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GREEN BELT ASSESSMENT

PROPOSED MENAGE AT BROW EDGE, HEALEY STONES, OFF ROAD LANE, OFF
WHITWORTH ROAD, WHITWORTH LANCASHIRE OL12 OTT [APPLICATION REF:
25/00554/FUL]

JULY 2025

We are instructed by Mrs. Rachel Hudson (the Applicant) to prepare this Statement in
support of full planning application ref: 25/00554/FUL proposing the construction of a
25m x 45m outdoor equestrian training area (menage) at the above site, with
associated fencing.
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We have been provided with the LPA’s ‘invalid’ letter dated 19" June 2025, which
requests a Green Belt Assessment.

This Statement is proportionate to the scale and nature of the proposal, and considers
the proposal against Green Belt policy at both local and national level. It focuses
solely on Green Belt policies.

Roman Summer Associates Ltd Haweswater House, Waterfold Business Park, Bury, Lancashire, BL9 7BR
Telephone: 01706 829 592 www.romansummer.com Company number: 7403591
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The application site is located on the northern fringe of Rochdale.

The Site and Proposal

It comprises relatively flat rough pasture land.

The land is owned by the Applicant’s mother, who resides at Brow Edge to the west of
the application site.

The Applicant was born and raised at Brow Edge and has always enjoyed a passion for
the keeping and riding of horses, 5 of which currently arise at Brow Edge.

That passion for horse riding and show jumping has been embraced by the Applicant’s
two children, both of whom ride regularly, and the eldest competes at a high level.

The Applicant and her children live in Bradshaw, Bolton. They do not own any land
beyond their modest garden, and as such the focus of their horse-related pursuits is at
Brow Edge, where the horses are accommodated.

To assist in the training and advancement of her childrens’ riding and show jumping
pursuits, it is proposed to create an outdoor menage on land at Brow Edge, in common
with the surfeit of menages in the local area and in wider Rochdale, nearly all of which
occupy Green Belt land.

The purpose of the menage is to create a safe, flat surface for training. It is simply not
possible to carry out the same type and intensity of training on what is a quite boggy
and pitted field, and especially not jumping or delicate dressage manouevres. That is
very unsafe for both horse and rider.

No lighting is proposed, and the surface will be treated in compacted stone topped
with a pulverised PVC riding surface, which can be finished in any colour to blend
with the context.

The siting has been selected as it is fairly flat land, and as such the extent of earth
movements to create a flat surface is very limited.

A simple timber fence will be erected around its perimeter, the type of which is
commonplace in the countryside / Green Belt (and indeed could be erected under
Permitted Development rights).
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CONSIDERATION OF GREEN BELT PoLICY
The Development Plan

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Planning Act 2004 states that planning
decisions should be made in accordance with the development plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise.

The Development Plan comprises:

o Core Strategy - this is the lead document of the Rochdale Borough Local Plan. It
provides an overview of our objectives for the whole of the borough. All other
plans and policies must fit with the developments laid out in the Core Strategy.

o Greater Manchester Joint Waste Development Plan - a plan for new waste
management facilities.

o Greater Manchester Joint Minerals Development Plan - identifies new mineral
extraction sites and lists current mineral sites that need to be protected from
closing down.

o Unitary Development Plan - this is still in place until the Allocations
Development Plan is adopted.

o ‘Places For Everyone” Joint Development Plan Document (March 2024).

The extract below from the UDP Policies Map confirms the site’s location in the Green
Belt.

, ROCHDALE

o
BOROUGH COUNCIL EEE

Approximate'pOSition of menage

Rochdale borough Unitary
Development Plan
June 2006
and other
planning policy maps
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Core Strategy policy G4 ‘Protecting Green Belt land’ states that the Council will
continue to protect the Green Belt:

‘Development will be restricted to those limited types of development which are
deemed not to be inappropriate by national planning policies unless very special
circumstances can be demonstrated.’

