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Executive Summary
One of the key elements of the Council’s spatial strategy for growth in the emerging
Local Plan, as reinforced by the Inspector’s proposed main modification MM7 (B) to
Policy SP2 in Section 1, is to ensure existing settlements maintain their distinctive
character and role, avoid coalescence between them and conserve their setting. This
has been a long-standing principle that the Council has sought to uphold through the
policies and proposals in successive Local Plans including through the designation of
‘Green Wedges’, ‘Local Green Gaps’ and, in the current emerging plan, ‘Strategic
Green Gaps’. These are identified in key locations where settlements or
neighbourhoods are close to one another and where there is a high risk of coalescence
and the erosion of distinctive character and landscape setting.
In the Council’s 2007 Adopted Local Plan, ‘Local Green Gaps’ are defined and
protected from built development under a single planning policy. In the emerging Local
Plan, the Council has had to rationalise the number and location of protected gaps in
the face of development pressures and they are now referred to as ‘Strategic Green
Gaps’, however, their functionality has not changed, i.e. to essentially guard against
the coalescence of settlements.
The emerging Local Plan proposes the retention of these Strategic Green Gaps,
protected through Policy PPL6, in the following locations:1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Clacton to Little Clacton
Between Clacton and Holland-on-Sea
Land between Clacton and Jaywick
Land between Dovercourt, Ramsey and Little Oakley
Land between Frinton, Walton, Kirby Cross and Kirby-le-Soken
Lawford, Manningtree and Mistley

A number of representations have been received which have been taken into account
in reviewing the necessity and extent of the Strategic Green Gaps. Also, the extent of
the Strategic Green Gaps have been revised through the plan making process
following the grant of some planning permissions, the selection of sites for allocation
and a review of their functionality.
There are however a number of unresolved objections to the emerging Local Plan that
challenge the principle of, and justification for, Strategic Green Gaps and/or the
rationale behind their location – often in relation to alternative development proposals,
particularly in the Clacton area. The Council’s objectives around avoiding coalescence
through the Strategic Green Gap policy was one of the key factors in determining the
choice of Hartley Gardens and Oakwood Park as the preferred sites for major housing
and mixed-use development on the edge of Clacton and, as such, is considered, by
the Council, to be a key issue for the examination of the Plan.
This Topic Paper therefore provides more detail on the policy justification for Strategic
Green Gaps and the rationale and evidence in support of their location; drawing upon
planning decisions and appeal decisions from recent years that have upheld the
Council’s position.
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Part 1: Evolution of green gap policy
1.1 The concept of green gap policy is long-standing in Tendring where there are
numerous individual settlements where continued growth would likely lead to
coalescence and the erosion of local character. Whilst the general approach and
rationale behind green gaps has remained essentially unchanged, the coverage
and policy wording has evolved. The Council’s 1998 Local Plan contained
designated ‘Local Green Wedges’ with individual planning policies attributed to
each individual Local Green Wedge. These wedges were designated on land
between Clacton and Little Clacton; north of Holland-on-Sea; between West
Clacton and Jaywick; in the centre of Little Clacton; between Dovercourt,
Parkeston, Ramsey and Little Oakley; and between Kirby Cross, Frinton, Great
Holland and Kirby-le-Soken.
1.2 For the Council’s 2007 Local Plan, these areas were generally carried forward
but renamed ‘Local Green Gaps’ but with a single general policy applied to all
the Local Green Gaps within the district. Because the Council was able to
accommodate the vast majority of its development needs on previously
developed brownfield sites, it was able to carry forward the designation from the
1998 to the 2007 Local Plan with very little challenge. Additional green gaps in
the Lawford and Mistley areas were also included, informed by a study
undertaken by consultants LUC in 2003. The Council has commissioned LUC to
update the evidence on green gaps to reflect the proposed revisions and to
provide a more up to date assessment for use at both the Local Plan examination
and for any subsequent planning applications or appeals. The new study can be
accessed via this link EB7.2.5 Green Gap Study 2020 LUC and it broadly supports
approach in the Local Plan and this topic paper.
Tendring District Local Plan (Adopted December 2007)
1.3 The Local Plan policy is a spatial policy and not a landscape policy. The Local
Plan stated (6.9) that ‘their primary purpose and function is to maintain separation
between the main urban areas of the District. They also seek to maintain
separation between urban areas and free standing smaller settlements that
surround them, or between physically separate built up neighbourhoods. By
conserving the countryside between residential settlements, local green gap
policies aim to preserve the open character of these important breaks between
settlements. This approach will also maintain the individual character and
landscape setting of towns, villages and neighbourhoods.’
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1.4 Policy EN2 in the adopted Local Plan provides the Planning Policy context:
Policy EN2 – Local Green Gaps
During the Plan period, land within Local Green Gaps, as defined on the Proposals
Map, will be kept open, and essentially free of development. This is to prevent the
coalescence of settlements, and to protect their rural settings. Minor development
proposals may be permitted if they do no harm, individually or collectively, to the
purposes of a Local Green Gap or to its open character. These may include the
improvement of existing leisure and recreational facilities, and development for
agricultural purposes. In Local Green Gaps, where resources and opportunities
permit the Council will encourage the improvement of public rights of way.

1.5 Paragraph 6.11 in the supporting text to Policy EN2 lists the Local Green Gaps
as:
- Clacton-on-Sea/ Little Clacton
- Great Clacton/ Holland-on-Sea
- West Clacton/ Jaywick
- Dovercourt/ Parkeston/ Ramsey/ Little Oakley
- Frinton/ Walton/ Kirby Cross/ Great Holland/ Kirby-Le-Soken/ Holland-On-Sea
- Lawford/ Manningtree/ Mistley
- Little Clacton
1.6 The Council’s 2012 (now abandoned) Draft Local Plan renamed these areas
‘Strategic Green Gaps’ (SGG) and, again, proposed a general policy to apply to
all the proposed Strategic Green Gaps within the district. However, there was a
recognition, in light of much higher housing requirements and a diminishing
supply of brownfield land that the extent of the green gap designation would need
to be reconsidered and that it would no longer be feasible to simply carry forward
the designation from the 2007 plan unaltered.
Tendring District Local Plan 2013-2033 (2017 Publication Draft, as submitted)
1.7 Green Gaps have been replaced by SGG in the emerging Local Plan. However,
the function of the SGG essentially remains the same, their primary purpose
being ‘to maintain an appropriate degree of physical separation between nearby
settlements or neighbourhoods.’ The Policy acts as a replacement Policy for EN2
and is essentially, a spatial policy.
1.8 The role of such a policy has been reinforced through the Inspector’s proposed
main modifications to Section 1 of the Local Plan, namely modification MM7 (B)
to Policy SP2, aimed at ensuring existing settlements maintain their distinctive
character and role, avoid coalescence between them and to conserve their
setting.
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1.9 Policy PPL 6 in Section 2 of the emerging plan relates specifically to the
designated SGG and states:

1.10 The emerging plan explains that ‘within Strategic Green Gaps, the Council will
only permit development which would preserve the appropriate separation of
settlements or neighbourhoods. Proposals for new development should consider
how the long-term protection of these areas can be strengthened, through the
introduction of Green Infrastructure, including recreational open space, wildlife
areas and improved access to the countryside via new footpaths, cycle paths
and bridleways.’
1.11 The main function of SGG, Local Green Gaps or Local Green Wedges as
designated in Tendring Local Plans since 1998, has been to prevent settlement
coalescence. The extent of the Strategic Green Gaps have changed over time to
reflect the growth of settlements and the need to release land for development.
This has been undertaken in a coordinated, Plan led approach so as to maintain
the individual character of settlements or individual neighbourhoods, and their
landscape settings.
1.12 The emerging Local Plan has maintained and carried forward much of the green
gap designations from the 2007 Local Plan, however updating the extent of the
designations in light of planning permissions, the selection of sites for allocation
and a review of their functionality.
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1.13 However, a significant change is the deletion of the little Clacton Green Gap from
the emerging Plan. The Council’s 2007 Local Plan designated Green Gaps in
two locations around the village of Little Clacton (see extract below). These were
based on the Local Green Wedges designated in the 1998 Local Plan. In the
2012 Draft Local Plan the green gaps in and around Little Clacton were not
carried forward, as they represented breaks between different parts of the same
settlement and it was felt that the general countryside policies in the Local Plan
would be strong enough to resist inappropriate proposals for development.
The southern of the two green gaps was also the subject of a planning application
for 98 homes which was allowed on appeal and so the settlement boundary is
proposed to be amended accordingly.
Figure 1 – Extract from the 2007 Local Plan highlighting the Local Green Gaps
in and around Little Clacton that are not being carried forward into the
emerging plan

1.14 Part 2 of this Topic Paper considers the planning policy context and the
justification for Strategic Green Gaps given that there are some objections to the
designation and policy in principle.
1.15 Part 3 highlights the changes between the 2007 Local Plan and the current
emerging plan, the reasons for these alterations, and their relevance to particular
representations and objections to the plan.
1.16 Part 4 of this paper considers the representations submitted at publication stage
that challenge both the specific designations and the principle of green gap policy
and the inclusion of this additional level of protection within the plan.
7

1.17 Part 5 suggests amendments to the Tendring District Local Plan Publication Draft
2013-2033 in respect of Policy LP6 and the depiction of the green gaps on the
policies and local maps.
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Part 2: Planning policy context and justification for Strategic Green
Gaps
2.1 The Planning Portal provides an online source of guidance for Local Authorities,
agents and applicants. Green Gaps are defined as the open areas around and
between parts of settlements, which maintain the distinction between the
countryside and built up areas, prevent the coalescence (merging) of adjacent
places and can also provide recreational opportunities.
National Planning Policy Framework (Published 27 March 2012)
2.2 The emerging Local Plan was prepared in line with the 2012 National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF). Paragraph 17 outlines the approach to place
making and settlement identity. It states:
“Within the overarching roles that the planning system ought to play, a set of core
land-use planning principles should underpin both plan-making and decisiontaking.”
2.3 Among the 12 principles, the following principles are particularly applicable to the
designation of Strategic Green Gaps:


be genuinely plan-led, empowering local people to shape their
surroundings, with succinct local and neighbourhood plans setting out a
positive vision for the future of the area. Plans should be kept up-to-date,
and be based on joint working and co-operation to address larger than
local issues. They should provide a practical framework within which
decisions on planning applications can be made with a high degree of
predictability and efficiency;



not simply be about scrutiny, but instead be a creative exercise in finding
ways to enhance and improve the places in which people live their lives;



always seek to secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity
for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings;



take account of the different roles and character of different areas,
promoting the vitality of our main urban areas, protecting the Green Belts
around them, recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside and supporting thriving rural communities within it;



contribute to conserving and enhancing the natural environment and
reducing pollution. Allocations of land for development should prefer land
of lesser environmental value, where consistent with other policies in this
Framework;
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encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that has been
previously developed (brownfield land), provided that it is not of high
environmental value; and



promote mixed use developments, and encourage multiple benefits from
the use of land in urban and rural areas, recognising that some open land
can perform many functions (such as for wildlife, recreation, flood risk
mitigation, carbon storage, or food production).

2.4 The relationship between the Framework and the designation of ‘green wedges’
is commented on by a Planning Inspector in the 2016 appeal decision
(APP/C1055/W/15/3132386) in Spondon. In Paragraph 20, the Inspector states:
“I accept that a ‘local green space’, as described in the Framework, does not
equate to Derby’s ‘green wedges’. Although the latter may be close, special and
often of some significance to local communities, the ‘green wedges’ need not
contain attractive landscapes, interesting historical features or be rich in wildlife
or habitat. Moreover, unlike the description of ‘local green spaces’, ‘green
wedges’ often encompass fairly extensive tracts of land. But the mere absence
of such words in either the Framework or the Guidance cannot disqualify their
use to identify a legitimate planning concept. Neither document is allencompassing or statutory. On the contrary, they serve as ‘material
considerations’ and offer advice about the Government’s requirements for the
planning system only to the extent that it is relevant, proportionate and necessary
to do so. Moreover, an explicit aim of the Framework is to facilitate the production
of distinctive local and neighbourhood plans by, and for, local people and their
Councils. That alone must rule out the sort of pedantically prescriptive
interpretation of the Framework that would prohibit the use of anything not
explicitly mentioned within it.
2.5 And continued by explaining in paragraph 21:
“I consider that ‘green wedges’ chime with important aims of the Framework,
contributing to the identity and distinctiveness of neighbourhoods within the City,
maintaining and enhancing the character of the place and offering opportunities
for leisure and recreation in places connected to the countryside, all as the
Framework advises. I do not accept that this is to misinterpret the pro-growth
stance of the Framework. On the contrary, this simply focusses on elements
incorporated into the ‘golden thread’ of ‘sustainable development’. The aim is to
find an appropriate balance between the economic, social and environmental
dimensions. And, just as it would be inappropriate to sterilise large tracts of land
without good reason, so also would the sanctioning of development on any open
area anywhere be equally unsustainable.’
2.6 The above decision shows that regardless of whether a site is called a ‘Green
Wedge’, ‘Green Gap’ or ‘Strategic Green Gap’ the underlying concept of
protecting specific areas of land to prevent coalescence and to maintain
separation and distinctiveness of settlements is a long held and accepted
10

