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1. Background
The purpose of this document, which has been prepared by members of the West Grinstead
Neighbourhood Plan Working Group, is to build upon the existing evidence and justification for the
inclusion of Policy 1: Retention of Local Gaps, and to provide the Working Groups’s response to
representations received. This paper sits alongside (but is separate to) the Local Gaps Policy –
Landscape Review carried out by Lizard Landscape Design and Ecology. This policy comes under
Section 4 of the pre- submission plan - Countryside and Open Space - and seeks to retain and protect
the areas of open land between Partridge Green, Jolesfield and Littleworth and land centred around
Jolesfield Common from development, unless the criteria of the policy can be met.
In this section attention is brought to the historical evidence relating to the creation of the separate
settlements of Jolesfield, Littleworth and Partridge Green and how their identities have remained
unique over the years up to the present day.
a) British History Online (see i) in Appendix) makes reference to a tenement called Jolesfield existing
in the late 16th century and relates how buildings in and around Jolesfield Common, including the
Green Man inn, sprung up over the ensuing three hundred years. The hamlet of Littleworth began to
be established in the late 18th century and small-scale development continued throughout the 19th
century. Partridge Green also began to establish its own identity by the 18th century with houses
beginning to appear along the strip of land which is now Partridge Green High Street.
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b) There is further information gathered by the West Grinstead Local History group relating to
Jolesfield and Littleworth. The original Jolesfield Common was an area of over 70 acres, while
according to records on the pews in St.George's church, Midway House, Jolesfield was once 'Shop
House, Jolesfield', and operating as a shop for the local neighbourhood in the late 18th century.
'School House', Jolesfield was once Jolesfield School which opened in January 1873. What is now Mill
Lane is named after Jolesfield Windmill once situated to the north of the lane, but taken down in
1959. Up until the 1950's the residents of Mill Lane all lived at Jolesfield Common, Mill Lane not
being used as an address until then. The hamlet of Littleworth grew up just north of the junction of
Mill Lane and what is now Littleworth Lane. An 1805 map shows there was a 'poor house' or parish
workhouse in the region of where The Windmill inn now stands. The workhouse was demolished
during the late 19th or early 20th century with the remaining bricks and materials being used to
build more houses in the vicinity.
c) Today the three settlements of Jolesfield, Partridge Green and Littleworth all retain their separate
identities, although it is Partridge Green which has grown most significantly over recent years in
terms of size, building and population. Partridge Green has now been designated its own built-up
area boundary which gives some definition of where housing stops and the rural areas between
Jolesfield and Littleworth begin, although neither Jolesfield or Littleworth have a defined, distinct
boundary of their own. Jolesfield is now a small and distinct hamlet of some 25 houses to the north
of which Jolesfield House, dating back to 1874 and historically part of the Jolesfield estate, is the
southern-most property. The identity of Jolesfield is distinctly rural in comparison with Partridge
Green. Littleworth is also a small hamlet of some 20 houses to the north of the junction of Mill Lane
and Littleworth Lane with further properties dispersed along Littleworth Lane and Mill Lane. These
properties include a number of listed buildings, a terrace of Victorian semi-detached houses and also
some more recent residential development set within large garden plots. The focal point of
Littleworth is The Windmill pub, named after the former Jolesfield windmill.
2. Planning Policy
a) Reference is made to the Horsham District Planning Framework (HDPF) and the District's planning
policy position with respect to anti coalescence gap. Submission is made that the guidelines and
directives set out within HDPF Policy 27 are pertinent to the above Policy 1 within the presubmission plan.
2.1 Horsham District Planning Framework
The Horsham District Planning Framework (HDPF) was adopted in November 2015. It is the
overarching planning document for Horsham district outside the South Downs National Park (SDNP)
and replaces the Core Strategy and General Development Control Policies documents.
The HDPF includes a Vision and confirms by 2031, Horsham district will have, amongst other matters
become a place where:
The di ic ha e ai ed i e
eb
i la ed
al ide i a d illage hei e a a e
distinctive and varied characters which have been able to accommodate appropriate development
f l cal e le a d
he c
i
The HDPF includes Strategic Policy 27: Settlement Coalescence.
This policy sets out how the District wishes to ensure settlements retain their unique identity and
that the undeveloped nature of the landscape between towns and villages is retained.
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The supporting texting acknowledges there is a need to retain the network of rural settlements and
their separate identities. Furthermore it confirms it is important to contain the rural settlements and
retain the sense of leaving one place and arrive at another.
i.e. Paragraph 9.19 states: "There is a need to retain the network of rural settlements and their
separate identities, and it is important to contain the rural settlements and retain the sense of
leaving one place and arriving at another. There are places where further development in the gap
between settlements would result in the areas joining and losing their own individual sense of place.
Even where there is countryside between settlements the presence of buildings, signs and other
development along roads prevents the sense of leaving a settlement and passing through the
countryside. At night various forms of artificial lighting can also lead to a sense of continuous
urbanisation."
The supporting text confirms this policy will ensure that settlements retain their unique identity and
the undeveloped nature of the landscape between towns and villages will be retained.
i.e. Paragraph 9.20 states: "Whilst the existing situation cannot be addressed by planning policy,
further urbanisation can be resisted. This policy will ensure that settlements retain their unique
identity and the undeveloped nature of the landscape between towns and villages will be retained.
The Council will consider how proposals fit within the wider topography and whether landscape
features such as the network of fields, trees and hedgerows are conserved, and therefore maintain
the break between settlements. It will also seek to limit other urbanising impacts including increased
lighting, traffic movements and ribbon development along road corridors.
Policy 27 states:
La d ca e ill be
ec ed f
de el
e
hich
ld e l i he c ale ce ce f
settlements. Development between settlements will be resisted unless it can be demonstrated that:
The e i
ig ifica ed c i i he e e a d b eak be ee e le e
It does not generate urbanising effects within the settlement gap, including artificial
lighting, development along key road corridors, and traffic movements.