‘Places For Everyone’ Policy JP-G9 ‘The Green Belt” mimics NPPF Green Belt policy (as
discussed below). It highlights that the Green Belt serves the five purposes, and
encourages ‘the beneficial use’ of the Green Belt where this can be achieved without
harm to its openness, permanence or ability to serve its five purposes.

We suggest that there is no conflict with Policy JP-G9. The proposal will result in an
appropriate form of development and what we suggest is ‘beneficial use’. It will not
harm openness or undermine any of the Green Belt purposes.

Consideration of National Policy
The NPPF is an important material consideration.

§154 confirms that development in the Green Belt is inappropriate unless one of its
exceptions applies. In this case, the following exceptions apply:

e the provision of appropriate facilities (in connection with the existing use of land
or a change of use), including buildings, for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation,
cemeteries and burial grounds and allotments; as long as the facilities preserve
the openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes of
including land within it;

And:

e Other forms of development provided they preserve its openness and do not
conflict with the purposes of including land within it. These include:

> engineering operations; and
> material changes in the use of land (such as changes of use for outdoor sport
or recreation)

The Applicant’s case is that the proposal is an appropriate form of development. It is
clearly related to an ‘appropriate facility” for outdoor sport and recreation.
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There will be no (or negligible) impact on openness, but simply the subtle regrading of
part of the field to create a safe, flat surface. Those modest ‘engineering operations’ are
also appropriate.

The only ‘development’ that could be perceived as harming openness is the erection of
a simple timber fence of an inoffensive type that populate the Green Belt and could in
fact be erected using Permitted Development rights.

Considering the implications of the proposal on the purposes of the Green Belt (NPPF
§143), we comment as below:

> It is evident that the proposal will not result in the unrestricted sprawl of a large
built-up area. An outdoor menage in the Green Belt / countryside — where
horses are most likely be kept and trained — is hardly unusual and does not
come close to ‘unrestricted spraw!’.

> The proposal will not result in neighbouring towns merging into one another.

> In respect of assisting in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment, again
it is far from unusual for outdoor menages to be located in the Green Belt, as it
is in rural areas such as this that horses are most likely to be kept. The menage
can hardly be located elsewhere, outside the Green Belt, as the Applicant’s
horses are kept at her mother’s house close by at Brow Edge. We suggest
therefore that the proposal does not constitute encroachment, and from nearly
every public vantage point it will not be visible or perceptible.

> The proposal has no bearing on the preservation of the setting and special
character of any historic town.

> Nor does the proposal raise any implications for urban regeneration.

We therefore contend that the proposal will not undermine any of the purposes of the
Green Belt. Nor will it be harmful to openness. That said, we suggest that this is an
appropriate form of development in the Green Belt, consistent with relevant policies at
national and local level.

Finally, at Annex A of this statement we provide a recently (February 2024) allowed
appeal decision in respect of a close-to-identical proposal in the Green Belt of
Hertfordshire (APP/A1910/W/23/3322942). We will not repeat the contents of that
appeal decision here, but we invite the LPA to read the Inspector’s conclusions on the
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topic of the appropriateness of that equestrian training area (menage), which she
summed up at §13:

‘Il find that the proposal would fall within development permitted under paragraphs
154 and 155 of the Framework. Consequently, it would not be inappropriate
development in the Green Belt. It follows that no conflict would arise with policy CS5
of the Council’s Core Strategy 2006-2031, September 2013 (CS), which states,
amongst other things, that the Council will apply national Green Belt policy to protect
the openness and character of the Green Belt. In these circumstances, it becomes
unnecessary for very special circumstances to be shown to justify the proposed
development.”

We respectfully request the LPA to have regard to that Inspector’s comments, and
would finally add (having regard to two points of detail flagged by that Inspector) that:

e The Applicant would be pleased to discuss and agree with the LPA a suitably
muted / naturalistic colour of the surface of the menage to ensure that it blends
with its context insofar as possible.

e The Applicant is also agreeable to a condition requiring the submission,
approval and implementation of a suitable planting scheme that would play a
part in ‘softening’ and ‘masking’ the appearance of the menage, whilst at the
same time enhancing local biodiversity.