planning consideration/policy. Policies for their retention and protection are
therefore given significant weight at appeal and have been treated differently by
Inspectors when compared to those appeals which deal simply with the
protection of the countryside and where there is no Green Gap or SGG policy.
2.7 Paragraph 61 states that although appearance and the architecture of individual
buildings are important factors, securing high quality and inclusive design goes
beyond aesthetic considerations. Therefore, planning policies and decisions
should address the connections between people and places and the integration
of new development into the natural, built and historic environment’. As the
Inspector’s Report into the Adur Local Plan Examination (2016) stated in relation
to Green Gaps (Paragraph 44):
“One of the objectives should be the improvement of the character and quality of
an area and the way it functions and in broad terms Plans should identify land
where development would be inappropriate.”
2.8 The Inspector continued (Paragraph 45):
‘On the basis that it is important for communities to retain their independent
character and qualities I agree with the Council that the identification of local
green gaps is a justified and necessary approach.’
2.9 The importance of access to high quality open space and opportunities for sport
and leisure (paragraph 73) is stressed in the NPPF and to plan positively for
essential green infrastructure (Paragraph 114) which is defined in the glossary
as ‘a network of multi-functional green space, urban and rural, which is capable
of delivering a wide range of environmental and quality of life benefits for local
communities’. This can help mitigate the effects of climate change (paragraph
99).
National Planning Policy Framework (Published February 2019)
2.10 The key principle of the 2012 NPPF are carried forward into the 2019 NPPF.
Chapter 5 continues the thread in previous NPPF’s of achieving sustainable
development while Chapter 12 places a greater emphasis on the need for well
designed places. Chapter 8 promotes healthy and safe communities while
Chapter 14 and 15 seek to mitigate the effects of climate change as well as the
conservation of the natural environment.
2.11 Paragraph 118 promotes the effective use of Land. The key principles include
the recognition that some undeveloped land can perform many functions, such
as for wildlife, recreation, flood risk management, cooling/shading, carbon
storage or food production.
2.12 Paragraph 127 states that planning policies should ensure that developments
are visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and appropriate and
effective landscaping. It continues by stating that policies should ensure that
developments are sympathetic to local character and history, including the
11

surrounding built environment and landscape setting and establish or maintain a
strong sense of place.
2.13 Paragraph 170 explains the importance valued landscapes in terms of place
making. It states:
”Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural
and local environment by:
a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or
geological value and soils (in a manner commensurate with their statutory
status or identified quality in the development plan);
b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and the
wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services – including the
economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land,
and of trees and woodland;
c) maintaining the character of the undeveloped coast, while improving public
access to it where appropriate;
d) minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by
establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current
and future pressures;
e) preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being put at
unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels
of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability. Development should,
wherever possible, help to improve local environmental conditions such as air
and water quality, taking into account relevant information such as river basin
management plans; and
f) remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and
unstable land, where appropriate.”
2.14 Although a SGG is not in itself a landscape designation, the importance of the
gaps and open space in relation to the settlements cannot be separated and is
integral to planning and good design.
2.15 A recent appeal decision (APP/P1560/W/19/3239002) in February 2020 for
residential development within the SGG between Clacton and Little Clacton
stated that although the site is not a valued landscape (paragraph 49) in relation
to the SGG, the proposals would (paragraph 83):
“erode the setting and separate identities of Clacton and Little Clacton and
undermine the character and quality of the landscape. There would be harm to
settlement pattern and form, the separation, setting and individual identity of
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settlements, and the character and appearance of the countryside. These harms
attract very substantial weight against the proposal.”
2.16 Concluding in Paragraph 92:
“Nonetheless, the development proposed would conflict with the development
plan as a whole and the harms that would arise would undermine long held
principles of the planning system that seek to manage the pattern and location
of development and to protect the countryside. These harms attract very
substantial weight against the proposal and run contrary to the Framework’s
objective of achieving sustainable development by fostering well designed
environments and contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural and built
and historic environment and seeking the creation of high-quality places.”
Tendring District Local Plan (2013- 2033 and beyond)
2.17 Section 1 of the Local Plan has been subject to an Examination. Policy SP2 is
proposed for modification by the Inspector to ensure the issue of coalescence of
settlements is taken into account. The Policy, as modified, states that “Future
growth will be planned to ensure settlements maintain their distinctive character
and role, to avoid coalescence between them and to conserve their setting”. This
reinforces the principle of avoiding coalescence and strengthens the justification
for a green gaps policy in Section 2 of the plan.
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Part 3: Explanation and appraisal of Strategic Green Gaps by area
Land between Clacton and Jaywick
Description of the location
3.1 This SGG lies to the west of Clacton between Jaywick Lane/Golf Green Road to
the east and Cherry Tree Avenue/ residential development to the west. The
designated gap extends to the coast on its southern border and to Tendring
Enterprise Studio School (TES) and residential development off Stanley Road to
the north. The SGG comprises open countryside and agricultural land; however
the Gap also includes Clacton Golf Club, a Golf Driving Range and Clacton
Airstrip, which are mostly incorporated into the green infrastructure. The area of
the Gap is approximately 167 ha. The SGG separates the residential area of
Jaywick and Clacton.
Figure 2 – Extract from the Tendring District Publication Draft highlighting the
Clacton to Jaywick Strategic Green Gap

SGG

The desired function and purpose of the Gap
3.2 The main functions of the SGG is to:



Maintain clear separation between West Clacton and Jaywick, in order to
safeguard their separate identities and character;
Protect views from these areas over the open countryside to support the
physical separation of the settlements; and
14



Protect the amenity of the area for various formal and informal leisure and
other recreational uses including Clacton Airstrip and Clacton Golf Club.

Evolution and revisions from the 2007 adopted plan
3.3 The main alteration between the 2007 Local Plan and the proposed Strategic
Green Gap is the removal of the north-west area which is part of the proposed
Rouses Farm development (Policy SAMU4) which already has a Planning
Committee resolution to grant planning permission and the land immediately to
the east of Rouses Farm which covers an area of developed land which was
developed for the Bishops Park Secondary School (now Tendring Enterprise
Studio School) and adjoining housing in Harpers Way.
Figure 3 – Extract from the 2007 Local Plan highlighting the wider Local Green
Gap between Clacton and Jaywick

Criticisms and challenges to the designation
3.4 The extent of the SGG designation is the subject of objections by Bloor Homes
(c/o Paul Derry – Barton Willmore LPPuD313) and Brown & Meek (c/o Peter le
Grys – Stanfords LPPuD427).
3.5 Bloor Homes are promoting land off Rush Green Road which they believe should
now be excluded from the SGG designation as it will not cause harmful
coalescence. The objector’s proposal has been the subject of a planning
applications (15/00904/OUT, 16/00208/OUT and 16/00209/OUT) for schemes of
228 to 276 homes that were refused by the Council for being contrary to green
15

