have any clear 
correlation with the parcel contribution ratings – i.e. a parcel lacking any significant 
contribution ratings was not identified as having any, or more, opportunities for 
development than a parcel judged to play a stronger overall role. 

6.22 The Paper did not reach any overall conclusions but all parcels were considered to 
make a contribution to at least one ‘national’ Green Belt purpose.  

Green Belt Study, 2020 (Stage 2)  

6.23 The most recent Green Belt Study has been undertaken by Land Use Consultants 
(LUC) and is a more focussed and finer grained assessment of the harm to the 
purposes of the Green Belt as identified in the NPPF of releasing land in the Green 
Belt.  The Study’s aim is to identify the variations in harm to the purposes of the 
Green Belt of releasing land around the urban area and settlements inset from the 
Green Belt within the Borough. The outputs of the Study, alongside other evidence 
relating to sustainability, transport implications, etc. will inform decisions on the 
options for accommodating growth in the Borough over the plan period. 

6.24 The Study focuses on land adjacent to the urban area and rural settlements inset 
from the Green Belt.  It also takes account of: 

• the proposed route of the Lower Thames Crossing as proposed in the 2018 
Highways England consultation  
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• the potential harm of removing that part of Longfield Hill which lies within 
Gravesham from the Green Belt  

• the potential harm of removing all or part of the Culverstone Valley Area from 
the Green Belt, either to create a separate settlement or to include it as an 
expansion of Culverstone Green.  

6.26 The Study defined 122 parcels by applying a process that assesses and parcels land 
out to a point beyond which development would result in a high level of harm to 
Green Belt purposes.  The release of land beyond the defined parcel would result in 
high harm to the Green Belt purposes.  

6.27 The study does not directly assess any specific sites.  However, where sites 
identified in the Greenfield and Green Bet Sites Assessments Paper (see above) or 
the draft Strategic Land Availability Assessment (2018) lie adjacent to a settlement 
inset from the Green Belt, they have been assessed by default as part of the 
expansion of the existing inset settlement. 

6.28 Land affected by constraints such as flooding, biodiversity and heritage designations 
were excluded from the assessment process. 

6.29 The assessment process considered the following steps: 

• the relevance of each Green Belt purpose around the urban area and each 
inset settlement. This step identifies if the Green Belt within the assessment 
areas surrounding the urban area and each inset settlement has the potential 
to contribute to any of the purposes of the Green Belt based on the location of 
the land 

• local variations in the relationship between development in the inset 
settlement and the countryside (i.e. land in the Green Belt).  This step 
identifies more localised variations in the relationship between land 
designated as Green Belt and development with an urbanising influence. 
Land that is more strongly related to built development typically makes a 
weaker contribution to the first three Green Belt purposes, being less likely to 
be perceived as sprawl (Purpose 1), narrowing the gap between towns 
(Purpose 2) or encroachment into the countryside (Purpose 3).  The 
relationship between land within the Green Belt and developed land was 
considered in terms of its distinction, openness and containment.  

• The contribution the parcel makes to the Green Belt purposes.  This step 
combines the output from the steps above to provide overall assessment of 
the contribution of the parcel to each of the Green Belt purposes. A five-point 
rating scale was used varying from Significant - Relatively Significant – 
Moderate - Relatively limited - Limited/no contribution.   

• The impact of the release of land from the Green Belt on adjacent land within 
the Green Belt.  This step considers the extent to which the release of land 
would affect the integrity of adjacent land that is retained in the Green Belt, 
through increased containment and/or loss of distinction between the urban 
area and open land (assuming the released land become part of the urban 
area), and/or by reducing separation between towns.  A four point scale was 
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used to rate the impact of release from Significant – Moderate - Minor – No or 
negligible.  

• Define the variations in harm to the Green Belt around the inset settlements 
boundary as parcels and sub parcels.  This step combines the assessed 
contribution of land to Green Belt purposes with the assessed impact of its 
release on remaining land designated as Green Belt to determine an overall 
assessment of harm of releasing land from the Green Belt. Variations in the 
harm rating are used to inform the definition of either a parcel or sub parcel. 

• Consider the harm beyond the outer boundary. Having defined parcels and 
sub-parcels to reflect variations in harm to Green Belt purposes around the 
perimeter of an inset settlement, assessment Steps 1-5 as set out above are, 
in turn, applied to the land beyond the outer boundaries of parcels assessed 
at less than high harm.  

6.30 The outputs from the study are summarised on the plan attached in Appendix 5 and 
should be viewed in conjunction with the Green Belt Study, which is available 
separately. What is clear is that, as with the Green Belt Study (Stage 1), all parcels 
make some contribution to the Green Belt, and therefore the release of land around 
any of the inset settlements to accommodate development will cause some harm to 
the purposes of the Green Belt.   

6.31 The study does not consider the cumulative impact of releasing multiple parcels on 
the Green Belt as a whole or take account of any landscape considerations.  While 
the study concludes that the removal of any land from the Green Belt will cause 
some harm Green Belt purposes, there is still a need to consider the potential 
opportunities to release land in the rural area to address the Borough’s identified 
unmet housing need.    

7.0 Evidence supporting draft development management policies 

7.1 There have been significant changes to national Green Belt policy since the 
Regulation 18 (Stage 1) consultation.  As a result of this, Chapter 3 of the 
Development Management Policies document has been substantially revised to 
ensure that it is consistent with these changes. 

7.2 Regard has also been had to the responses to the Regulation 18 Stage 1 
consultation in terms of the detailed wording of Green Belt policies to make them 
more focused.   

7.3 The schedule of responses produced separately to this Background Paper sets out 
how the Council has attempted to address individual points raised.  The reworded 
policies contained in the Regulation 18 (Stage 2) Consultation Document should be 
read in this context.  This has also had regard to changes suggested as a result of 
the Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment undertaken by 
independent consultants. 

7.4 The supporting text to the policy on limited infilling in villages addresses points made 
in relation to the definition of ‘village’, ‘limited’ and ‘infilling’ and its relationship to 
case law.  This point is also covered in the Council’s schedule of responses to the 
previous consultation under the relevant policy heading. 



30 
 

7.5 Points were also made in relation to the existing ‘one-third’ (33%) rule for extensions 
under saved policy C13 of the Gravesham Local Plan First Review (1994) and 
whether this should be applied in other circumstance and/or consistency in the 
criteria should be applied in considering whether an extension is disproportionate or 
a replacement building materially larger.  This has been addressed through the re-
wording of policies, although the 33% guideline remains for extensions only in the 
supporting text. 

7.6 The Council has undertaken some further work in this area (see Appendices 2, 3 & 4 
attached).  This suggests that the approach being taken within the draft policies is not 
unreasonable and consistent with appeal decisions in Gravesham and elsewhere 
and in terms of the policy approach taken elsewhere in Kent and the adjoining 
counties of Essex and Surrey.   

7.7 Whilst there is a degree of disparity, the Sevenoaks policy approach appears to be 
an outlier whereas the majority of emerging policies seem to take a less formulaic 
and more nuanced ‘case by case’ criteria based approach based on planning 
judgement.   

8.0 Next steps 

Additional evidence will be undertaken to inform and develop the Council’s 
exceptional circumstances case for releasing land currently designated as Green Belt 
to meet the Borough’s development needs over the plan period.   
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Appendices 

1 Green Belt Reviews in Shire Districts/Unitary Authorities Surrounding 
London (June/July 2019)  

2 Planning appeals for single replacement dwellings in the Green Belt and 
whether materially larger – Kent (including Medway and London Borough 
of Bexley) and Surrey: June 2015 – June 2020  

3 Planning appeals relating to Green Belt extensions in Gravesham and the 
application of the ‘one-third’ rule – Five year period June 2015 – June 
2020  

4 Green Belt Policies on replacement dwellings and extensions in Kent, 
Essex and Surrey as at Oct 2020 

5 Parcels assessed through the Green Belt Study and their ratings of harm.  
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Appendix 1: Green Belt Reviews in Shire Districts/Unitary Authorities Surrounding London (June/July 2019) 

 
 

Areas are as at 
2017 

Total 
Area 
(HAs) 

Green 
Belt 

(HAs) 

Green 
Belt 
% of 
total 

Green Belt 
released or 

being 
considered? 

Local Plan Website Links and Commentary 

Bedfordshire      
Central Beds 71,567 28,220 39.4%  

Y 
http://www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk/planning/policy/landing.aspx - Local Plan covering 
period 2015 – 35 submitted for examination March 2018, being examined from May 2019.  
Accepting some unmet need for housing and employment from Luton + limited release of 
Green Belt to meet this and own needs. 

Luton 4,335 140 3.2% N 
no release as 
unmet need 

met 
elsewhere in 
Central Beds 

https://www.luton.gov.uk/Environment/Planning/Regional%20and%20local%20planning/Pages/
default.aspx - the Luton Local Plan 2011-31 was adopted following examination in November 
2017. Whilst there was a review of Green Belt, the Inspector concluded that it was not possible 
to demonstrate exceptional circumstances as adjoining authorities might be capable of 
accommodating unmet need in more sustainable locations – even if within the Green Belt.  
Accepted that this might need to be re-visited if unmet needs could not subsequently be met.  
See Inspector’s report at  
https://www.luton.gov.uk/Environment/Lists/LutonDocuments/PDF/Local%20Plan/adoption/Lut
on-Local-Plan-2011-2031-final-Inspectors-report.pdf   

Berkshire      
Bracknell Forest 10,938 3,840 35.1% N Original Core Strategy adopted 2008, with subsequent site allocations document in 2013.  In 

terms of the latter document, the Inspector concluded that Green Belt release was not required 
at that stage.  Currently reviewing local plan to cover the period to 2034 – see 
https://www.bracknell-forest.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning/planning-
policy/development-plan/draft-bracknell-forest-local-plan/background .  2018 draft local plan 
consultation concluded that development needs could be accommodated without Green Belty 
release. 