Redevelopment of existing sites that seek to reduce the existing urbanised character and
appearance of an area between settlements, particularly along road corridors, will be
supported.
Proposals contribute to the conservation, enhancement and amenity of the countryside,
including where appropriate enhancements to the Green Infrastructure network or
ide
i ie f
ie i f
al ec ea i
b) It is evident that in essence the District Policy is seeking to ensure settlements retain their unique
identity together with the undeveloped nature of the landscape that connects them and although
unable to identify specific areas, sets the framework for Neighbourhood Plans to include locally
specific gap policies. Therefore, it is the aim of the West Grinstead Neighbourhood Plan (WGNP) to
expand and build upon this policy framework by identifying specific local areas which it considers
warrant protection. To this effect the WGNP has taken into account the strategic guidance outlined
as to where development between settlements will be resisted to ensure the protection of rural
settlements and to maintain their identities and how there is a need to retain a network of rural
settlements such as these and to avoid the loss of their own individual sense of place. In accordance
1 Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 8-001-20140306
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with this policy and to build upon the policy intent the WGNP has identified three separate areas for
inclusion as Local Gaps, the details of which follow in Section 3, West Grinstead Gaps. It is
considered that development in these gaps would be contrary to HDPF Policy 27 in allowing
significant reduction in the openness and break between the settlements of Partridge Green,
Jolesfield and Littleworth as well as generating detrimental urbanising effects upon the
interconnecting landscape.
c) Reference is also made to the Horsham District Council’s Regulation 1 Draft Local Plan Review
Consultation (March 2020) and the emerging draft policy position in respect of settlement
coalescence. (See strategic policy 29 below).
Strategic Policy 29 - Settlement Coalescence
Horsham District is characterised by rural countryside interspersed with a network of market towns,
villages and small hamlets. There is a need to retain the network of rural settlements and their
separate identities, and it is important to contain the rural settlements and retain the sense of
leaving one place and arriving at another. There are places where further development in the gap
between settlements would result in the areas joining and losing their own individual sense of place.
Even where there is countryside between settlements, the presence of buildings, signs and other
development along roads prevents the sense of leaving a settlement and passing through the
countryside. At night, various forms of artificial lighting can also lead to a sense of continuous
urbanisation. A particular example is the A264 between north eastern edge of Horsham and
Crawley. Other communities in the district have raised concerns about the potential for other
settlements to merge, including Southwater and Horsham, and West Chiltington Common with West
Chiltington Village.
Whilst the existing situation cannot be addressed by planning policy, further urbanisation can be
resisted. This policy will ensure that settlements retain their unique identity and the undeveloped
nature of the landscape between towns and villages will be retained. The Council will consider how
proposals fit within the wider topography and whether landscape features such as the network of
fields, trees and hedgerows are conserved, and therefore maintain the break between settlements.
We will also seek to limit other urbanising impacts including increased lighting, traffic movements
and ribbon development along road corridors. It should be noted that this policy applies to all
settlements, but particular regard to the policy criteria will be given when considering proposals
located between Horsham and Crawley, Southwater and Horsham, or West Chiltington Common and
West Chiltington Village.
It is recognised that a number of proposals have been submitted to the Council for consideration as
locations for strategic housing growth. A number of these are in the key locations which have been
identified as being most sensitive for their potential for settlement coalescence. Whilst no final
decisions have been made as to whether these sites should be allocated, the sites are in locations
where there has been sustained pressure for development. Paragraph 72 e of the National Planning
Policy Framework states that when identifying suitable and sustainable locations for development
they should consider whether it is appropriate to establish Green Belt around or adjoining new
developments of a significant size. Therefore, as part of our consideration of these sites, will look at
whether any locations in the District meet the criteria for Green Belt designation, which are set out
in paragraph 135 of the NPPF.
Any proposals would require the Council to:
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a) demonstrate why normal planning and development management policies would not be
adequate;
b) set out whether any major changes in circumstances have made the adoption of this
exceptional measure necessary;
c) show what the consequences of the proposal would be for sustainable development;
d) demonstrate the necessity for the Green Belt and its consistency with strategic policies for
adjoining areas; and
e) show how the Green Belt would meet the other objectives of the Framework.
Strategic Policy 29: Settlement Coalescence
Landscapes will be protected from development which would result in the coalescence of
settlements in order to protect local identity and a sense of place. Development between
settlements will be resisted unless it can be demonstrated that:
a) There is no significant reduction in the openness and 'break' between settlements;
b) It does not generate urbanising effects within the retained 'break' between settlements,
including artificial lighting, development along and/or the widening of the roads between
the settlements; and increased traffic movements.
c) Proposals respect the landscape and contribute to the enhancement of their countryside
setting, including, where appropriate, enhancements to the Green Infrastructure network,
the Nature Recovery Network and/or provide opportunities for quiet informal countryside
recreation.
Redevelopment of existing sites that seek to reduce the existing urbanised character and
appearance of an area between settlements, particularly along road corridors, will be supported.
2.2 National Planning Policy Framework
Reference is made to the Appraisal of Higher Tier Guidance (National and Strategic) on the use of
Gap Policies.
One of the core principles in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is that planning
should recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside.
Paragraph 170 states planning policies and decisions should contribute to, and enhance the
natural and local environment by:
o 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);
o 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;
o Maintaining the character of the undeveloped coast, while improving public access
to it where appropriate;
o 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
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o