gap
policy. This
was
upheld
by
the
Inspector
at
appeal
(APP/P1560/W/16/3145531). The objector states that the appeal Inspector’s
view that the site is harmful contradicts the Council’s earlier assessments and
that the Inspector considered the planning balance in the context of NPPF
paragraphs 14 and 49; the OAHN and spatial strategy were not under contention
at the Inquiry; for the purpose of the emerging Local Plan, the assessment of
sites takes
account of these and other factors. The Council believes it is
important to maintain the individual character and identity of Clacton and Jaywick
through the SGG designation. This was supported by the Inspector at the appeal
who stated: “the schemes would fail to maintain separation between Clacton and
Jaywick in this locality, and would effectively close the countryside gap between
the settlements in this area. The proposed development would thereby detract
from the setting of Clacton and Jaywick and affect the character and appearance
of the area.”
3.6 Brown & Meek (c/o Peter le Grys – Stanfords) object to the extent of the SGG
designation. They are promoting land south of Rush Green Road for
development and state that a development scheme is currently being produced
which will provide significant public benefits for the community, subject to at least
3.6 hectares of housing being allocated for up to 100 dwellings. The scheme also
includes substantial public benefits through the provision of a new football ground
for FC Clacton together with the provision of other pitches for junior and youth
teams. The settlement boundary as proposed would allow for the development
of 75 houses. However, they state this policy is entirely illogical, taken together
with the purpose of the green gap to which draft policies PPL6 and HP4 apply
when considered in relation to the public benefits that could be provided.
3.7 The Council believe the land should be retained as agricultural land while still
maintaining the function of the gap with a smaller residential development within
the settlement boundary. The land was the subject of a hybrid application which
was refused for extending into the designated green gap and having a negative
landscape impact. The Council has proposed revisions to the Policies Map for
Clacton to reflect this decision.
3.8 The Parish Council of St. Osyth has requested a green gap designation between
itself and the proposed Rouses Lane development. In their view, this would be
to prevent further development towards St. Osyth; this is in accordance with
Policy PPL 6, which states that councils will not permit any development which
would result in the joining of settlements or neighbourhoods, or which would
erode their separate identities by virtue of their close proximity. The Council
believe there is no imminent risk of coalescence between Clacton and St. Osyth
or the loss of their individual characters. As such, there is no justification for
designating a new SGG in this location.
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Conclusions on soundness
3.9 The SGG has changed very little over time, with the exception of a small area of
land in the northwest corner being released to support the Local Plan allocation
of Rouses Farm. However, the Local Plan has a sufficient supply of land to meet
housing requirements as shown in the Housing Topic Paper and 2020 Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment. The SGG has been important in
maintaining the separate identities of Jaywick and Clacton.
3.10 The Inspector’s decision letter in the appeal to develop land north of Rush Green
Road (APP/P1560/W/16/3145531; APP/P1560/W/16/3156451; APP/P1560/
W/16/3156452 - all dismissed) commented that:
“The appeal site, by virtue of its extensive, undeveloped and open character,
provides a clear physical and visual separation between Jaywick and Clacton.
When travelling along Jaywick Lane and Rush Green Road there is a clear sense
of this divide, with views across open countryside on both sides of the road. The
site has an attractive tree belt on its eastern edge, but overall does not have a
particularly noteworthy landscape character. Nevertheless, its openness and
rural appearance contributes to the setting of Clacton and Jaywick.”
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Clacton to Little Clacton
Description of the location
3.11 This SGG lies to the north west of Clacton between the A133 and Holland Road
and comprises agricultural land, woods and open countryside and is
approximately 127ha. The SGG separates the residential development of Little
Clacton to the north and commercial and residential development of Clacton to
the south.
Figure 4 – Extract from the Tendring District Publication Draft highlighting the
Strategic Green Gap between Clacton and Little Clacton

The desired function and purpose of the Gap
3.12 The main functions of the revised SGG is to:
 Safeguard the separate identity, character and openness of the setting of
Little Clacton, particularly by protecting the undeveloped land either side of
Centenary Way;
 Preserve and where possible enhance views from settlements to contribute
to the amenity of the area and create the visual separation;
 Prevent further ribbon development in the London Road area between
Clacton-on-Sea and Little Clacton so not to erode with piecemeal
development the physical separation between settlements.
Evolution and revisions from the 2007 adopted Local Plan
3.13 The 2007 Local Plan designated a broad area north of Clacton as a Local Green
Gap based on, and essentially carried forward from, the earlier 1998 Local Plan
‘Local Green Wedges’ policy. It covers a considerable area of undeveloped and
otherwise sparsely developed land between the northern edge of Clacton (as it
was at that time) and the southern edge of the village of Little Clacton.
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Figure 5 – Extract from the 2007 adopted Local Plan showing the extent of the
current wider Little Clacton/ Clacton Local Green Gap

3.14 Following adoption of the Local Plan in 2007, the Council began work on the next
version of the development plan under the Planning and Compulsory Purchase
Act 2004 which would have been a ‘Local Development Framework’ consisting
of a separate ‘Core Strategy’ and ‘Site Allocations Document’; this would have
set out the proposals for growth for the longer-term period up to 2021 and
beyond, in line with the housing and employment requirements set out in the
(now abolished) East of England Plan 2008. With the need to identify more land
for housing development and a dwindling supply of sites within built up areas,
the Council knew that greenfield sites in sustainable locations such as Clacton
might need to be released from green gap protection and allocated for
development.
3.15 The subsequent (albeit eventually abandoned) Draft Core Strategy (2010) and
Draft Local Plan (2012) both significantly reduced the size of the Green Gap in
anticipation that some form of sustainable development might need to take place
to meet housing need in the north Clacton area while protecting the areas where
there was the greatest short to medium-term risk of coalescence, i.e. the
narrowest part of the gap between Little Clacton and the urban edge of Clactonon-Sea. Whilst the 2010 and 2012 attempts at a new plan never reached the
examination stage of the process, it was clear that increasing housing
requirements would require a consolidation of the green gap designation in any
future plans for growth.
3.16 The green gap was significantly reduced in size with the removal of the land west
of the A133 bypass road and the associated allocation of the Hartley Gardens
19

site for major housing and mixed-use development. The remaining area of land
is the minimum required to protect the separate identities of Clacton and Little
Clacton and prevent coalescence.
3.17 The construction of the A133 bypass in the 1990s created a strong physical and
defensible boundary to potential future development that, in itself, provides a
safeguard against the physical coalescence with Little Clacton that would
maintain its
individual character and immediate landscape settings – so long
as development did not spill over into the area east of the A133 around
Progress Way and Centenary Way. Little Clacton Parish Council has not
objected to the Hartley Gardens development, however, it has fought strongly to
resist proposals for development in the Progress Way and Centenary Way area
– with recent applications being dismissed on appeal. As such, the gap has been
refined in the publication draft to include land north of Progress Way up to the
built-up boundary of Little Clacton – although that land is the subject
of
a
current planning application 20/00920/OUT for 99 dwellings that, at the time of
writing, was yet to be determined.
3.18 The SGG seeks to protect the character and form of Little Clacton; the semi-rural
nature of the locality provides a key characteristic of Little Clacton, mirroring the
pattern of development and village form prevalent across North Essex. This
essential character would be irretrievably harmed should coalescence occur.
Criticisms and challenges to the designation
3.19 This SGG is however the subject of a specific objection from Ray Chapman
Associates (LPPuD282) who suggests that the gap is redundant, Policy PPL6 is
too restrictive and the extent of the gap is not justified. Mr. Chapman is promoting
land south of Centenary Way for inclusion in the Local Plan that has, since the
submission of the plan, been the subject of a planning application that was
refused by the Council and later dismissed on appeal.
3.20 The Council believes it is important to maintain the individual character and
identity of Clacton and Little Clacton through the SGG designation. The location
that is most vulnerable to coalescence and impact on the individual character
of the two settlements is the location containing the objector’s site. That site was
the subject of an outline planning application (15/01720/OUT) for up to 175
homes that was refused by the Council for being contrary to green gap policy. It
was then allowed on appeal (APP/P1560/W/16/3164169) as the Council was
unable to demonstrate a five-year housing supply but the decision was
quashed by the Courts by consent of the Secretary of State and the appeal was
re-heard and subsequently dismissed.
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3.21 In dismissing the appeal, the Inspector concluded:
“it is without doubt that even with landscaping, the introduction of a substantial
residential development would change the character of this area from open and
edge of settlement to a built-up part of a wider urban area. This would harm the
open character of the area and the open approach to Clacton on Sea physically
bringing Little Clacton and Clacton on Sea much closer together.”
3.22