Windsor and 
Maidenhead 

19,843 16,470 83.0% Y Emerging local plan covers period 2013 to 2033 and was submitted for examination in January 
2018 – see 
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/201026/borough_local_plan/1353/overview_and_communicatio
ns/1 .  Further work now being undertaken following stage 1 of examination in June 2018 and 
Inspector has recently written to Council regarding update on progress.  Submission version of 

http://www.centralbedfordshire.gov.uk/planning/policy/landing.aspx
https://www.luton.gov.uk/Environment/Planning/Regional%20and%20local%20planning/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.luton.gov.uk/Environment/Planning/Regional%20and%20local%20planning/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.luton.gov.uk/Environment/Lists/LutonDocuments/PDF/Local%20Plan/adoption/Luton-Local-Plan-2011-2031-final-Inspectors-report.pdf
https://www.luton.gov.uk/Environment/Lists/LutonDocuments/PDF/Local%20Plan/adoption/Luton-Local-Plan-2011-2031-final-Inspectors-report.pdf
https://www.bracknell-forest.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning/planning-policy/development-plan/draft-bracknell-forest-local-plan/background
https://www.bracknell-forest.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning/planning-policy/development-plan/draft-bracknell-forest-local-plan/background
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/201026/borough_local_plan/1353/overview_and_communications/1
https://www3.rbwm.gov.uk/info/201026/borough_local_plan/1353/overview_and_communications/1
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local plan includes significant Green Belt release around Maidenhead and more limited release 
at Windsor, Ascot, Datchet, Cookham, Sunningdale and Sunninghill based on exceptional 
circumstances. 

Slough 3,254 860 26.4% Y Existing Core Strategy was adopted in 2010 and covers period 2006 – 26. Currently working on 
new local plan covering period 2016 – 36 – see http://www.slough.gov.uk/council/strategies-
plans-and-policies/the-emerging-local-plan-for-slough-2016-2036.aspx Addedcomplication in 
that the emerging plan also has to accommodate potential needs arising from the expansion of 
Heathrow airport – see 2018 update to members at 
http://www.slough.gov.uk/downloads/Planning%20Cttee181205_UpdateESS_AccomodatingHe
athrow.pdf . Believe that it will be necessary to release Green Belt land for development to 
meet needs, with one option considered being a garden suburb to the north of Slough.  
However, this would also involve land in the Chiltern/South Bucks area – which is being 
resisted by those councils. 

Wokingham 17,897 2,900 16.2% ? 
At early stage 

but master 
planning work 

has been 
done on 

strategic sites 
on a ‘without 

prejudice’ 
basis. 

Existing Core Strategy adopted in 2010 and did not require release of Green Belt land to cover 
development needs to 2026 – for local plan webpage see 
https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-policy-information/local-plan-and-
planning-policies/ .  Subsequently adopted Development Management Delivery DPD in 2014 – 
no change to overall thrust of policy.  Now working on new local plan to 2036 – see 
https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-policy-information/local-plan-update/ 
No decision has bene made on Green Belt release is required at this stage, although WBC has 
commissioned master planning work on a number of staretgic sites, some of which are in 
Green Belt – see https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-policy-
information/local-plan-update/  

Buckinghamshire      
Aylesbury Vale 90,275 4,800 5.3% Y Aylesbury Vale local plan covering period  2013 - 33   currently at examination – see link for 

main webpage https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/section/vale-aylesbury-local-plan-valp-
2013-2033 .  There have been major issues over the proposed distribution of development and 
the scale of objectively assessed need (OAN).  Being examined under NPPF 2012 and 
standard housing methodology does not apply.  Local OAN is judged to be around 20,600 
dwelling over plan period; plus 8,000 from unmet need elsewhere; plus a 5.2% buffer to cover 
uncertainty – making a total figure of 31,100 dwellings.  Lies within the Oxford/Milton 
Keynes/Cambridge growth arc and this is also a major factor taken into consideration.  RAF 
Halton to close and this is likely to accommodate development in the Green Belt.  Likely to 

http://www.slough.gov.uk/council/strategies-plans-and-policies/the-emerging-local-plan-for-slough-2016-2036.aspx
http://www.slough.gov.uk/council/strategies-plans-and-policies/the-emerging-local-plan-for-slough-2016-2036.aspx
http://www.slough.gov.uk/downloads/Planning%20Cttee181205_UpdateESS_AccomodatingHeathrow.pdf
http://www.slough.gov.uk/downloads/Planning%20Cttee181205_UpdateESS_AccomodatingHeathrow.pdf
https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-policy-information/local-plan-and-planning-policies/
https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-policy-information/local-plan-and-planning-policies/
https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-policy-information/local-plan-update/
https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-policy-information/local-plan-update/
https://www.wokingham.gov.uk/planning-policy/planning-policy-information/local-plan-update/
https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/section/vale-aylesbury-local-plan-valp-2013-2033
https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/section/vale-aylesbury-local-plan-valp-2013-2033
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result in changes to boundary of the Green Belt either at this stage or subsequently.  Green 
Belt release had been proposed in submission local plan elsewhere but RAF Halton likely to 
replace this. 

Chiltern/South 
Bucks 

33,763 29,730 88.1% Y Emerging joint local plan covers period to 2036 – see 
https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/planning/localplan .  Draft local plan published June 2019.  
Objectively assessed need is estimated to be 15,260 dwellings over plan period and are only 
intending to meet 11,000 even with 7.83 sq km Green Belt release..  5,750 being met in 
Aylesbury Vale.   

Wycombe 32,457 15,740 48.5% Y Core strategy was adopted in 2008 and now working on new local plan to 2033 – now at 
examination see https://www.wycombe.gov.uk/pages/Planning-and-building-control/New-local-
plan/New-local-plan-examination.aspx .  Submission version of local plan does not fully meet 
local need, even though Green Belt release (1% or therefore @ 157 HAs) is proposed.  
Examination now at Main Modifications stage. 

Essex      
Basildon 11,003 6,950 63.2% Y Emerging local plan covering period 2014 - 34 submitted for examination March 2019 – see 

https://www.basildon.gov.uk/article/2009/Local-Plan-2014-2034.  Unable to accommodate all 
housing need within urban area and significant Green Belt release proposed.  Exceptional 
circumstances case being made out.  Considering the need to meet employment needs 
displaced by development in London Area.  Also working on a longer-term joint strategic plan 
to 2050 with other South Essex authorities. 

Brentwood 15,312 13,700 89.5% Y Council preparing new local plan covering period 2016 - 33 to replace that adopted in 2005 – 
details available at http://www.brentwood.gov.uk/index.php?cid=694 .  Pre-submission local 
plan published Feb 2019 includes Green Belt allocations comprising urban extensions and a 
stand-alone garden village (Dunton Hills). Also working on a longer-term joint strategic plan to 
2050 with other South Essex authorities.  

Castle Point 4,507 2,760 61.2% ? 
Council has 
ceased work 
on local plan 
and awaiting 
direction from 
Gov. on how 

Council had begun preparing new local plan covering period 2018 - 33 with information on 
website at https://www.castlepoint.gov.uk/evidence-base/.  This follows a previous version 
which did not proceed to examination after it was found to have failed under duty to co-operate 
with neighbouring authorities.  Area constrained by Green Belt and flood risk etc.  Council 
resolved not to proceed with pre-publication local plan in 2018 and is now awaiting direction 
from MHCLG on how to proceed.  Background to local plan from 2014 is contained in report to 
Special Council meeting Nov 2018 at 
https://www.castlepoint.gov.uk/download.cfm?doc=docm93jijm4n3795.pdf&ver=6420 .  Green 

https://www.southbucks.gov.uk/planning/localplan
https://www.wycombe.gov.uk/pages/Planning-and-building-control/New-local-plan/New-local-plan-examination.aspx
https://www.wycombe.gov.uk/pages/Planning-and-building-control/New-local-plan/New-local-plan-examination.aspx
https://www.basildon.gov.uk/article/2009/Local-Plan-2014-2034
http://www.brentwood.gov.uk/index.php?cid=694
https://www.castlepoint.gov.uk/evidence-base/
https://www.castlepoint.gov.uk/download.cfm?doc=docm93jijm4n3795.pdf&ver=6420
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it wishes to 
proceed. 

Belt release likely to be required to meet development needs.  Castle Point also working with 
South Essex authorities on joint strategic plan to 2050. 

Chelmsford 34,225 12,850 37.5% N Local plan covering period to 2036 currently subject of examination – see 
https://www.chelmsford.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy-and-new-local-
plan/new-local-plan/ . Inspector considers that the plan could be found sound subject to Main 
Modifications.  Consultations to be undertaken on these over summer 2019. Whilst Council 
considered that there was a case to make minor modifications to Green Belt boundaries, no 
exceptional circumstances case was presented and Inspector has advised that these and 
relevant policy be deleted.  

Epping Forest 33,898 31,680 93.5% Y Local plan covering period to 2033 currently undergoing examination – see 
http://www.efdclocalplan.org/local-plan/overview/ .  Due to constrained nature of district 
consider that exceptional circumstances exist that justify Green Belt release. 

