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 INTRODUCTION 

1. This Hearing Statement has been prepared by Andrew Martin – Planning Limited (AM-P) jointly on 
behalf of the Rivenhall Oaks Golf Centre and Mr Simon Brice.     

2. The Rivenhall Oaks Golf Centre comprises 45.5 hectares (ha) of land, between Witham and Rivenhall, 
to the north of the East Anglia railway line.  Mr Simon Brice owns 17.8 ha of agricultural land at Pond 
Farm Field, between Witham and Rivenhall End, to the south of the same railway line.  These sites are 
shown on the Site Location Plan at Appendix 1, marked with a red line and an orange line respectively. 

3. These sites are currently located in the ‘countryside’ in planning policy terms, which will be protected 
for its own sake and where there is a general presumption against new development.  However, Policy 
LPP72 in the Section 2 Plan proposes to introduce an additional policy restriction on these sites, 
namely a new ‘Green Buffer’ between Witham and Rivenhall / Rivenhall End, which the Plan claims is 
to prevent the main towns and villages coalescing with one another.  This is shown on the extract of 
Post Submission Inset Map 2a contained at Appendix 2.   

4. This Hearing Statement supplements our client’s original representations in July 2017 and considers 
the Inspectors’ Questions for Main Matter 14 of the Braintree Local Plan – Section 2 – Examination. 

MATTER 14 – THE DISTRICT’S NATURAL ENVIRONMENT – LPP72 

In relation to Policy LPP72 Green Buffers: 

- Is the approach taken by the policy consistent with the Framework and the aims of 
sustainable development?  Is it supported by appropriate evidence? Does it duplicate other 
policies in the plan? 

5. The 2012 version of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), which the Section 2 Plan is being 
examined against, stipulates that planning should: recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside and support thriving rural communities within it; and, protect the Green Belts around our 
main urban areas (paragraph 17).  It therefore follows that land beyond identified development limits 
should be designated as either ‘countryside’ or ‘Green Belt’.  Both the original 2012 and the latest 2019 
versions of the NPPF make no provision for, or reference to, a third intermediary designation of a ‘Green 
Buffer’ or a ‘Green Wedge’.  

6. Notwithstanding the criteria and caveats set out in Policy LPP72, our client’s submit that the 
introduction of Green Buffers in the District is likely to:   

• confuse and offer false hope to members of the public, some of whom already confuse 
‘countryside’ with ‘Green Belt’ – a third intermediary designation could lead to even greater 
confusion and misunderstanding;  

• in real terms offer no greater protection against coalescence than the current ‘countryside’ 
designation, if / when well-resourced major development proposals are submitted in 
accordance with NPPF’s presumption in favour of sustainable development and the titled 
balance; and  
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• be used as a tool to frustrate more minor development proposals which could otherwise 
support and enhance rural communities and the rural economy. 

7. The provision of a Green Buffer between Witham and Rivenhall / Rivenhall End could be seized upon 
by third party objectors to attempt to frustrate future planning applications at the Rivenhall Oaks Golf 
Centre, for development that could be important to the ongoing and future viability of the Golf Centre 
business.  Likewise, if there is a pressing need for additional employment land during the plan period 
or an employer wishes to bring forward a purpose-built facility on the western-most part of Pond Farm 
Field (i.e. adjacent to the planned expansion of the Employment Area at the Eastways Industrial Estate), 
then a Green Buffer could frustrate and prevent this happening. 

8. Furthermore, the matter of a ‘Green Buffer / Wedge’ designation in this location has already been 
considered and dismissed by Mr John Braithwaite, who was appointed to oversee the Braintree Local 
Plan Public Inquiry in 2004.  His Inspector's Report concluded at paragraph 7.11.7 that:  

"Residents of the District value RLP 84 [i.e. the Green Wedge policy] for the ‘extra level of 
protection’ it affords to areas of countryside between settlements. The first sentence of RLP 73A 
[i.e. the countryside policy], which begins 'The countryside will be protected for its own sake…', 
provides all the protection necessary to prevent inappropriate development in all countryside 
areas including those between settlements. A proposed development is no more unacceptable 
if it is in conflict with two Plan policies than if it is in conflict with only one. No other matters 
mentioned by the Council or Objectors, either individually or collectively, outweigh the conclusion 
that there are no robust or compelling reasons for the retention of the ‘green wedge’ land 
designation in the Plan."   