The Council maintains that the Strategic Green Gap between Clacton and Little
Clacton should remain.
Conclusions on soundness

3.23 The Council can demonstrate, through its Housing Topic Paper and 2020
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment, that sufficient land has been
identified in the emerging plan to meet the housing requirement up to 2033, there
is no need to make any further adjustments to the SGG to accommodate this
or any other sites and the above appeal decision re-affirms the importance of this
particular gap.
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Between Clacton and Holland-on-Sea
Description of the location
3.24 This SGG lies to the south east of Clacton between the railway line and Picker’s
Ditch (adjacent to Slade Road/ Fleetwood Avenue) and comprises agricultural
land and open countryside with Sladbury’s Lane dissecting the site. The site is
approximately 128 ha. The SGG separates the residential area of Clacton to the
north and Holland-on-Sea to the south.
Figure 6 – Extract from the Tendring District Publication Draft highlighting the
proposed decreased Clacton to Holland-on-Sea Strategic Green Gap

The desired function and purpose of the Gap
3.25 The main functions of the SGG are to:




Safeguard the unspoilt countryside gap between the railway line and
Picker’s Ditch to maintain clear separation and distinctions between the
identity and character of Holland-on-Sea
Preserve views from both areas, and for train passengers, over this
attractive landscape aiding the visual separation.

Evolution and revisions from the 2007 adopted plan
3.26 In the 2007 Local Plan, the Green Gap covered a considerable area of
undeveloped agricultural land between the northern edge of Holland-on-Sea and
the railway lane which defines the eastern edge of the Burrsville area of Clacton.
The Local Green Gap, in this case, as well as performing the function of
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preventing coalescence is in itself an example of attractive, open rolling
countryside giving a particularly rural, tranquil character to the locality.
Figure 7 – Extract from the 2007 Local Plan highlighting the unchanged Local
Green Gap between Clacton and Holland-on-Sea

3.27 The SGG mostly reflects the boundary of the Green Gap designated in the 2007
Local Plan. However, it is acknowledged that a development of 132 dwellings
has been granted outline planning permission (15/01351/OUT) on appeal on land
west of Sladbury’s Lane (at the southern tip of the green gap) at a time when the
Council was unable to demonstrate a five year housing land supply and, on
balance, the Inspector concluded that the need for housing would outweigh the
limited impact on the Green Gap. The Council is suggesting a small amendment
to the relevant maps to reflect the consent that has been granted.
Criticisms and challenges to the designation
3.28 The SGG designation is subject to a specific objection by Mr Giles and Nexus
Planning (LPPuD407), particularly the inclusion of land northwest of Sladburys
Lane Clacton within the green gap which they state should be excluded. Part of
the objector’s land was the subject of an outline planning application
(15/01351/OUT) for up to 132 homes that was refused by the Council for being
contrary to green gap policy. It was then allowed on appeal (APP/P1560/W/
167/3169220) as the Council was unable to demonstrate a five-year housing land
supply. The objector’s argument for removing the land from the green gap
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designation is to allow the remainder of their site to be allocated for a larger
residential and mixed-use development.
3.29 Mr Giles and Nexus Land believe, by reason of its location relative to adjoining
open countryside, and its ability to deliver a substantial area of Green
Infrastructure, the removal of the land will not materially prejudice the ability of
the Council to maintain a Green Gap between Holland-on-Sea and Clacton-onSea. However, the Council believes it is important to maintain the individual
character and identity of Holland on Sea and the Burrsville area of Clacton
through the Strategic Green Gap designation. The SGG designation affecting the
consented site could be removed from the Policies Map as a consequential
change, but not for the wider site which extends up to Burrs Road.
Conclusions on soundness
3.30 The Council can demonstrate, through its Housing Topic Paper and 2020
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment, that sufficient land has been
identified in the emerging plan to meet the housing requirement up to 2033, there
is no need to make any further adjustments to the SGG to accommodate this or
any other sites.
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Land between Dovercourt, Ramsey and Little Oakley
Description of the location
3.31 This SGG is situated on the western edge of the wider Harwich and Dovercourt
built up area, south of Rectory Lane/ B1352 and north of the B1352; it comprises
agricultural land and open countryside and is approximately 80 ha. The SGG
separates the residential development of Ramsey to the north and Little Oakley
to the south.
Figure 8 – Extract from the Tendring District Publication Draft highlighting the
Strategic Green Gap between Ramsey and Little Oakley

The desired function and purpose of the Gap
3.32 The main functions of the SGG is to:
 Prevent the coalescence of Dovercourt, Ramsey Village and Little Oakley;
 Safeguard the separate identity, character and rural setting of Ramsey
Village and Little Oakley;
 Prevent further ribbon development on Church Hill/ B1352 so not to erode
with piecemeal development the physical separation between settlements.
Evolution and revisions from the 2007 adopted plan
3.33 The 2007 designated a broad area to be covered by the Local Green Gap
designation. This area is highlighted on the extract below. It covers a
considerable area of undeveloped land which is mostly in agricultural use.
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Figure 9 – Extract from the 2007 Local Plan highlighting the wider Local Green
Gap between Dovercourt, Ramsey, and Little Oakley

3.34 In the 2012 Draft Local Plan the green gap was significantly reduced in size to
exclude the area of land between the A120 and the northern edge of the built up
area, which contains the mixed use allocation on land east of Pond Hall Farm.
The gap also excluded the swathe of land to the north of the A120, which in the
2012 plan is shown as proposed new green infrastructure. Smaller
adjustments were made to exclude the area of land west of Mayes Lane allocated
for housing and the playing field at Little Oakley. The majority of these alterations
were carried forward into the emerging Local Plan, with the exception of a small
amount of development on the east side.
Criticisms and challenges to the designation
3.35 There were no specific representations in relation to this SGG designation.
However land adjacent the Two Villages primary School is the subject of
representation promoting development – although that site was the subject of a
planning application for 71 dwellings that was refused by the Council and later
dismissed on appeal.
Conclusions on soundness
3.36 There are no specific objections to the designation of this SGG. However, there
are generic objections to the principle of the designations of SGG in the Local
26