Harlow 3,054 640 21.0% Y New local plan to cover period to 2033 currently being examined – see 
https://www.harlow.gov.uk/local-development-plan-examination .  Due to constrained nature of 
district, considered that exceptional circumstances exist to justify strategic Green Belt release. 

Rochford 16,950 12,480 73.6% Y Currently reviewing local plan to cover period to 2037, with issues and options consultation 
undertaken in 2018.  For new local plan webpage see https://www.rochford.gov.uk/planning-
and-building/planning-policy/new-local-plan .  Some Green Belt land allocated for development 
within existing local plan and needing to re-visit this again in emerging plan and part of longer-
term South Essex joint strategic plan. 

Southend 4,176 610 14.6% Y 
 

Currently reviewing local plan, with aim of getting new one in place covering @20 year period, 
as a stepping stone to the longer-term South Essex joint strategic plan to 2050.  Southend 
Local Plan Issues and Options Report (Feb 2019) available at  
https://localplan.southend.gov.uk/sites/localplan.southend/files/2019-
02/Southend%20New%20Local%20Plan.pdf .  Options include Green Belt release to 
accommodate strategic scale development as part of wider long-term strategic plan.  Consider 
that they are unable to accommodate all required development within own area. 

Thurrock 16,349 12,040 73.6% Y Local plan webpage at https://www.thurrock.gov.uk/new-local-plan-for-thurrock/thurrock-local-
plan .  New plan to cover period to 2037/8. Due to constraints, considering significant Green 
Belt release.  However, having issues regarding route of Lower Thames Crossing and 
associated mitigation potentially impacting on sites.  Employment studies also reflect possible 
need to accommodate employment needs displaced from London as a result of 

https://www.chelmsford.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy-and-new-local-plan/new-local-plan/
https://www.chelmsford.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy-and-new-local-plan/new-local-plan/
http://www.efdclocalplan.org/local-plan/overview/
https://www.harlow.gov.uk/local-development-plan-examination
https://www.rochford.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/new-local-plan
https://www.rochford.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/new-local-plan
https://localplan.southend.gov.uk/sites/localplan.southend/files/2019-02/Southend%20New%20Local%20Plan.pdf
https://localplan.southend.gov.uk/sites/localplan.southend/files/2019-02/Southend%20New%20Local%20Plan.pdf
https://www.thurrock.gov.uk/new-local-plan-for-thurrock/thurrock-local-plan
https://www.thurrock.gov.uk/new-local-plan-for-thurrock/thurrock-local-plan
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redevelopment. Also working on a longer-term joint strategic plan to 2050 with other South 
Essex authorities. 

Uttlesford 64,118 3,810 5.9% N Local plan webpage at https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4915/The-new-Local-Plan. Council 
undertook a Green Belt review and has not proposed significant release, only minor boundary 
changes to make them more robust in line with NPPF.  Examination of new plan underway 
covering period to 2033.  

Hertfordshire      
Broxbourne 5,144 3,310 64.3% Y Local Plan covering period 2018 – 33 currently at examination.  Proposing significant Green 

Belt release to accommodate identified development needs based on exceptional 
circumstances (467 hectares) – Council’s hearing statement on Green Belt at 
https://www.broxbourne.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Documents/Planning_Policy/Matter%204%20
Written%20Statement%20-%20Broxbourne%20BC.pdf  

Dacorum 21,248 10,640 50.1% Y Agreed Memorandum of Understanding (2018) with other South West Herts authorities to 
prepare a Joint Strategic Plan within which their own local plans would sit – see 
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/strategic-planning/cabinet-committee-meeting-
27-march-2018---joint-strategic-plan.pdf?sfvrsn=2.  Participating authorities -  Dacorum, Three 
Rivers, Watford, Hertsmere and St Albans.  New local plan will be to 2036.  All authorities 
constrained by Green Belt and objective is to bring forward a strategy rather than number-led 
approach that considers the strategic role of the Green Belt and how development can be 
accommodated.  Green Belt release envisaged Green Belt release being considered but at 
early stage – Issues and Options Nov – Dec 2017.  The Council’s existing adopted Core 
Strategy was found ‘sound’ in 2013 subject to a commitment to undertake a partial review to 
ascertain full objectively assessed need for housing (estimated then to be around 2,000 
dwellings short) and to undertake a full Green Belt review see - 
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/strategic-planning/inspector's-report-on-
dacorum's-core-strategy-july-2013.pdf?sfvrsn=0  

East Herts 47,567 17,530 36.9% Y Local plan 2011 – 33 (adopted 2018) removes around 1,000 hectares of land from the Green 
Belt to provide 43% of housing land supply – based on exceptional circumstances accepted at 
examination see - https://www.eastherts.gov.uk/article/36321/Inspectors-Final-Report.  The 
plan was subject to a holding direction issued by the Secretary of State following 
representations by the local MP and others.  However, this was lifted and it was accepted that 
the plan was ‘sound’ – see https://www.eastherts.gov.uk/article/36394/District-Plan-Holding-
Direction  

https://www.uttlesford.gov.uk/article/4915/The-new-Local-Plan
https://www.broxbourne.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Documents/Planning_Policy/Matter%204%20Written%20Statement%20-%20Broxbourne%20BC.pdf
https://www.broxbourne.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Documents/Planning_Policy/Matter%204%20Written%20Statement%20-%20Broxbourne%20BC.pdf
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/strategic-planning/cabinet-committee-meeting-27-march-2018---joint-strategic-plan.pdf?sfvrsn=2
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/strategic-planning/cabinet-committee-meeting-27-march-2018---joint-strategic-plan.pdf?sfvrsn=2
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/strategic-planning/inspector's-report-on-dacorum's-core-strategy-july-2013.pdf?sfvrsn=0
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/strategic-planning/inspector's-report-on-dacorum's-core-strategy-july-2013.pdf?sfvrsn=0
https://www.eastherts.gov.uk/article/36321/Inspectors-Final-Report
https://www.eastherts.gov.uk/article/36394/District-Plan-Holding-Direction
https://www.eastherts.gov.uk/article/36394/District-Plan-Holding-Direction
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Hertsmere 10,113 7,990 79.0% Y Current local plan covers period 2012 – 27 – see https://www.hertsmere.gov.uk/Planning--
Building-Control/Planning-Policy/Local-Plan/Hertsmere-Local-Plan.aspx . This did not require 
Green Belt release to meet the then housing target.  Emerging local plan envisages that due to 
scale of development to be accommodated Green Belt release will be required – see 
https://www.hertsmere.gov.uk/Planning--Building-Control/Planning-Policy/Local-Plan/New-
Local-Plan/New-Local-Plan-Planning-for-Growth.aspx.  Memorandum of Understanding (2018) 
with other South West Herts authorities to prepare a Joint Strategic Plan within which their own 
local plans would sit (see Dacorum). 

North Herts 37,538 14,250 38.0% Y Local plan covering period 2011 – 31 currently undergoing examination – see 
https://www.north-herts.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/local-plan/local-plan-
examination/examination-overview-and-details .  Out of 70 sites proposed for housing led 
development, 34 are currently Green Belt see  https://www.north-herts.gov.uk/sites/northherts-
cms/files/ED110%20response%20to%20Ms%20%20Peers%20re%20ED53%20Matter%207%
20.pdf .  Also making an exceptional circumstances case for inclusion of some land in Green 
Belt where it provides a strategic gap – see https://www.north-herts.gov.uk/sites/northherts-
cms/files/ED143%20-%20Matter%207%20-%20revised.pdf  

St Albans 16,121 13,140 81.5% Y Emerging new local plan covers period 2020 – 36, with publication draft issued for consultation 
in Sept 2018 – see https://www.stalbans.gov.uk/planning/thelocalplan.aspx .  Green Belt 
release proposed based on exceptional circumstances to meet development needs. Green Belt 
documents at https://www.stalbans.gov.uk/planning/Planningpolicy/library/greenbelt.aspx 
Memorandum of Understanding (2018) with other South West Herts authorities to prepare a 
Joint Strategic Plan within which their own local plans would sit (see Dacorum).  

Stevenage 2,597 260 10.0% Y Stevenage local plan covers period 2011-31 and was adopted May 2019.  Requires 3 sites to 
be removed from the Green Belt containing over 1,300 new homes – see 
http://www.stevenage.gov.uk/content/15953/26379/26389/Inspectors-Report-Local-Plan-
18102017.pdf .  Important consideration was not just housing numbers but the need for family 
homes rather than just apartments. 