9. The Inspector then went onto recommend the removal of all Green Wedges from the Local Plan, 
including the proposed Green Wedge between Witham and Rivenhall, which took place prior to its 
adoption in 2005.  Please see Appendix 3 for the relevant parts of the Braintree Local Plan Inspector's 
Report (2004).  

10. These same considerations apply today and Policy LPP1 (Development Boundaries) in the Section 2 
Plan renders Policy LPP72 (Green Buffers) unnecessary.  

11. In summary, the proposed introduction of Green Buffers is: (i) inconsistent with the NPPF (both the 
original 2012 version which this Plan is being examined against and the latest 2019 version) and the 
aims of sustainable development; (ii) not supported by appropriate evidence; and, (iii) unnecessarily 
duplicates other policies in the Plan.  

12. Our clients object to Policy LPP72 and the Green Buffer shown on Inset Map 2a on the grounds that 
they fail the ‘justified’ (i.e. the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable 
alternatives) and ‘consistent with national policy’ (i.e. the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable 
development in accordance with the policies in the Framework) tests of soundness required at 
paragraph 182 of the NPPF (2012).  

13. As a result, our clients respectfully request that the Inspectors direct BDC to delete Policy LPP72 and 
the Green Buffer shown on Inset Map 2a from the Section 2 Plan. 
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SUMMARY 

14. The Rivenhall Oaks Golf Centre comprises 45.5 hectares (ha) of land, between Witham and Rivenhall, 
to the north of the East Anglia railway line.  Mr Simon Brice owns 17.8 ha of agricultural land at Pond 
Farm Field, between Witham and Rivenhall End, to the south of the same railway line.  These sites are 
currently located in the ‘countryside’ in planning policy terms.  However, Policy LPP72 in the Section 
2 Plan proposes to introduce a new ‘Green Buffer’ between Witham and Rivenhall / Rivenhall End.   

15. The Rivenhall Oaks Golf Centre and Mr Simon Brice made formal representations to the Braintree 
Section 2 Plan in July 2017.  This Hearing Statement supplements those representations and highlights 
that: 

• The NPPF indicates that land beyond identified development limits should be designated as 
either ‘countryside’ or ‘Green Belt’ and makes no provision for, or reference to, a third 
intermediary designation of a ‘Green Buffer’ or a ‘Green Wedge’. 

• The introduction of Green Buffers in the District is likely to:  

- confuse and offer false hope to members of the public, some of whom already confuse 
‘countryside’ with ‘Green Belt’;  

- in real terms offer no greater protection against coalescence than the current 
‘countryside’ designation, if / when well-resourced major development proposals are 
submitted in accordance with NPPF’s presumption in favour of sustainable 
development and the titled balance; and  

- be used as a tool to frustrate more minor development proposals, for example at the 
Rivenhall Oaks Golf Centre or Pond Farm Field, which could otherwise support and 
enhance rural communities and the rural economy. 

• The matter of a ‘Green Buffer / Wedge’ designation in this location has already been 
considered and dismissed by Mr John Braithwaite, who was appointed to oversee the 
Braintree Local Plan Public Inquiry in 2004. 

16. Our clients object to Policy LPP72 and the Green Buffer shown on Inset Map 2a on the grounds that 
they fail the ‘justified’ and ‘consistent with national policy’ tests of soundness, at paragraph 182 of the 
NPPF (2012), and respectfully request that the Inspectors direct BDC to delete these from the Section 
2 Plan. 
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Appendix 1 – Site Boundary Plan 

 



 
 
 

 

 

Appendix 2 – Extract from Post Submission Inset Map 2a 
 

 



 
 
 

 

 

Appendix 3 – Extracts from Braintree Local Plan Inspector’s Report (2004) 
 

 