Plan. SGG in one form or another have formed part of the Local Plan since 1998.
The designation is a local policy based on national policy and good practice.
There function has been repeatedly tested at both Local Plan Inquiries and
planning appeal and found to be a robust designation which prevents the
coalescence of settlements.
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Land between Frinton, Walton, Kirby Cross and Kirby-le-Soken
Description of the Location
3.37 This SGG is situated to the east of Halstead Road between the B1033 (Frinton)
and Walton Road, separating the settlements of Frinton, Kirby Cross and KirbyLe-Soken. The land comprises agricultural land and open countryside and is
approximately 73ha.
Figure 10 – Extract from the Tendring District Publication Draft highlighting the
Strategic Green Gap between Frinton, Walton, Kirby Cross and Kirby-le-Soken

The desired function and purpose of the Gap
3.38 The main functions of the SGG are to:
 Prevent the coalescence of Kirby-le-Soken with Frinton, Walton and Kirby
Cross;
 Safeguard the separate identity, character and rural setting of Kirby-leSoken;
 Protect the village character of Kirby Cross and its rural setting.
Evolution and revisions from the 2007 adopted plan
3.39 The 2007 Local Plan designated a green gap between Frinton, Walton, Kirby
Cross, Great Holland and Kirby-le-Soken. The broad area covered by the Green
Gap is highlighted on the extract below. It covers a considerable area of
undeveloped land which is mostly in agricultural use but a number of open leisure
uses on the western edge of Frinton are also incorporated.
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Figure 11 – Extract from the 2007 Local Plan highlighting the expanded Local
Green Gap between Frinton, Walton, Kirby Cross, and Kirby-le-Soken

3.40 In the 2012 Draft Local Plan the green gap was significantly reduced in size to
exclude the area of land south of the railway line and the area of land to the west
of Halstead Road where the threat of major development and risk of coalescence
was considered to be low but the gap between Kirby Cross and Kirby-le-Soken
was retained where there was a genuine short to medium-term risk of
coalescence. The gap was also amended to exclude the area of land at Turpins
Farm west of Elm Tree Avenue, which was allocated for housing development
and open space and which now benefits from planning permission for a scheme
of 210 dwellings.
3.41 The majority of the alterations were carried forward into the emerging Local Plan
with the exception of land at Willow Farm on the southern boundary, which
obtained planning permission, on appeal, for 240 dwellings and is now the
Finches Park development being carried out by Linden Homes. The scheme
had been designed to retain and safeguard a significant green gap to Kirby le
Soken – including a green infrastructure buffer to the north.
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Criticisms and challenges to the designation
3.42 The designation of this SGG is the subject of an objection (ref:LPPuD90) by the
Burghes Estate (c/o Berrys). They believe the Council are adopting a blanket
approach and that areas should only be protected by Policy PPL6 where their
development would genuinely erode the separate identity of settlements; this
prevents much needed housing in areas that can satisfactorily and sustainably
accommodate it. The Burghes Estate request the green gap designation be
rolled back to the north west of Frinton.
3.43 The Council believes it is important to maintain the individual character and
identity of Frinton, Kirby Cross and Kirby le Soken through the SGG designation.
Part of the objector’s land was the subject of an outline planning application
(17/00836/OUT) for up to 85 homes which was refused by the Council for being
contrary to green gap policy and later dismissed on appeal. In dismissing the
appeal (APP/P1560/W/18/3196412), the Inspector commented: “Development
of the site would significantly compromise the function of the LGG [Local Green
Gap] by eroding it at a point where it is already narrow.”
3.44 The Inspector also stated that Policy PPL6 seeks to protect important open
areas of open countryside from development in order to prevent coalescence of
settlements and loss of their open settings and concluded “for the above reasons
the proposed development would be inimical to these Policies”.
Conclusions on soundness.
3.45 The area of the Green Gap designation in the 2007 Local Plan has been
significantly reduced so that the land designated as an SGG between Kirby Cross
and Kirby-le-Soken, where there is a genuine short to medium-term risk of
coalescence, is prioritised for protection. Future reviews may recommend the rere-instatement of part of the 2007 Green Gap designation, however, in the
meantime other Local Plan policies can satisfactorily control development within
these areas.
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Lawford, Manningtree and Mistley
Description of the location
3.46 This SGG consists of two parcels of land; one situated between the Colchester
Road and Trinity Road (Lawford/Mistley) comprising of open countryside,
agricultural fields and woodlands of approximately 14 ha; and a second larger
parcel situated between Mistley and ‘New Mistley’ east and south of the B1352
comprising open countryside, agricultural farmland, Mistley Place Park,
woodland, scattered residential buildings and Old Hall Mistley, a Grade II Listed
building and is approximately 50ha.
Figure 12 – Extract from the Tendring District Publication Draft highlighting the
Strategic Green Gap between Lawford, Manningtree and Mistley

The desired function and purpose of the Gap
3.47 The main functions of the SGG are to:
 Prevent the coalescence of Manningtree and Mistley;
 Safeguard locally important visual breaks, existing village character and
settlement form of Mistley Manor;
 Ensure that there is no further ribbon development in these localities along
B1352 so not to erode with piecemeal development the physical separation
between settlements.
Evolution and revisions from the 2007 adopted plan
3.48 For the Local Green Wedges around Lawford, Manningtree and Mistley, the 1998
Local Plan policy (LMM8) sought to preserve and enhance the natural features
in the undeveloped areas around the Lawford, Manningtree and Mistley urban
area. In the 2007 Local Plan the green gaps remained relatively unchanged apart
from the addition of a new small Green Gap to the west of Lawford.
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Figure 13 – Extract from the 2007 Local Plan highlighting the wider Local
Green Gaps in and around Lawford, Manningtree and Mistley