Three Rivers 8,882 6,720 75.7% Y Currently working on new local plan to cover period 2020 – 36 – see 
https://www.threerivers.gov.uk/egcl-page/new-local-plan .  Given need to accommodate 
development, consideration being given to Green Belt release.  Memorandum of 
Understanding (2018) with other South West Herts authorities to prepare a Joint Strategic Plan 
within which their own local plans would sit (see Dacorum). 

https://www.hertsmere.gov.uk/Planning--Building-Control/Planning-Policy/Local-Plan/Hertsmere-Local-Plan.aspx
https://www.hertsmere.gov.uk/Planning--Building-Control/Planning-Policy/Local-Plan/Hertsmere-Local-Plan.aspx
https://www.hertsmere.gov.uk/Planning--Building-Control/Planning-Policy/Local-Plan/New-Local-Plan/New-Local-Plan-Planning-for-Growth.aspx
https://www.hertsmere.gov.uk/Planning--Building-Control/Planning-Policy/Local-Plan/New-Local-Plan/New-Local-Plan-Planning-for-Growth.aspx
https://www.north-herts.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/local-plan/local-plan-examination/examination-overview-and-details
https://www.north-herts.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/local-plan/local-plan-examination/examination-overview-and-details
https://www.north-herts.gov.uk/sites/northherts-cms/files/ED110%20response%20to%20Ms%20%20Peers%20re%20ED53%20Matter%207%20.pdf
https://www.north-herts.gov.uk/sites/northherts-cms/files/ED110%20response%20to%20Ms%20%20Peers%20re%20ED53%20Matter%207%20.pdf
https://www.north-herts.gov.uk/sites/northherts-cms/files/ED110%20response%20to%20Ms%20%20Peers%20re%20ED53%20Matter%207%20.pdf
https://www.north-herts.gov.uk/sites/northherts-cms/files/ED143%20-%20Matter%207%20-%20revised.pdf
https://www.north-herts.gov.uk/sites/northherts-cms/files/ED143%20-%20Matter%207%20-%20revised.pdf
https://www.stalbans.gov.uk/planning/thelocalplan.aspx
https://www.stalbans.gov.uk/planning/Planningpolicy/library/greenbelt.aspx
http://www.stevenage.gov.uk/content/15953/26379/26389/Inspectors-Report-Local-Plan-18102017.pdf
http://www.stevenage.gov.uk/content/15953/26379/26389/Inspectors-Report-Local-Plan-18102017.pdf
https://www.threerivers.gov.uk/egcl-page/new-local-plan
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Watford 2,143 410 19.1% ? Currently working on new local plan to cover period to 2036 – see 
https://www.watford.gov.uk/info/20168/planning_policy/861/watford_local_plan/2  Issues and 
Options consultation in 2018 – see 
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/b57e7b_e5856a36deb643f6a4d875c203c136e3.pdf .  
Memorandum of Understanding (2018) with other South West Herts authorities to prepare a 
Joint Strategic Plan within which their own local plans would sit (see Dacorum). At early stage 
in process and not clear as to whether Green Belt release will be proposed in Watford.   

Welwyn Hatfield 12,954 10,250 79.1% Y Currently working on new plan to cover period to 2032 see examination webpage at 
https://welhat.gov.uk/localplanexamination  - .  Assumes at current time not meeting 
Objectively Assessed Housing need even with Green Belt release.  Have recently had to 
undertake new call for sites to determine whether there are additional urban sites or others in 
Green Belt with lesser harm to Green Belt purposes.  Green Belt study done in conjunction with 
neighbouring authorities – including jointly with East Herts as planned new settlement crosses 
boundary. 

Kent      
Dartford 7,276 4,110 56.5% N Dartford LDF Core Strategy was adopted 2011 and covers period to 2026.  Started on new 

plan that will need to include strategic policies for period 15 years from adoption as per NPPF 
requirements but current documents do not yet provide end date .  For new local plan webpage 
see -  https://www.dartford.gov.uk/by-category/environment-and-planning2/new-planning-
homepage/planning-policy/new-local-plan .  Current local plan did not require Green Belt 
release to meet development needs but this was because significant areas have already been 
released under previous policy reviews.  These include Crossways, North Dartford, Stone 
Lodge area, Bluewater and Eastern Quarry.  Not known at this stage whether further Green 
Belt release would be required as result of current review of local plan.   

Gravesham 9,902 7,670 77.5% ? 
But under 

consideration 
as part of 
emerging 
strategy. 

Current Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy adopted following examination in 2014 – see 
http://www.gravesham.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building/local-plan/gravesham-local-plan-
core-strategy .  Only found sound on basis that the Council would re-assess objectively 
assessed housing need and undertake a Green Belt review with a view to accommodating 
unmet need.  ? in adjoining column reflects fact that Green Belt release not yet determined with 
need to go through due process. 

Maidstone 39,333 530 1.3% N Maidstone local plan was adopted following examination in 2017 and covers the period through 
to 2031 – see webpage at  http://www.maidstone.gov.uk/home/primary-services/planning-and-
building/primary-areas/local-plan-information/tier-3-primary-areas/local-plan-progress   .  Did 

https://www.watford.gov.uk/info/20168/planning_policy/861/watford_local_plan/2
https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/b57e7b_e5856a36deb643f6a4d875c203c136e3.pdf
https://welhat.gov.uk/localplanexamination
https://www.dartford.gov.uk/by-category/environment-and-planning2/new-planning-homepage/planning-policy/new-local-plan
https://www.dartford.gov.uk/by-category/environment-and-planning2/new-planning-homepage/planning-policy/new-local-plan
http://www.gravesham.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building/local-plan/gravesham-local-plan-core-strategy
http://www.gravesham.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building/local-plan/gravesham-local-plan-core-strategy
http://www.maidstone.gov.uk/home/primary-services/planning-and-building/primary-areas/local-plan-information/tier-3-primary-areas/local-plan-progress
http://www.maidstone.gov.uk/home/primary-services/planning-and-building/primary-areas/local-plan-information/tier-3-primary-areas/local-plan-progress
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undertake a review of Green Belt as part of evidence base in 2016 but no development 
proposed for these areas – see 
http://www.maidstone.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0014/107024/Metropolitan-Green-Belt-
Review-January-2016.pdf  

Medway 19,354 1,340 6.9% N Currently progressing new local plan covering period 2018 – 35 – see 
https://www.medway.gov.uk/info/200149/planning_policy/519/future_medway_local_plan .  Not 
currently looking at Green Belt release as exceptional circumstances have not been 
demonstrated based on their own development needs and given small proportion of area within 
Green Belt.  Significant challenge due to infrastructure requirements and if Government funding 
not forthcoming, this may limit ability to accommodate full objectively assessed need.  Areas of 
Green Belt in Gravesham and Medway abut each other on the edge of the Strood urban area, 
with some of this land being promoted in Gravesham for Green Belt release. 

Sevenoaks 37,035 34,400 92.9% Y Local plan covering period up to 2035 submitted for examination April 2019 – see examination 
webpage at 
https://www.sevenoaks.gov.uk/info/20069131/local_plan_examination/446/overview_and_back
ground .  Heavily constrained by both Green Belt and AoNB designations.  Not fully meeting 
objectively assessed need over plan period and requires significant Green Belt release based 
on demonstration of exceptional circumstances.  Where development cannot be 
accommodated within defined settlements, concentrating on ‘previously developed land’ under 
NPPF definition and where infrastructure/other benefits can accrue. 

Tonbridge and 
Malling 

24,013 17,060 71.0% Y New local plan covering period to 2031 – see examination webpage at 
https://www.tmbc.gov.uk/services/planning-and-development/planning/planning-local-
plans/local-plan-examination-contents .  Unable to meet full objectively assessed need for 
development within defined settlements and making an exceptional circumstances case to 
justify Green Belt release – see 
https://www.tmbc.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/761127/ED10_Green_Belt_Exceptional_
Circumstances_Topic_Paper_180419.pdf  

Tunbridge Wells 33,133 7,130 21.5% Y Currently working on new local plan to 2036 – see 
http://www.tunbridgewells.gov.uk/residents/planning/planning-policy/new-local-plan .  
Proposing that of the 9,000 dwellings required, two strategic sites will deliver about two-thirds 
and these would be at Paddock Wood and Capel involving Green Belt release – see 
http://www.tunbridgewells.gov.uk/residents/planning/planning-policy/new-local-plan/strategic-
sites  

http://www.maidstone.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0014/107024/Metropolitan-Green-Belt-Review-January-2016.pdf
http://www.maidstone.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0014/107024/Metropolitan-Green-Belt-Review-January-2016.pdf
https://www.medway.gov.uk/info/200149/planning_policy/519/future_medway_local_plan
https://www.sevenoaks.gov.uk/info/20069131/local_plan_examination/446/overview_and_background
https://www.sevenoaks.gov.uk/info/20069131/local_plan_examination/446/overview_and_background
https://www.tmbc.gov.uk/services/planning-and-development/planning/planning-local-plans/local-plan-examination-contents
https://www.tmbc.gov.uk/services/planning-and-development/planning/planning-local-plans/local-plan-examination-contents
https://www.tmbc.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/761127/ED10_Green_Belt_Exceptional_Circumstances_Topic_Paper_180419.pdf
https://www.tmbc.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/761127/ED10_Green_Belt_Exceptional_Circumstances_Topic_Paper_180419.pdf
http://www.tunbridgewells.gov.uk/residents/planning/planning-policy/new-local-plan
http://www.tunbridgewells.gov.uk/residents/planning/planning-policy/new-local-plan/strategic-sites
http://www.tunbridgewells.gov.uk/residents/planning/planning-policy/new-local-plan/strategic-sites
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Surrey      
Elmbridge 9,633 5,610 58.2% ? Currently in process of reviewing local plan to cover period 2020 – 36 – see local plan 

webpage at https://www.elmbridge.gov.uk/planning/local-plan/ Recognise that objectively 
assessed housing need is likely to be significantly higher than under adopted 2011 Core 
Strategy and have published a housing action plan in response to delivery test shortfall.  2017 
consultation resulted in significant objections to Green Belt release.  Cabinet Forward Plan 
states that report on next Reg 18 consultation will be put to members on 24 July 2019 – see 
link http://mygov.elmbridge.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=146&MId=3224&Ver=4 . 