In overall terms, we have concluded that the proposal is in accordance with the Green
Belt policies of the development plan and the NPPF and that it constitutes appropriate

development in the Green Belt.

We accordingly commend the proposal to the LPA.



Annex A

Appeal Ref: APP/A1910/W/23/3322942 - Paddockside, Tinkers Lane, Wigginton,
Hertfordshire HP23 6)B

#9% The Planning Inspectorate

Appeal Decision
Site visit made on 19 February 2024

by Helen O'Connor LLB MA MRTPI
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State
Decision date: 20" February 2024

Appeal Ref: APP/A1910/W/23/3322942

Paddockside, Tinkers Lane, Wigginton, Hertfordshire HP23 6JB

e The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant planning permission.

* The appeal is made by Mr Ian Barnard against the decision of Dacorum Borough
Council.

* The application Ref 23/00047/FUL, dated 9 January 2023, was refused by notice dated
9 March 2023.

e The development proposed is the construction of an equestrian training area (menage).

Decision

1. The appeal is allowed, and planning permission is granted for the construction
of an equestrian training area (menage) at Paddockside, Tinkers Lane,
Wigginton, Hertfordshire HP23 6]B in accordance with the terms of the
application, Ref 23/00047/FUL, dated 9 January 2023, subject to the conditions
in the attached schedule.

Application for costs

2. An application for costs was made by Mr Ian Barnard against Decorum Borough
Council. This application is the subject of a separate decision.

Preliminary Matters

3. The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) was revised on 19
December 2023, and it is a material consideration in planning decisions. Having
regard to the matters that are most relevant to this appeal, there have been
few substantive changes albeit that the numbering of paragraphs has changed.
Hence, I am satisfied that no one would be prejudiced by this change to the
national policy context.

Main Issues
4. The main issues are:

e Whether the proposal would be inappropriate development in the Green
Belt having regard to the Framework and any relevant development plan
policies;

e The effect of the proposal on the significance of Grim’s Ditch, a
scheduled monument;

e Whether the site is an appropriate location for equestrian activities
having regard to local planning policies, and;
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Appeal Decision APP/A1910/W/23/3322942

e If there is harm, whether any harm by reason of inappropriateness and
any other harm would be clearly outweighed by other considerations, so
as to amount to the very special circumstances required to justify the
proposal.

Reasons

Is the development inappropriate?

5.

The proposed equestrian training area (the training area) comprises a level
rectangular area measuring approximately 40m x 20m, with a surface material
to support horse riding. It would be enclosed by post and rail fencing
approximately 1.4m in height. It is proposed to construct the training area on
part of the grounds of Paddockside, a residential property. I observed the
appeal site to be a broadly level grassed area, with small and medium sized
fruit trees.

With reference to Green Belt policy in the Framework, the type of development
proposed predominantly comprises a change of use of the land for outdoor
recreation. The grading and surfacing of the area would involve associated
engineering operations, with the proposed fencing constituting new building
works. Sub-paragraphs b) and e) to paragraph 155 of the Framework explicitly
list engineering operations and material changes in the use of land as not
inappropriate in the Green Belt provided they preserve its openness and do not
conflict with the purposes of including land within it.

Paragraph 154b) of the Framework allows an exception to the general
presumption against the construction of new buildings in the Green Belt. This
includes the provision of appropriate facilities in connection with a change of
use of land for outdoor recreation, subject to a similar proviso that the facilities
preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes
of including land within it.

Planning Practice Guidance! (PPG) confirms that openness is capable of having
both spatial and visual aspects. In this instance, aside from the fencing, the
training area would be devoid of built form or volume and hence, would be
open. The enclosure fencing would be limited in height and the post and rail
construction would mean that the solid to void ratio of the structure would
heavily favour the void. The consequent element of new building would
therefore be insubstantial. Accordingly, in spatial terms the openness of the
appeal site would be largely unaffected.