3.49 In the 2012 Draft Local Plan the Green Gaps to the south and north of Lawford
were removed as these areas of land were allocated for mixed-use
development – leading to the Summers Park and Lawford Green developments
by local housebuilder, Rose Builders. The small gap west of Lawford was also
removed as this was instead shown as a safeguarded local green space and was
considered to have adequate protection. The other two gaps were carried
forward but boundaries amended to exclude land to the south of Green Lane on
the basis that it formed a logical physical boundary but to include a strip of land
south of Long Road to maintain the open feel of the gap between Lawford and
Mistley in anticipation of development pressure in this location with land now the
subject of planning permission for a scheme including 485 dwellings (in addition
to the 360 dwellings being built at the Lawford Green site. These alterations have
been carried forward into the publication draft of the emerging Local Plan.
3.50 Following the grant of permission for 67 dwellings on land off New Road, a further
amendment has been suggested, for the Inspectors’ consideration, to remove
that land from the green gap designation.
Criticisms and challenges to the designation
3.51 Tendring Farms Ltd (c/o Richard Clews – Strutt & Parker LLP) has a specific
objection (ref:LPPuD263) to the inclusion of part of their site in the SGG. They
own
land to the South of Long Road, Mistley. In originally granting outline
planning permission (15/00761/OUT) for development at Long Road/Clacton
Road, the Council took into account the position of the designated SGG in the
emerging plan and the developer’s planning application and parameters plan
also took this into account by providing for open space along the northern edge
of the site. The developer has since obtained planning permission
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(17/01181/OUT) on appeal to reduce the area of open space around the site and
increase the housing numbers from 300 to 485 units but retaining the green gap
along the north of the site.
3.52 The objector believes the separation secured by the proposed SGG is essentially
meaningless and has a negative impact on the ability of the site to provide both
an appropriate frontage to the site along Long Road and a more meaningful area
of useable open space which could be accommodated within and throughout the
site, in accordance with good design. They suggest that the restriction imposed
by the green gap prevents the residential development from being arranged in a
more attractive and functional form, linking together the two disconnected sets of
buildings along Long Road, with a more continuous street frontage.
3.53 The Council is concerned that by removing the SGG designation from the
frontage of the development would lead to applications that would further erode
the gap and reduce the sense of openness and separation the policy is
seeking to maintain. The developer has significant scope to achieve a welldesigned development within the parameters that have already been agreed and
the suggested change is therefore not acceptable to the Council.
Conclusions on soundness
3.54 The 2007 Local Plan Green Gaps have been reviewed and reduced in number.
This is based on the development of particular sites to meet housing need or,
alternatively, the designation of Local Green Space replacing the Green Gap
designation. The Local Plan has a sufficient supply of land to meet housing
requirements as shown in the Housing Topic Paper and 2020 Strategic Housing
Land Availability Assessment. The remaining parcels of land between Lawford,
Manningtree and Mistley are the minimum required to protect the individual
character of these settlements and to prevent coalescence.
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Part 4: Overview and response to representations
4.1 The SGG Policy resulted in a relatively small number of objections. The Council
has considered all the objections and responded to these below and in Part 3 of
this Topic Paper, recommending minor modifications to the Policy for the
Inspectors consideration, based on the latest information and comments below.
Comments on Policy PPL6
4.2 In respect of Policy PPL6, representations were made by:


LPPuD263 – Tendring Farms Ltd: requesting the removal of the SGG
designation from land south of Long Road, Mistley (which is in their ownership).



LPPu282 – Ray Chapman Associates: requesting the removal of SGG
designation from land between Clacton and Little Clacton (part of which is in
their ownership)



LPPuD313 – Bloor Homes: support the Policy PPL6 in principle, however, they
are requesting the removal of the SGG designation from land north of Rush
Green Road, Clacton (which is in their ownership).



LPPuD407 – Mr Giles & Nexus Land: request the removal of the SGG
designation from land between Holland on Sea and the Burrsville area of
Clacton (part of which is in their ownership).



LPPuD427 – Brown & Meek: Request extending the Settlement Development
Boundary and reduce the SGG designation to allow for development being
proposed on land south of Rush Green Road (which is in their ownership).



LPPuD90 – The Burghes Estate: no objection in principle to the policy, however
request the removal of the SGG designation from land off Edenside and
Bloomfield Avenue, Frinton/Kirby (which is in their ownership).



LPPuD386 – Britton properties Ltd: requesting the deletion of the SGG
designation from the Local Plan.



LPPuD328 – Gladman Homes: requesting the deletion of the SGG designation
from the Local Plan.

Request for additional designation of Land


LLPuD68/203 – St. Osyth Paris Council: request the designation of a new
Strategic Green Gap between the Rouses Farm development and the village
of St.Osyth.
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4.3 There were relatively few objections to Policy PPL6 and the designation of SGG,
with 9 objections it total; of these 6 objected to the extent of the designation in a
particular area in which they had land interests, while 2 objected to the principle
of SGG and 1 requested a new SGG designation.
4.4 To summarise the responses to specific Strategic Green Gap designations as
outlined above (and in Part 3):
-

Tendring Farms Ltd: the council is concerned that removing the designation
from the frontage of the land south of Long Road, Mistley could lead to
applications that would further erode the gap and reduce the separation
between settlements.

-

Ray Chapman Associates: the SGG between Clacton and Little Clacton
has been reviewed to allow for developments including Hartley Gardens.
However, the area that is most vulnerable to coalescence and impact on
individual character contains the objectors site, the development of which
has been refused on appeal. The Council believe the SGG between Clacton
and Little Clacton should be maintained.

-

Bloor Homes: the Council believe removing land north of Rush Green Road
from the SGG would effectively close the countryside gap between the
settlements in the area. This was supported by the Planning Inspector at
appeal (APP/P1560/W/16/3145531).

-

Mr Giles & Nexus Land: The Council believe the land between Holland on
Sea and the Burrsville area is an integral part of the SGG. Part of the
objectors site was the subject of an appeal (App/P1560/W/167/3169220)
which was allowed due to the fact the Council did not have a five year
housing supply of land. The situation has now changed which is shown in
the Housing Topic Paper. The objectors land which has planning permission
could be removed as a consequential change but not the wider site which
extends to Burrs Lane. This would erode the separation between the
settlements, which was acknowledged by the Inspector at appeal.

-

Brown & Meek: the objection is to the designation of the SGG on the
objectors land south of Rush Green Road, Clacton. The land was the
subject of a hybrid application for residential and leisure which was refused
by the Council on landscape grounds and extending into the designated
Green Gap. The Council are proposing a modification to the Maps to reflect
this decision.