Epsom and Ewell 3,408 1,560 45.8% Y Current adopted Core Strategy dates from 2007, with a Development Management DPD also 
having been adopted in 2015 – see https://www.epsom-
ewell.gov.uk/residents/planning/planning-policy/epsom-and-ewell-local-plan .  Beginning work 
on local plan review to cover period 15 years from adoption. To date, there has been no need 
to review Green Belt as area had a number of large, previously developed sites in the Green 
Belt that could be redeveloped without compromising openness etc.  Capacity to carry on 
meeting development needs in this way is now more restricted and Council is now considering 
whether exceptional circumstances can be demonstrated – see https://www.epsom-
ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-
policy/GREEN%20BELT%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf .  In parallel with this, the Council is seeking to 
optimise density on urban sites – see https://www.epsom-
ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Optimising%20Housing%20Delivery%20May%202018.pdf  

Guildford 27,093 24,040 88.7% Y New Guildford Local Plan covers the period 2015 – 34 – see examination webpage at 
https://www.guildford.gov.uk/newlocalplan/examination .  No specific uplift in annual housing 
target to address shortfall in Woking (as required at Waverley) but this is because Guildford’s 
contribution can be met by planned headroom.  Conclusion reached was that there are 
exceptional circumstances warranting Green Belt release and that this would cause insufficient 
harm as to be precluded – exceptional circumstances are identified to meet both housing and 
employment needs.  Local Plan adoption currently subject to judicial review. 

Mole Valley 25,832 19,640 76.0% ? Currently working on emerging local plan to cover period 2018 – 33 – see 
https://www.molevalley.gov.uk/index.cfm?articleid=33905 .  Currently looking at options, with 
preferred approach to be consulted on in late 2019.   

https://www.elmbridge.gov.uk/planning/local-plan/
http://mygov.elmbridge.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=146&MId=3224&Ver=4
https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/residents/planning/planning-policy/epsom-and-ewell-local-plan
https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/residents/planning/planning-policy/epsom-and-ewell-local-plan
https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/GREEN%20BELT%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf
https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/GREEN%20BELT%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf
https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/GREEN%20BELT%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf
https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Optimising%20Housing%20Delivery%20May%202018.pdf
https://www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Optimising%20Housing%20Delivery%20May%202018.pdf
https://www.guildford.gov.uk/newlocalplan/examination
https://www.molevalley.gov.uk/index.cfm?articleid=33905
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Reigate and 
Banstead 

12,914 8,890 68.8% Y Existing Core Strategy was found sound on examination in 2014 – see Inspector’s report at 
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1458/cd17_-
_core_strategy_inspectors_report_jan_2014 .  This required Green Belt release to 
accommodate some development but not full objectively assessed need.  Development 
Management Plan now at examination + will identify sites for release – see http://www.reigate-
banstead.gov.uk/info/20381/emerging_planning_policy/888/development_management_plan  

Runnymede 7,804 6,140 78.7% Y Local Plan covering period to 2030 submitted for examination July 2018 and this is now 
currently under way – see https://runnymede.gov.uk/article/16139/Runnymede-2030-
Submission-Local-Plan .  Have adjusted period of local plan based on new Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment to fully meet identified needs – adjoining authorities could not meet unmet 
need.  Green Belt release proposed, including new Garden Village. 

Spelthorne 5,116 3,320 64.9% ? 
But likely 

Currently working on new local plan to cover period 2020 – 2035 – see 
https://www.spelthorne.gov.uk/article/17619/New-Local-Plan-for-Spelthorne .  Heavily 
constrained area with even 24% of its Green Belt comprising lakes in the vicinity of Heathrow.  
Government standard method for calculating housing need suggests need for 590 dwellings 
per annum compared to identifed non Green Belt supply of 428 dwellings per annum.  
Neighbouring authorities also constrained + likely to be increased demand for both residential 
and commercial development as a result of expansion of Heathrow.  Have undertaken a Green 
Belt assessment to see whether all areas perform strongly against Green Belt objectives and 
now doing more fine grained work.  Whilst marked as ? in column to left, seems likely that 
Green Belt release will occur. 

Surrey Heath 9,509 4,190 44.1% N Preparing new local plan covering period 2016 – 32 – see 
https://www.surreyheath.gov.uk/residents/planning/planning-policy/draft-local-plan-2016-2032 .  
Published Reg 18 Issues and Options consultation in June/July 2018.  Inspector considered 
Green Belt release was not required in connection with existing local plan and that exceptional 
circumstance not demonstrated – see 
https://www.surreyheath.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-
policy/LocalPlan/CoreStrat/SurreyHeathCSDMPReportFINAL.pdf .  Current issues and options 
also comes to same conclusion with preference to release countryside for development beyond 
the Green Belt boundary. 

Tandridge 24,819 23,300 93.9% Y Local plan covering period 2013 – 33 submitted for examination in January 2019 – see 
examination webpage at https://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Planning-and-building/Planning-
strategies-and-policies/Local-Plan-2033-emerging-planning-policies/Local-Plan-2033 .  

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1458/cd17_-_core_strategy_inspectors_report_jan_2014
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1458/cd17_-_core_strategy_inspectors_report_jan_2014
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/info/20381/emerging_planning_policy/888/development_management_plan
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/info/20381/emerging_planning_policy/888/development_management_plan
https://runnymede.gov.uk/article/16139/Runnymede-2030-Submission-Local-Plan
https://runnymede.gov.uk/article/16139/Runnymede-2030-Submission-Local-Plan
https://www.spelthorne.gov.uk/article/17619/New-Local-Plan-for-Spelthorne
https://www.surreyheath.gov.uk/residents/planning/planning-policy/draft-local-plan-2016-2032
https://www.surreyheath.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/LocalPlan/CoreStrat/SurreyHeathCSDMPReportFINAL.pdf
https://www.surreyheath.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/residents/planning/planning-policy/LocalPlan/CoreStrat/SurreyHeathCSDMPReportFINAL.pdf
https://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Planning-and-building/Planning-strategies-and-policies/Local-Plan-2033-emerging-planning-policies/Local-Plan-2033
https://www.tandridge.gov.uk/Planning-and-building/Planning-strategies-and-policies/Local-Plan-2033-emerging-planning-policies/Local-Plan-2033
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Because area is highly constrained, consider that there are exceptional circumstances 
warranting Green Belt release to meet needs.  Propose new Garden Village as part of this. 

Waverley 34,517 21,080 61.1% Y Local plan adopted 2018, covering period through to 2032 see 
https://www.waverley.gov.uk/info/1004/planning_policy/1990/what_is_the_local_plan .  
Currently working on a Site Allocations DPD.  Plan only found sound on basis of Main 
Modifications to release sites from Green Belt and to meet proportion of unmet housing need 
from Woking (83 pa), which lies in the same housing market area – see Inspector’s report at 
https://www.waverley.gov.uk/downloads/file/5963/waverley_local_plan_part_1_examination_in
spectors_report .A High Court challenge to this failed in 2018 and is now before the Court of 
Appeal – see 
https://www.waverley.gov.uk/press/article/540/council_statement_local_plan_appeal_hearing  

Woking 6,360 4,030 63.4% Y Current local plan covers period to 2027 but have reached Regulation 19 stage on a Site 
Allocations DPD that seeks to release sufficient sites for over 500 dwelling from the Green Belt 
for period 2022 – 27.  Beyond this, it also seeks to identify land for future release and 
safeguarding to cover the period through to 2040 see - 
https://www.woking2027.info/res/uploads/Site%20Allocations%20DPD%20-
%20Regulation%2019.pdf .  The need for a Green Belt review and site allocations DPD to 
release sites for development was recognised at the examination of the Core Startegy in 2011 
– see https://www.woking2027.info/developmentplan/corestrategy/pinsreport.pdf  

 

Sources: Local authority Green Belt statistics for England: 2017 to 2018 at https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/local-authority-
green-belt-statistics-for-england-2017-to-2018 & Local Authority websites as listed. 
  

https://www.waverley.gov.uk/info/1004/planning_policy/1990/what_is_the_local_plan
https://www.waverley.gov.uk/downloads/file/5963/waverley_local_plan_part_1_examination_inspectors_report%20.A
https://www.waverley.gov.uk/downloads/file/5963/waverley_local_plan_part_1_examination_inspectors_report%20.A
https://www.waverley.gov.uk/press/article/540/council_statement_local_plan_appeal_hearing
https://www.woking2027.info/res/uploads/Site%20Allocations%20DPD%20-%20Regulation%2019.pdf
https://www.woking2027.info/res/uploads/Site%20Allocations%20DPD%20-%20Regulation%2019.pdf
https://www.woking2027.info/developmentplan/corestrategy/pinsreport.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/local-authority-green-belt-statistics-for-england-2017-to-2018
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/local-authority-green-belt-statistics-for-england-2017-to-2018
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Appendix 2:  Planning appeals for single replacement dwellings in the Green Belt and whether materially larger – 
Kent (including Medway and London Borough of Bexley) and Surrey: June 2015 – June 2020 

Appeal ref.  
last 7 numbers 

Local Authority Address Description Allowed/ 
Dismissed 

Date Comments 

3001883 Sevenoaks Henmans, High Street, 
Cowden, Edenbridge TN8 7JL 

Demolition of existing 
dwelling and garage and 
erection of a replacement 
dwelling with basement, 
including introduction of new 
garage outbuilding currently 
permitted by lawful 
development certificate 
(SE/13/03107/LDCPR) and 
outdoor swimming pool in 
rear garden 

Dismissed 01/05/15 Existing bungalow had a 
floor area of 179 sqm.  Had 
been granted an LDC 
which accepted an 
extension of 41 sqm would 
be permitted development.  
This would make a total 
potential floor area of 220 
sqm.  Replacement would 
be 240 sqm.  Took into 
account silhouette drawing 
of how the two buildings 
would compare but had not 
been given volumes.  
Concluded that 
replacement would be 
materially larger and 
therefore  inappropriate 
development.  A 
subsequent revised 
scheme was permitted 
under 14/03983/FUL. 