In visual terms, there would be some impact owing to the displacement of
natural vegetation by a manufactured riding surface. Furthermore, potentially
equipment (including jumps) brought onto the training area may draw the eye
and appear cluttered. However, the appellant explains? that the surface would
be a neutral light brown, likely formed of pre-mixed silica sand, rubber crumb
and synthetic fibres. The earthy colour would assist in assimilating the training
area into the semi-rural surroundings, which include a mixture of residential
properties, gardens, paddocks, fields and woodland. In this context the
appearance of the post and rail fencing would be entirely in-keeping.

! paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 64-001-20190722
2 Paragraph 3.18, Appellant’s Statement of Case
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10.

11.

12.

13.

It is also proposed? that the training area would serve horses already kept at or
close to the appeal site, namely up to three horses. The development would
affect part of the grounds which have established hedgerows and trees along
the side boundaries. Moreover, if additional native planting were undertaken
around the training area, rather than harming openness, this would have a
softening effect, that would give emphasis to the rural qualities of the site and
assist in its visual integration. Within this context, the temporary presence of a
limited amount of equestrian equipment would have a marginal visual impact.

The appeal site is not adjacent to a large built-up area, and it comprises part of
the grounds of an established residential property. Having regard to the five
purposes of the Green Belt set out in paragraph 143 of the Framework, it is not
shown that any would be compromised by the proposal. Moreover, the
development would be consistent with paragraph 150 of the Framework
whereby beneficial uses of the Green Belt are encouraged, including the
provision of opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation.

Based on the evidence before me, the private training area would not be an
abnormally large facility, no external lighting is proposed, and it would serve an
existing limited number of horses nearby. As such, it is unlikely that there
would be a discernible intensification in activity levels. Rather, the development
would be consistent in appearance with a rural recreational pursuit. Taking
these factors together, it would avoid appearing out of scale with the
countryside characteristics of the surroundings, and ultimately would preserve
the openness of the Green Belt.

Accordingly, I find that the proposal would fall within development permitted
under paragraphs 154 and 155 of the Framework. Consequently, it would not
be inappropriate development in the Green Belt. It follows that no conflict
would arise with policy CS5 of the Council’s Core Strategy 2006-2031,
September 2013 (CS), which states, amongst other things, that the Council will
apply national Green Belt policy to protect the openness and character of the
Green Belt. In these circumstances, it becomes unnecessary for very special
circumstances to be shown to justify the proposed development.

Scheduled monument

14.

15.

Grim’s Ditch is a scheduled monument and therefore a designated heritage
asset for the purposes of the Framework. It comprises a linear earthwork
thought to be a territorial boundary dating from the Iron Age. It is also possible
that it denoted grazing areas. Its significance lies primarily in the evidential and
archaeological value and potential it holds in revealing how people used the
land in the past. Some significance also derives from the rural and agricultural
elements of the setting of the scheduled monument as to an extent, this allows
for a fuller appreciation of its likely historic function in the landscape.

Part of Grim’s Ditch lies to the north-east of the proposed training area.
However, during the planning application the siting of the training area was
revised such that it was moved further away, which was welcomed by Historic
England. They further noted that the proposal would result in a change to the
setting of the scheduled monument but, subject to landscaping, did not
suggest that it would be harmful to the significance of Grim’s Ditch.
Nevertheless, the Council consider that it would be difficult to establish and

3 Paragraph 3.12, Appellant’s Statement of Case



3

Appeal Decision APP/A1910/W/23/3322942

16.

17.

18.

19.

secure landscaping in perpetuity and, on that basis, contend less than
substantial harm to the setting of Grim’s Ditch would result.

However, consistent with my views in relation to the first main issue, the
relatively modest scale, limited associated activity, separation distance from
the scheduled monument and careful selection of surfacing materials would
mean that the resultant development would be inobtrusive in the landscape.
The presence of existing boundary planting together with judicious additional
planting at the appeal site would augment the rural characteristics of the site.