quality, taking into account relevant information such as river basin management
plans; and
Remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and
unstable land, where appropriate.

Paragraph 171 states plans should distinguish between the hierarchy of international,
national and locally designated sites; allocate land with the least environmental or amenity
value, where consistent with other policies in the NPPF; take a strategic approach to
maintaining and enhancing networks of habitats and green infrastructure; and plan for the
enhancement of natural capital at a catchment or landscape scale across Local Authority
boundaries.
Paragraph 172 states great weight should be given to conserving and enhancing landscape
and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty,
which have the highest status of protection in relation to these issues. The conservation and
enhancement of wildlife and cultural heritage are also important considerations in these
areas, and should be given great weight in National Parks and the Broads. The scale and
extent of development within these designated areas should be limited. Minimising impacts
on, and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological
networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures;
National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) advises Local Plans should include strategic
policies for the conservation and enhancement of the natural environment, including
landscape. This includes designated landscapes, but also the wider countryside.
In addition, the NPPG advises, where appropriate, Landscape Character Assessments should
be prepared to complement Natural England’s National Character Area profiles.
The NPPG advises Landscape Character Assessment is a tool to help understand the
character and local distinctiveness of the landscape, and identify the features that give it a
sense of place. It can help to inform, plan, and manage change, and may be undertaken at a
scale appropriate to Local and Neighbourhood Plan-Making. 1
2.3 Reference is made to the appraisal of other examples of Neighbourhood Plan Gap Policies and
feedback from relevant examination.
As part of the preparation of the revised background paper, a review of Neighbourhood Plans has
been undertaken to appraise other neighbourhood plans gap polices.
Set out below is a summary of the Examiner’s feedback on proposed local gap policies in
Neighbourhood Plans in the following areas:
o Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common;
o Ditchling, Westmeston & Streat
o Thakeham; and
o Storrington, Sullington and Washington.
o Hassocks
o Hook
The Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common Parish Neighbourhood Plan (HSCNP) was made in March
2015. It covers the period 2014 to 2031.
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The Submission HSCNP proposed to include Policy C3: Local Gaps and Preventing Coalescence, which
defines Local Gaps and seeks to prevent coalescence.
As part of the Examination of the HSCNP, the Examiner considered whether the Policy met the Basic
Conditions.
Set out below is an extract of the Examiner’s Report in respect of Policy C3:
Mid S e L cal Pla P lic C ide ifie a ea f c
ide ha a e a ic la l
vulnerable to development pressure, but which have an important function with regards
protecting local character.
Neighbourhood Plan Policy C3 permits development in the countryside, subject to it not
resulting in coalescence or the loss of identity of neighbouring settlements. This approach is
in general conformity with Mid Sussex Local Plan Policy C3.
Further to testing and robust consultation, it reflects the local c
i
g
f he i i f he Neighb h d A ea hich eek
e ai a illage feel a d e e f
place. This has regard to the Framework, which gives communities direct power to develop a
shared vision for their neighbourhood.
The policy contributes to the achievement of sustainable development by protecting local
cha ac e a d
i ga
ia e de el
e N
difica i
ae
ed
In light of the Examiners Report, Policy C3 forms part of the “made” HSCNP. The Policy, seeks to
resist development which individually or cumulatively results in the coalescence and loss of separate
identity of neighbouring settlements. In addition, it identifies local between settlements to be
protected.
The policy states:
De el
e
ill be permitted in the countryside provided that it does not individually or
cumulatively result in coalescence and loss of separate identity of neighbouring settlements,
and provided that it does not conflict with other Countryside policies in this Plan. Local Gaps
between the following settlements define those areas covered by this policy:
Hurstpierpoint and Hassocks; Sayers Common and Albourne; Hurstpierpoint and Albourne;
H
ie i a d B ge Hill
The Ditchling, Westmeston & Streat Neighbourhood Plan (DWSNP) was made in May 2018.
The Submission DWSNP proposed to include CONS 8: Protect important gaps between settlements.
The Policy seeks to prevent coalescence between Ditchling and the larger settlements of
Keymer/Hassocks and Burgess Hill and to protect the local gap which separates them.
As part of the Examination of the DWSNP, the Examiner considered whether the Policy met the Basic
Conditions.
2 Hurstpierpoint and Sayers Common, Examiners Report, September 2014, page 18
3 Hurstpierpoint & Sayer Common Parish Council, Parish 2031 Neighbourhood Plan, Policy Countryside Hurst C3 Local Gaps
and Preventing Coalescence
4 Ditchling, Westmeston & Streat Neighbourhood Plan, Examiner’s Report, January 201 , paragraph 3
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With respect to CONS 8, the Examiner advised:

The policy and its supporting text are appropriate. An amendment to the last sentence of the policy
is desirable in the interests of clarity.
I Rec
e d a e d he fi al e e ce f he lic
efe
he S uth Downs Integrated
La d ca e Cha ac e A e
e a d ele a l cal la d ca e cha ac e a e
e
In light of the Examiners Report, Policy CONS 7: Protect important gaps between settlements forms
part of the “made” DWSNP. The Policy seeks to support proposals for new development in the gap
separating Ditchling and Hassocks/Keymer and Burgess Hill, either individually or cumulatively,
where they conserve and where possible enhance the open landscape character of the gap, and do
not reduce the physical gap between settlements.
The policy states:
De el
e
al f
e de el
e i he ga e a a i g Di chli g a d Ha ck Ke e
and Burgess Hill, either individually or cumulatively, will only be supported where they conserve and
where possible enhance the open landscape character of the gap, and do not reduce the physical gap
between settlements. This will be informed by the South Downs Integrated Landscape Character
A e
e a d ele a l cal la d ca e cha ac e a e
e
The Thakeham Neighbourhood Plan (TNP) was made in April 2017. It covers the period 2017-2031.
The Submission Thakeham TPNP proposed 4 Green Gaps known as Gaps: A; B; C; and D as part of
Policy of the TPNP.
As part of the Examination of the TPNP, the Examiner considered whether the inclusion of four
‘green gaps’ in Policy 1 is adequately justified and whether the areas (marked A-D) on the Policies
Map are sufficiently clearly defined.
The Examiner’s Report, advised:
P lic
f he TPNP a e ha
al
de i e he i al a d h ical i eg i
f
the gaps between the built- a ea f a d he a e he adjace
a i he I addi i
he
Report advises the supporting text in paragraph 4.17of the TPNP does little more to expand or justify
hi
lic a
ach e ce ha i cla ifie ha
e f he a ea i be ee he
hal e f he
illage f Thakeha
In light of this, the Examiner’s Report stated:
he e i
de el
e