3008384 Waverley Blackmoor Lodge, Green 
Lane 
Shamley Green 
GUILDFORD 
Surrey 

erection of a dwelling 
following demolition of 
existing  

Dismissed 20/08/15 Supporting text to Local 
Plan policy establishes a 
guideline  figure of 10% 
when considering whether 
a replacement is materially 



44 
 

GU5 0RD dwelling. larger, along with a 
consideration of footprint, 
bulk, ridge and eaves 
height.  The proposal was 
43% with greater footprint, 
bulk and mass.  Inspector 
therefore considered it to 
be materially larger and 
therefore inappropriate.  

3011929 Guildford Greendene Croft, Green Dene 
East Horsley 
LEATHERHEAD 
Surrey 
KT24 5TA 

Demolition of existing 
buildings and erection of new 
house and ancillary buildings. 

Dismissed 24/09/15 New dwelling would have 
been 36 – 40% larger than 
the dwelling and garages it 
would replace.  Inspector 
was of the view that only 
the dwelling should be 
taken into consideration in 
the calculation and that the 
subsequent  increase was 
materially larger and 
therefore inappropriate. 

3032683 Sevenoaks Graceful Gardens, Hever 
Lane, Hever, EDENBRIDGE, 
Kent TN8 7ET 

Proposed replacement 
dwelling 

Dismissed 26/10/15 Proposal would have been 
same width as existing but 
1.8m wider and 3.4m 
higher.  Volume would 
have been greater by more 
than 50% allowed for under 
Sevenoaks policy, 
therefore considered 
materially larger and 
therefore inappropriate. 
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3033437 Guildford Broadbridges Cottage,  
The Avenue 
Compton 
GUILDFORD 
Surrey 
GU3 1JN 

Demolition of the existing 
chalet bungalow and erection 
of a new dwelling on site.  

 

 

Dismissed 04/03/2016 Twin appeals with slightly 
different designs, one 
having a marginally lower 
ridge height.  Whilst overall 
increase in floor area 
would according to the 
Inspector be ‘limited’ (24%) 
there was a significant 
increase in scale and bulk 
at first floor level.  
Conclusion reached was 
that it was materially larger 
and therefore 
inappropriate. 

3033688 Guildford Eastcourt 
Beech Avenue 
Effingham 
Surrey  
KT27 5PN 

Demolition of existing 
dwelling, staff dwelling and  
outbuildings and erection of 
replacement dwelling with 
detailed garage and staff  
accommodation building. 

Dismissed 25/11/15 Whilst overall height was 
approximately the same, 
depth and volume was 
greater hence materially 
larger hence inappropriate 
development. 

3130058 London 
Borough of 
Bexley 

Forest View Stable, 
Parsonage Lane, Sidcup, 
Kent. DA14 5EZ 

Demolition of existing 
dwelling and the erection of a 
replacement dwelling 

Dismissed 05/01/16 Proposed dwelling would 
be 31% larger than existing 
with higher roof, therefore 
considered to be materially 
larger and inappropriate. 

3132025 Sevenoaks The Chantell, Well Hill Lane, 
Orpington Kent BR6 7QJ 

Demolition of existing 
bungalow and erection of new 
detached dwelling 

Dismissed 28/04/16 Some debate as to what 
constituted the original 
dwelling but outcome was 
that the new dwelling 
exceeded the 50% limit 
under local policy and was 
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considered materially 
larger. 

3132261 Sevenoaks Five Wells, The Village 
Chiddingstone 
EDENBRIDGE 
Kent 
TN8 7AH 

Demolition of existing 
dwelling and the erection of a 
replacement dwelling 

Allowed 06/01/16 Inspector accepted that 
building was a permanent 
structure and could be 
classed as a building, even 
though it appears to have 
originally been a caravan.  
In terms of increase in size, 
the replacement fell within 
the Sevenoaks policy 
criteria of 50%.  In any 
event, the original dwelling 
was very small (55.2sqm) 
and replacement would still 
be relatively small (82.2 
sqm) in much the same 
single storey form, set 
within the context of other 
structures.  Therefore not 
deemed inappropriate.  

3135296 Elmbridge Upper Farm, Blue Bell Lane 
Stoke D'Abernon 
COBHAM 
Surrey 
KT11 3PW 

Demolition of existing 
dwelling and erection of 
replacement 2bed single 
storey dwelling 

Allowed 09/02/16 Key issue in Green Belt 
terms was whether 
replacement was materially 
larger.  Local Plan policy 
defined this as being an 
increase of no more than 
10% in terms of footprint 
and volume.  Proposal 
significantly exceeded this 
(300+%) but existing 
dwelling was very small 
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(footprint 27.5 sqm and 
volume 74 cubic metres). 
Whilst inappropriate 
development, actually 
harm would not be 
significant and there were 
very special circumstances 
– i.e. occupant was an 
amputee who needed a 
wheelchair adapted home. 

3144031 Guildford Greenacres, High Barn Road 
Effingham 
LEATHERHEAD 
Surrey 
KT24 5PT 

Erection of a detached two-
storey house following  
demolition of existing dwelling 
and garage. 

Dismissed 25/07/16 Whilst there was 
disagreement between the 
parties on the actual 
increase in size of the 
replacement, taking the 
appellant’s best case, the 
Inspector concluded that 
there would be a 29% 
increase in floorspace and 
40% increase in volume.  
On this basis, the Inspector 
concluded that the 
proposal “cannot 
reasonably be considered 
to be anything other than 
materially larger”.  
Therefore deemed 
inappropriate development. 

3144359 Sevenoaks 158 Knatts Valley Road 
Knatts Valley SEVENOAKS 
Kent TN15 6XY 

Demolition of existing 
bungalow, workshop and 
bathroom/utility buildings and 

Dismissed 19/08/16 Existing dwelling was 
extremely small and relied 
on accommodation in 
outbuildings to function.  
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the erection of a replacement 
dwelling. 

Even though these would 
be removed, 
redevelopment 
represented an increase of 
over 400% and therefore 
deemed inappropriate. 

3150832 Guildford Kayos Cottage 
Guildford Road  
Leatherhead 
Surrey 
KT24 5QQ 

Erection of a replacement 
dwelling 

Dismissed 14/10/16 Whilst there was dispute 
between the parties as to 
floor area of existing and 
proposed and whether or 
not outbuildings should be 
taken into account, on the 
applicant’s best case the 
proposal had a 16% 
increase in floor area whilst 
roof line was between 1.7m 
and 2.0m taller.  On this 
basis, the Inspector 
concluded that the 
replacement was materially 
larger. 

3168874 Dartford Colt Lodge, 9 New Barn Road 
Southfleet 
LONGFIELD 
Kent 
DA3 7LQ 

Demolition of existing 
bungalow and erection of 5-
bedroom detached dwelling. 

Dismissed 01/06/17 Whilst there was some 
dispute over floor area etc. 
of the original dwelling, 
Council calculated that 
floor area would be 70% 
larger; height 70% taller 
and volume 30% greater 
than existing.  Policy DP22 
limited replacement 
buildings to +30% volume 
of existing.  Whilst proposal 
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met this criteria, increase in 
floor area + height was 
considered to make it 
materially larger and hence 
inappropriate. 

3173649 Dartford Downs Lodge, Downs Farm 
Green Street, Green Road 
Darenth 
DARTFORD 
DA2 6NR 

Demolition of existing 
buildings and erection of a 3 
bed bungalow 

Dismissed 16/08/17 Not directly relevant as 
proposal fell under bullet 
point six – limited infilling or 
complete or partial 
redevelopment of a 
previously developed site.  
Whilst replacement 
building would bring 
modest benefits in terms of 
openness, use of curtilage 
etc. + hardstanding would 
detract therefore overall 
inappropriate development. 

3181660 Sevenoaks Land East of Crockham 
House 
Hosey Common Road 
Westerham 
Kent 
TN16 1PR 

Demolition of an existing 
building comprising of two 
flats above garages and the 
erection of a new dwelling 
with a car port. 

Dismissed 24/01/18 Some dispute as to 
whether proposal was ‘in 
the same use’ because it 
was two flats rather than as 
single dwelling, Inspector 
concluded that the use was 
still residential and NPPF 
exception applied.  Whilst 
proposal represented a 
disaggregation, overall 
impact in terms of 
openness was not 
detrimental and policy 
compliant.  Refused on 
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grounds of impact on 
setting of a designated 
heritage asset and Kent 
Downs AoNB. 

3200009 Waverley Willow Stream 
Wheatleys Eyot 
Sunbury-on-Thames  
Surrey  
TW16 6DA 

Demolish existing house and 
erection of new 3- bedroom 
house. 

Dismissed 16/01/19 Supporting text to Local 
Plan policy limits increase 
in floorspace/volume to 
10% when considering 
replacements in the Green 
Belt.  In this case, although 
the existing dwelling was 
small, the increase was in 
the order of 98% for 
footprint and 180% for 
volume.  Therefore 
considered to be materially 
larger and inappropriate 
development. 

3200970 Tunbridge Wells Pokehill Farm Barn 
South Farm Lane 
Langton Green  
Tunbridge Wells 
TN3 9JN 

Part retrospective - 
replacement dwelling 
(amendment to planning 
consent 13/00485/FUL 
including alterations to 
elevations and footprint) 

Dismissed 18/10/18 Existing building was 378 
cubic metres and 
replacement would have 
been 65% larger.  
Considered materially 
larger and therefore 
inappropriate. 