Grim’s Ditch is a large feature, measuring approximately 990m long between
Crawley’s Lane and Rossway Lane. Hence, the appeal site lies relatively close
to a small section of it. Inevitably the natural and built environment will have
changed considerably since the Iron Age, and no doubt will continue to evolve
irrespective of the appeal proposal. In this context, it is the general rural
characteristics of the wider setting that contribute positively to the significance
of Grim’s Ditch. Based on the information before me, it is not shown that the
setting of the heritage asset is so sensitive that it would be unable to withstand
the change wrought by the proposal, aspects of which I consider could be
adequately controlled using planning conditions.

On that basis, I judge that the proposal would not cause harm to the overall
significance of the scheduled monument. Hence, there is no need to carry out
the heritage balancing exercise contained in paragraph 208 of the Framework.

Therefore, I find that the proposal would avoid harming the rural setting, and
thereby the significance, of Grim’s Ditch. Thus, it would not conflict with policy
CS27 of the CS which seeks to protect the quality of the historic environment.

Location of equestrian activities

20.

21.

Saved policy 81 of the Dacorum Borough Local Plan 1999-2011, April 2004 (LP)
pertains to development for equestrian activities. It is generally permissive of
small scale facilities in the Green Belt subject to criteria. Of these the Council is
concerned that the following are not met:

(a) equestrian facilities should be well located in relation to existing and
proposed rights of way for equestrians;

(b) equestrian facilities should be carefully integrated into the rural
landscape by siting adjacent to existing buildings or features such as
trees, woodlands or hedgerows; and

(d) the scale of activity should respect the countryside setting and quality of
the surrounding area.

Within their statement of case*, the appellant provides information regarding
bridleways, byways and adjoining lanes close to the appeal site. Hence, the
facility would be reasonably connected to the equestrian right of way network,
and I have seen little evidence to suggest otherwise. Moreover, the training
area would serve a limited number of horses already adjacent to the site within
permitted stables®.

10
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22. Although the Council raise concerns that the training area would not be closer

23.

to existing stables, my observations were that it would be reasonably close and
to an extent would benefit from the presence of existing boundary hedgerows
and trees. In relation to the first two main issues, I have already found the
proposal would preserve openness and the rural qualities of the setting of
Grim’s Ditch.

Therefore, I have little basis to find that the proposal would conflict with
criteria (a), (b) or (d) of saved policy 81 of the LP. Instead, I find that the
proposal would derive general support from it.

Conditions

24.

25

26.

27.

The Council have suggested 9 conditions which I have considered against the
tests in paragraph 56 of the Framework and the advice in the PPG. In the
interests of certainty, conditions are imposed to set a commencement time for
development and to ensure it accords with the approved plans.

. To protect the visual aspects of the Green Belt and rural setting of Grim’s

Ditch, it is necessary to agree the material and colour of the riding surface of
the training area, to prevent external lighting, to secure additional planting and
to limit the extent of activity. Hence, conditions are imposed in relation to
those matters.

The appeal site lies within an Area of Archaeological Significance and is close to
a scheduled monument with high archaeological interest and potential. The
construction of the training area will involve some ground disturbance. In the
absence of substantive evidence to show otherwise, it is reasonable to suppose
that the site has reasonably high potential to yield archaeology of interest.
Moreover, paragraph 200 of the Framework states that where a site on which
development is proposed includes, or has the potential to include, heritage
assets with archaeological interest, local authorities should require developers
to submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field
evaluation.

For these reasons, notwithstanding that Historic England did not suggest such a
condition, I consider that a condition requiring a Written Scheme of
Investigation would be proportionate. Moreover, logic dictates that to be
effective, the scheme must be agreed prior to commencement of development.
I have amalgamated and tailored the suggested conditions in this respect to
better reflect the scale and nature of the appeal proposal.

28. The Council suggest a pre-commencement condition relating to site levels.

However, given that the present levels of the site are not particularly dramatic,
I am not persuaded that this is necessary to make the development acceptable
in planning terms. Therefore, I have not imposed it.

Conclusion

29.

For the reasons given I conclude that the appeal should succeed.

Helen O'Connor
INSPECTOR
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