-

The Burghes Estate: the removal of the SGG designation from the objectors
land off Edenside and Bloomfield Avenue, Frinton would significantly
compromise the functions of the SGG which was the conclusion by the
Inspector at a planning appeal for residential development (APP/P1560
/W/18/3196412). The Council believe it is important to maintain the
individual identity of Frinton, Kirby Cross and Kirby le Soken.
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4.5 In terms of the principle Strategic Green Gaps, Britton Properties Ltd (c/o Martin
Robeson – MRPP) made a generic objection (ref:LPPuD386) to Policy PPL6 and
the SGG designation. The basis for the objection is that SGG do not serve any
purpose in terms of countryside protection; the single purpose of this policy is to
maintain physical separation between settlements, however the Settlement
Development Boundaries themselves provide policy protection against
extending beyond the built limits. Furthermore, they consider that there is no
support for other designations outside those defined in the NPPF and NPPG.
4.6 Gladman Homes objected (ref: LPPuD328) to Policy PP6 and the designation of
SGG on the grounds that the identification of any local environmental
designations, including SGG and separation policies, must be predicated on a
robust and comprehensive evidence base that can be used in the planning
balance advocated by the Framework, allowing the Council to assess whether
the adverse impacts of the loss of such areas significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits of delivering the full need for housing. Green Gap policies
have been questioned by Inspectors in recent appeal decisions as to whether
they are compliant with the Framework and the Presumption in Favour of
Sustainable Development. It is unlikely that any Green Gap policy will meet the
tests of the Framework. Inspectors have dismissed similar policies as being
inconsistent with the Framework in the determination of a number of recent
appeals. Gladman do not support the Green Gap policy approach due to its
inconsistency with the Framework as it may prevent the Council from granting
planning permissions in sustainable locations to meet its full objectively assessed
need. The Council should therefore not continue to promote this policy
designation.
4.7 The Council believes the SGG policy is consistent with para 170 of NPPF which
states that “planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance
the natural and local environment by protecting and enhancing valued
landscapes”. The SGG policy protects valued landscapes by virtue of their role
in preventing coalescence of settlements and protecting the individual identity of
settlements. The appropriateness of SGG in providing this planning function has
been supported and accepted by Inspectors at local plan examinations and
appeals. Indeed this has been confirmed in a number of appeal decisions in
Tendring.
4.8 The policy will inform the implementation of Policy SP2 Spatial Strategy for North
Essex in the Part 1 Local Plan which states that ‘Future growth will be planned
to ensure existing settlements maintain their distinctive character and role, to
avoid coalescence between them and to conserve their setting”.
4.9 St.Osyth Parish Council requested the designation of a new SGG between the
Rouses Farm development and the village of St.Osyth. This is to prevent further
development towards St.Osyth. However, at the moment, the Council do not
think there is an imminent risk of settlement coalescence or the loss of settlement
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identities. As such, there is no justification for the designation of a new Strategic
Green Gap in this location.
Conclusion
4.10 There were only two objection to the principle of the SGG Gap designations. The
majority of the objections were in relation to individual land interest, the merits of
which have already been considered via a planning application by the Council
and by Planning Inspectors at appeal. The Council do not believe the allocation
of additional SGG is warranted at this time, however, we will continue to monitor
the situation. Given the above, the Council believe the Planning Policy is robust
and sound.
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Part 5: Suggested amendments to policies and maps
5.1 A suggested amendment to Policy PPL6 is put forward for the Inspectors’
consideration as a possible modification to better reflect the modified Strategic
Policy SP2 in Section 1 of the Local Plan for North Essex and clarify the
justification and role of the Strategic Green Gaps Policy and its consistency with
national policy (NPPF).
Policy PPL6
STRATEGIC GREEN GAPS
Within Strategic Green Gaps, as shown on the Policies Map and Local Maps, the
Council will not permit any development which would result in the joining of
settlements or neighbourhoods, or which would erode their separate identities by
virtue of their closer proximity. Planning permission may be granted where:
a. the applicant can demonstrate that there is a functional need for the
development to be in that specific location and that it cannot be delivered on an
alternative piece of land outside of the Strategic Green Gap;
b. the development would not compromise the open setting between settlements
or neighbourhoods; and
c. the development would involve the creation of Green Infrastructure which
would support the continuing function of the Strategic Green Gap.
The Strategic Green Gaps as shown on the Policies Maps and Local Maps will be
protected in order to retain the separate identity and prevent coalescence of
settlements. Any developments permitted must be consistent with other policies
in the plan and must not (individually or cumulatively) lead to the coalescence of
settlements.
This Policy contributes towards achieving Objectives 7 and 8 of this Local
Plan.

5.2 To accompany the above, an amendment is also being suggested to Paragraph
7.6.1:
Strategic Green Gaps have been identified in this Local Plan in specific locations
between certain settlements or neighbourhoods. The primary purpose of this
designation is to maintain an appropriate degree of physical separation between
nearby settlements and neighbourhoods. Strategic Green Gaps have been
identified in this local plan in specific locations between settlements. They are
designated in accordance with the NPPF and the protection of valued
landscapes. The Strategic Green Gaps are valued for the role they will play in
preventing the coalescence of settlements and retaining the distinct identity of
settlements. The areas identified have the following characteristics


The open and undeveloped character of the land;
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They form a physical break between settlements;
Their boundaries follow physical features on the ground; and/ or
Only land required to secure the objectives of the Strategic Green Gaps has
been included.

5.3 The Council suggest deleting paragraph 7.6.2 as the above revised policy
wording and explanatory notes are sufficient:
Within Strategic Green Gaps, the Council will only permit development which
would preserve the appropriate separation of settlements or neighbourhoods.
Proposals for new development should consider how the long term protection of
these areas can be strengthened through the introduction of Green
infrastructure, including recreational open space, wildlife areas and improved
access to the countryside via new footpaths, cycle paths or bridleways.
Suggested amendments to Proposal Maps
5.4 A suggested amendment since the Publication Plan is the removal of land to the
south of Rush Green Road from the settlement development boundary and
inclusion within the Strategic Green Gap designation following refusal of planning
permission to develop the site.
Figure 14 – Extract from the Tendring District Publication Draft suggested
amendments to the Clacton to Jaywick Strategic Green Gap (change A)
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5.5

A further suggested amendment is to extend the settlement development
boundary around land west of Sladbury’s Lane to reflect the grant of planning
permission (15/01351/OUT) for up to 132 dwellings. This involves the removal of
the land for development from the Strategic Green Gap and the designation of
the land that is not to be developed as part of the application as ‘Safeguarded
Local Green Space’.

Figure 15 – Extract from the Tendring District Publication suggested
amendments to the Clacton to Holland-on-Sea Strategic Green Gap (change B)

5.6 A final suggested amendment is to extend the settlement development boundary
around land off New Road, Mistley to reflect the grant of planning permission
17/000004/OUT on appeal for 67 dwellings and remove the land from the
Strategic Green Gap designation.

40

Figure 16 – Extract from the Tendring District Publication Draft suggested amendments to the
Mistley Strategic Green Gap (change B)
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Part 6: Overall Conclusions
6.1 This purpose of this topic paper is to provide the Planning Inspectors with an up
to date evidence base in terms of the location and function of Strategic Green
Gaps within Tendring. It also contains suggested amendments to Policy PPL6
and Policy Maps in light of recent planning permissions, addresses issues raised
in the representations received at publication stage and improves the clarity of
the policy.
6.2 Part 1 of this paper covers the evolution of the green gap policy from its inception
in the 1998 Tendring Local Plan to the designation of SGG in the emerging Local
Plan. It clarifies their role and function particularly in light of the Inspectors report
into the Part 1 Examination.
6.3 Part 2 sets out the planning policy context for SGG; their role as local
designations which fulfils the national policy requirements of creating places
which have identity and distinctiveness within Tendring, maintaining and
enhancing their character and offering opportunities for leisure and recreation
with their facilitation of green infrastructure.
6.4 Part 3 provides greater detail regarding the evolution and current function of the
SGG by area; the reasons for changes to the designations and the responses to
representations received, particularly in relation individual landowners. This
section clearly shows their importance in preventing coalescence of settlements
and the additional benefits they provide in terms of local amenity.
6.5 Part 4 provides an overview of all the representations received and responds to
these. The sections show there are limited objections to Policy PPL6 with most
representations concerning the extent of a particular Strategic Green Gap in
relation to landowner interests which are dealt with in Part 3.
6.6 Part 5 recommends modifications to Policy PPL6 and Maps in light of the Part 1
Examination and recent planning permissions to update the policy.
6.7 In summary, this Paper clearly establishes the principle of SGG which have been
part of the Tendring Local Plan in various forms since 1998. Their role in
preventing the coalescence of settlements has been highlighted by Planning
Inspectors in numerous appeal decisions. This local designation protects the
identity of communities and places as well as facilitating green infrastructure, all
of which, adds to the amenity of the locality.
6.8 The Council’s approach to Strategic Green Gaps is further supported by the
latest Green Gap Study prepared by LUC which can be accessed via this link
EB7.2.5 Green Gap Study 2020 LUC.
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