3210254 Woking The Gatehouse 
Warbury Lane 
Woking 
Surrey 
GU21 2XT 

Replacement residential 
dwelling located on permitted  
footprint of planning 
permission Ref: 83/0733. 
Demolition of existing 
residential dwelling after 

Dismissed 05/02/19 Supporting text to Local 
Plan policy sets out that an 
increase in volume of 20 – 
40% may be acceptable 
subject to case-by-case 
assessment taking into 
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replacement dwelling is 
constructed. 

account siting, floorpsace, 
bulk and height.  Proposal 
would have had a 
basement but above 
ground element alone had 
a 45% increase in floor 
area and 69% increase in 
volume.  Therefore, 
materially larger even 
without taking into account 
basement.  Considered to 
be inappropriate 
development. 

3224187 Guildford Woodlands, The Warren 
East Horsley 
LEATHERHEAD 
Surrey 
KT24 5RH 

Erection of a replacement 
dwelling together with 
alterations to parking and 
vehicular access 
arrangements. 

Dismissed 09/08/2019 Whilst there was dispute 
over the actual increase in 
size, the appellant 
conceded that the new 
building would be 
substantially larger.  
Inspector considered this 
to be 40% larger by floor 
area and volume and 
increase in width + roof 
height.  Considered to be 
materially larger and 
therefore inappropriate 
development. 
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Appendix 3:  Planning appeals relating to Green Belt extensions in Gravesham and the application of the ‘one-third’ 
rule – Five year period June 2015 – June 2020 

Appeal ref. 
last 7 numbers 

App. Ref. Address Description Allowed/ 
Dismissed 

Date Comments 

2228359 20140578 Leighton House Sole Street 
Cobham Kent DA13 0XZ 

Retention of a single storey 
rear extension etc. 

Dismiss 05/06/15 Not inappropriate 
development as only 
represented a 25% 
extension.  Dismissed as 
harmful to character of host 
building and surrounding 
area. 

3148074 20151084 The Cottage, Lodge Farm 
Lodge Lane GRAVESEND 
Kent DA12 3BS 

Two storey rear extension to 
existing house to square-off 
the house plan, plus a single 
storey rear extension and 
minor internal alterations. 

Dismiss 03/08/16 Inappropriate development 
as disproportionate 
extension.  Had been 
extended in the past by 
67% and this would raise to 
125%. 

3156172 20160443 The Haven, Brimstone Hill 
Meopham Gravesend DA13 
0BN 

Construction of a 
subterranean building 
comprising a swimming pool, 
changing rooms, shower, 
plant room and garage for 
three vehicles with canopy, 
erection of gabion retaining 
walls and entrance staircase 
with alterations to the ground 
level 

Allowed 02/12/16 Inspector did not consider 
extension to be 
disproportionate even 
though it was between @37 
– 47% of original floor area 
because it was largely 
underground and did not 
impact on openness.  

3154243 20160482 Rabbits Corner, David Street The demolition of the existing 
sun room at the side of the 

Dissmiss 05/12/16 Not considered 
inappropriate development 
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Meopham GRAVESEND 
DA13 0BT 

house and the erection of a 
replacement enlarged sun 
room at the side of the house. 

as replacing existing and 
not exceeding one-third so 
not disproportionate.  
Ground for refusal related 
to listed building etc. 

3175533 20161200 Coles Grove, Chandlers Road 
Meopham  GRAVESEND 
DA13 0DB 

Erection of single storey rear 
extension with balcony over 
accessed by wrought iron 
staircase and first floor side 
extension 

Dismiss 08/08/17 Proposal would result in 
disproportionate additions 
over and above original of 
@149% and 
disproportionate.  Inspector 
also took into consideration 
that existing areas to be 
demolished were of light 
construction and 
extensions would appear 
bulkier etc. 

3174691 20160088 1 Smallholdings, Round Street 
Sole Street, Cobham 
GRAVESEND 
DA13 9AY 

Erection of a two storey rear 
extension with front porch and 
raised balcony to the west 
elevation, provision of 
vehicular access to Round 
Street including a change of 
use of a small area of 
agricultural land and variation 
of Condition 2 of Permission 
20130407. 

Dismiss 25/09/17 Proposal would result in 
increase of 57% in 
floorspace and would also 
be visually disproportionate 
because of scale and form.  
Therefore considered to be 
inappropriate development. 

3179791 20161157 Drysdale House, Great 
Buckland  Luddesdown 
Gravesend  DA13 0XF 

Erection of a two storey 
circular rear extension with 
first floor side extension and 

Allowed 29/11/17 Increase of 39% exceeded 
33% set out under policy 
and was considered 
disproportionate and 
therefore to be considered 
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including the demolition of 
numerous outbuildings 

inappropriate development.  
However, improvements to 
building, context and 
removal of other structures 
weighed in its favour to 
constitute Very Special 
Circumstances. 

3184668 20160955 Purvil Wood Cottage, 
Leywood Road Meopham 
GRAVESEND DA13 0UH 

Demolish existing 
conservatory and erection of 
a two storey extension to the 
South end of the building to 
form a bedroom with en-suite 
at first floor and living room at 
ground level with a new 
entrance door and open 
canopy to the West elevation. 

Dismiss 11/01/18 Inspector considered that 
the proposal would exceed 
the one-third policy limit by 
some margin but also took 
into account overall impact 
of the proposal in coming to 
the conclusion that the 
extension was 
disproportionate and 
therefore inappropriate 
development. 

3191442 20170845 Bluebell Cottage, Harvel Road 
Meopham  GRAVESEND 
Kent DA13 0RN 

Erection of a two-storey side 
extension 

Dismiss 19/03/18 Proposal represented a 
47% increase in floorspace.  
Notwithstanding flexibility in 
policy to allow a larger 
extension to provide 
amenities etc. Inspector 
used the one-third rule as a 
starting point and 
considered volume and 
visual impact in determining 
that the extension was 
disproportionate and 
therefore inappropriate. 
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3180478 20170001 1 Cheneys Cottages, Thong 
Lane Shorne GRAVESEND 
DA12 4AA 

Erection of two storey side 
extension and alterations to 
the roof of the single storey 
rear extension; with a 
driveway to the front of the 
house with construction of 
new outbuilding. 

Dismissed 02/07/18 After due consideration, 
Inspector concluded 
increase in floor area would 
eb around 67% and having 
regard to impact on bulk 
and appearance 
considered additions to be 
disproportionate and 
inappropriate development. 

3203358 20170953 Bluebells, Ridge Lane 
Meopham  GRAVESEND 
Kent DA13 0DP 

Two storey side extension 
and dormer extensions to 
front & rear slopes 

Allowed 03/09/18 Increase in floor area was 
@32% in with the ‘one 
third’ rule under local 
policy.  However, Inspector 
went on to consider 
whether extension was 
subservient and 
proportionate to existing 
notwithstanding this and 
came to the conclusion that 
it was and therefore not 
inappropriate.  Original 
grounds of refusal were not 
Green Belt. 

3204167 20170813 Springhill, Pear Tree Lane 
Shorne  GRAVESEND DA12 
3JT 

Erection of a single storey 
front extension, a two storey 
front extension, porch and a 
part single and part two storey 
rear extension 

Dismissed 17/09/18 Whilst there was 
disagreement as to how the 
size of the original building 
should be measured, the 
Inspector concluded that as 
a minimum the extension 
would represent a 67% 
increase before going on to 
cosider scale, mass and 
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form.  The overall 
conclusion reached was 
that this was a 
disproportionate addition 
and therefore inappropriate. 

3205594 20180384 Rosebud, Beechwood Drive 
Meopham GRAVESEND 
DA13 0TX 

Single storey extension to a 
1970's bungalow 

Allowed 17/09/18 Original floor area of 
bungalow was 94 sqm.  
The extensions  would add 
78 sqm or an increase of 
83%.  By volume the 
extension would represent 
an increase of 69%.  Even 
apply the appellant’s 
original floorspace figure, 
the ‘one third’ rule of policy 
would be exceeded.  
However, afer considering 
the scale, form and bulk of 
the proposed extension 
relative to the existing, the 
Inspector concluded that 
the extension would not 
appear disproportionate in 
this context and considered 
it not to be inappropriate 
development. 

3205067 20171362 3 Longtens Cottages, Green 
Farm Lane Shorne 
GRAVESEND DA12 3HW 

Erection of a two storey side 
extension, single storey infill 
rear extension and 
enlargement of the existing 
front porch. 

Dismissed 17/09/18 Floor area of original 
dwelling was around 80 
sqm and the previous and 
proposed additions would 
mean an extended area of 
around 115 %.  Whilst the 
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small infill would not add to 
bulk, scale and massing, 
the side extension would, to 
the extent that the proposal 
was considered to be 
disproportionate and 
inappropriate development. 

3207317 20180461 Hartshill Bungalow,  
Thong Lane Shorne 
GRAVESEND DA12 4AD 

Retention of a single storey 
rear and side extension and a 
raised patio at the rear. 

Dismissed 08/10/18 Inspector concurred that 
extension was 
disproportionate and 
therefore inappropriate 
development in this 
instance.  Overall increase 
was around 157% by 
floorspace or 93% by 
volume on the basis of 
external measurement and 
the original bungalow 
having an original 
floorspace or around 88 
sqm. 

3221120 20170932 Clackmannan House,  Ridge 
Lane, Meopham, Gravesend, 
Kent DA13 0DP 

Erection of single storey side 
extension to the existing 
garden store room 

Dismissed 21/06/19 Proposed extension to 
shed would be around 
167% by floor area/volume 
and considered a 
disproportionate extension. 

3234892 20190227 Primroses, Chandlers Hill, 
Meopham, GRAVESEND 
DA13 0DF 

Erection of single storey rear 
and side extension with 
extended decking area and 
roof terrace. change of 
existing dormer window to a 

Dismissed 23/12/19 Whilst the proposal met the 
‘one third’ rule under local 
policy C13,  the Inspector 
was of the view that 
because of scale, form, 
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door to allow roof terrace 
access 

massing etc. in relation to 
the original dwelling it could 
not be considered 
proportionate as a matter of 
planning judgement.  On 
this basis, it was treated as 
inappropriate development. 

3220892 See 20180461 
above as same 

site.- 

Hartshill Bungalow, Thong 
Lane, Shorne, GRAVESEND, 
Kent DA12 4AD 

Without the benefit of 
planning permission the 
unauthorised construction of a 
single storey rear and side 
extension to the Property and 
raised patio to the rear of the 
property 

Enforcement 
upheld 

29/01/20 Considered that extension 
was a disproportionate 
addition and concurred with 
previous Inspector, having 
regard to possible fall back 
positions etc. 
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Appendix 4:  Green Belt Policies on replacement dwellings and extensions in Kent, Essex and Surrey as at Oct 2020 
 

 Green Belt 
replacement 

dwelling 
policy 

Does policy 
provide 

limit/guidance 
on materially 

larger? 

Green Belt 
extensions 

policy 

Does policy 
provide 

limit/guidance 
on what 

‘proportionate
’ means? 

Local Plan website 

Essex      
Basildon BAS GB3 Upon 

replacement, 
allows for new 
dwellings to be 
90 sqm floor 
area or + 35 

sqm, whichever 
is the greater. 

BAS GB4 Allows for 
extension up to 

90 sqm 
floorspace or 
by + 35 sqm 
floorspace. 

Existing Local Plan (2007) predates NPPF.  Emerging Local Plan 
policies GB5 & 6 more closely follow the NPPF and do not provide 
guidance on what scale of increase might be acceptable. 

Brentwood GB6 Where not 
previously 

extended or 
less than 37 

sqm, 
replacement 

can be 37 sqm 
floorspace 

above original.  
Where previous 

extensions 
have exceeded 

37 sqm, no 
further 

GB5 Extension not 
to exceed 37 

sqm floorspace 
of the original. 

Adopted Brentwood Replacement Local Plan (2005).  New plan 
currently in preparation.  Emerging Local Plan policies follow a 
similar format, using the NPPF approach but placing a 30% limit 
rather than the 37 sqm. 
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extension 
allowed. 

Castle Point GB4 Allows an 
increase up to 

limited of 
unused 

permitted 
development 
rights, subject 

to legal 
agreement that 

there be no 
further 

extensions. 

GB5 Design led 
policy with no 
guidance on 
increase in 

volume or scale 
but must by 

sympathetic to 
original and 

leave a 
minimum 3m 
gap to side 
boundary.   

Existing Local Plan is dated (1998).  New Local Plan submitted for 
examination 2nd October 2020.  Policy GB3 applies the NPPF 
criteria without guidance on scale that would be acceptable.   

Chelmsford DM6 No DM11 No New Local Plan adopted 27 May 2020.  Follows NPPF in terms of 
materially larger and not dis-proportionate etc. 

Epping Forest GB15a No GB14a Allows an 
increase of up 
to 40% up to a 
limit of 50sqm 

floorspace. 

Local Plan dates from 1998, with alterations made 2006 
(published 2008).  Replacement dwelling (not building) should be 
not materially larger.  New Local Plan submitted for examination 
Sept 2018 and still at examination. 

Harlow NE3 No NE4 No Local Plan adopted 2006.  New Local Plan in preparation and was 
submitted for examination in 2018.  Mainly contains strategic and 
site allocation policies. 

Rochford DM21 Maximum 25% 
increase in 

floorspace over 
original. 

DM17 Maximum 
increase of 

25% internal 
floorspace 

Development Management Plan adopted 2014.   

Southend G1 No G1 No Development Management Policies document adopted 2015.  
Policy G1 from 1994 Local Plan on Green Belt saved.   

Thurrock PMD6 No PMD6 No more than 
two reasonably 

sized rooms 

Core Strategy and Policies for the Management of Development 
(as amended) adopted 2015.  Replacement refers to ‘not 
materially larger’ in accordance with national policy. 
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Uttlesford H7 No H8 No Adopted Local Plan dates from 2005.  H7 and H8 do not 
specifically apply to Green Belt but any replacement dwelling or 
extension.  Policies are generally high level. National policy would 
presumably apply in relation to materially larger or 
disproportionate in the Green Belt.Withdrew new Local Plan from 
Examination April 2020 following adverse Inspector’s Report that 
said changes would go beyond the scope of Main Modifications. 

Kent      
Dartford DP22 30% by volume DP22 30% by volume Development Policies Plan (2017)  

Gravesham C12 No larger than 
existing unless 

modest 
enlargement 
required to 

accommodate 
basic 

amenities. 

C13 Limit of increase 
of one third of 

gross floor area 
of original  
measured 

externally prior to 
any previous 
extensions 

unless no overall 
effect on bulk or 

external 
appearance. 

Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy adopted 2014.  Policy CS02 
applies national Green Belt policy.  Saved policies from Local Plan 
First Review (1994) still apply, although not entirely consistent 
with national policy.  Policies C12 and C13 apply to dwellings in 
the countryside which in Gravesham is synonymous with Green 
Belt. 

Maidstone No No No No Only 1.3% of Maidstone is Green Belt so no separate policies in 
relation to this area.  National policy applied hence no guidance 
on either materially larger or proportionate. 

Medway No No No No Current Medway Local Plan (2003) is dated and the Council is 
working on a replacement.  Policies do not appear to provide 
guidance on either materially larger or proportionate. 

Sevenoaks GB4 To be 
consistent with 
GB1 supporting 
text allows 50% 

increase by 
floor area 

GB1 No more than 
50% increase in 
floorspace, also 

taking into 
account 

outbuildings 
within 5 metres. 

The Allocations and Development Management Plan Adopted 
Version February 2015 
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Tonbridge and 
Malling 

DC2 No No No Existing adopted policy is in LDF: Managing Development and the 
Environment DPD – April 2010.  Policy DC2 refers to replacement 
buildings in the countryside and not just Green Belt + refers to 
‘materially larger’ with no guidance on what this means.  In 
emerging Local Plan, policy LP10 simply applies national Green 
Belt policy.   

Tunbridge Wells No No H11 Up to 50% by 
volume or 150 
cubic metres, 

whichever is the 
greater, up to 

250 cubic metres 
maximum 

Core Strategy Development Plan Document adopted June 2010 - 
Core Policy 2 applies national Green Belt policy.  Saved policy 
H10 deals with replacement dwellings outside limits to built 
development and requires within the supporting text that they are 
not materially larger and within policy, no more obtrusive.  Policy 
H11 deals with extensions, with those considered to be ‘modest’ 
allowed.  The supporting text defines this as up to 50% by volume 
up to 150 cubic metres, whichever is the greater, subject to a 
maximum of 250 cubic metres.  This allowance also covers any 
curtilage outbuildings. 

Surrey      
Elmbridge DM18 Maximum 10% 

increase by 
volume and 

footprint 

DM18 Maximum 25% 
increase by 
volume and 

footprint 

Development Management Plan 2015 

Epsom and Ewell DM3 30% in 
supporting text 

DM3 30% in policy Development Management Policies Document 2015.  % over and 
above original, includes any outbuildings with 5 metres. 

Guildford No No No No Guildford Borough Local Plan: Strategy and Sites 2015 – 2034.  
Applies national policy.   

Mole Valley ? ? ? ? Unable to locate specific policy + may therefore be relying on 
national policy. 

Reigate and 
Banstead 

NHE5 No NHE5 No Development Management Plan adopted 2019.  No guidance 
within policy or supporting evidence on scale that would be 
acceptable and follows national policy. 

Runnymede EE14 No EE14 No Runnymede 2030 Local Plan adopted 16th July 2020.  No 
guidance on scale, follows national policy in terms of wording 
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Spelthorne EN2 No EN2 No Core  Strategy  and  Policies Development  Plan  Document 
adopted  26  February  2009  Policy EN2 simply refers to 
development not significantly changing the scale of the original 
building, irrespective of the size of the plot.  Effectively, national 
policy would still apply with not guidance on scale.  

Surrey Heath No No No No Core Strategy and Development Management Policies DPD 2012.  
Supporting text to policy DM4 applies national policy to 
replacement buildings and extensions in the Green Belt.  DM4 
applies to such development in the countryside beyond the Green 
Belt and uses same approach as national policy on Green Belt in 
this respect. 

Tandridge DP13 No DP13 No Local Plan Part 2: Detailed Policies 2014.  Effectively relies on 
national policy in respect of materially larger and disproportionate 
and provides no guidance on scale. 

Waverley RE2 No RE2 No Waverley Borough Local Plan Part 1: Strategic Policies and Sites 
February 2018.  Just applies national policy, development 
management policies to follow in emerging Part 2 

Woking DM13 No DM13 No Development Management Policies DPD 2016.  Effectively 
applies national policy without guidance on scale. 
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Appendix 5:- Parcels assessed in the Green Belt Study and their ratings of harm
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