b
c

e ide ce
a
ai

port the policy which would impose a significant constraint on
al lic

In addition, the Report advised:
i i al
clea ha acc
ha bee ake f HDPF P lic
hich
ide a clea c i e iabased policy for he c ide a i
f de el
e
al hich
ld lead
e le e
c ale ce ce
5 Ditchling, Westmeston & Streat Neighbourhood Plan, April 2018, CONS 7 Protect important gaps between settlements 6
Thakeham Parish Neighbourhood Plan to 2031, Examiner’s Report, November 2016, paragraph 3.30
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In response to queries raised by the Examiner in respect of the proposed gaps, Thakeham Parish
Council (TPC) submitted a response to matters raised. The Examiner’s Report confirms TPC provided
a g d deal
re information on the background and justification for two of the green gaps :
Area A between the High Bar Lane area of Thakeham and West Chiltington (parish boundary); and
A ea B hich e e e
he ga
he ea f he B
be ee The S ee art of Thakeham
a d he e de el
e a Abi g
hN e
No further evidence was submitted in support of Area C and D. Given the lack of evidence, the
Examiner concluded Area C and D are inadequately justified in the face of Government policy and
therefore recommended the deletion of these areas.
With respect to Area A, TPC provided a further description of the nature and function of the strip of
countryside to the west of High Bar Lane to the boundary with West Chiltington parish (West
Chiltington Common).
The Examiner’s Report confirms:
a i e f h i g ha bee e al a ed i he i e a e
e e
Th eal La e i h he
dla d f High Ba C e
he ea
lead
he c ale ce ce f High Ba La e i h We Chil i g

b i i c fi ed
he f
age
ha e e if developed it would

For these reasons, the Examiner considered that the designation of a ‘green gap’ in this location
(Area A) serves little practicable value in preventing the two settlements from merging and that the
application of normal countryside policies would suffice, including the application of the criteria in
HDPF Policy 27.
With respect to Area B, the Examiner advised:
The de el
e aki g lace a Abi g
hN e
ill ignificantly alter the appearance of that
area and reduce the openness of the area to the east of the B2139. I accept that there are local
circumstances which justify a policy which seeks to prevent any coalescence between the new
development and the old Thakeha illage The S ee BUAB
he
h I i a l cal i i
e
and above the more strategic approach taken through HDPF Policy 27. The approach taken remains
in general conformity with the HDPF. On the Policies Map, for the area to which the policy applies to
clearly relate to features on the ground, the yellow colouring should extend to the field boundaries in
the south-ea c e
In light of the Examiner’s Report, Policy 1 forms part of the TNP.
The made TNP, January 2017, includes Thakeham 1: A Spatial Plan for the Parish. The policy,
amongst other matters, identifies a green gap between Thakeham village (‘The Street’) and the new
development at Abingworth Nurseries. The gap is indicated on the Policies Map as Green Gap A- The
Street-High Bar Lane.
7 Thakeham Parish Neighbourhood Plan to 2031, Examiner’s Report, November 2016, paragraph 3.32 Thakeham Parish
Neighbourhood Plan to 2031, Examiner’s Report, November 2016, paragraph 3.34 Thakeham Parish Neighbourhood Plan
to 2031, Examiner’s Report, November 2016, paragraph 3.33
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The Policy seeks to prevent development in the gap and states:
P
al
de i e he i al a d h ical i eg i
f he ga be ee he b il -up area
f Thakeha
The S ee a d he e de el
e a Abi g
h N e ie a ide ified
he
P licie Ma
The Storrington, Sullington & Washington Neighbourhood Plan (SSWNP) has recently undergone
Examination.
The Submission SSWNP, included Policy 9: Green Gaps. The objective of the policy was to identify
particular areas that, if developed, could lead to coalescence between settlements.
The Examiner published issued “Initial Comments” in May 201 , which concentrated on the status of
the qualifying body (QB). Further initial comments were published in June 2018, which advised the
Examiner had concluded a hearing, dealing with some specific issues, would be beneficial. In
addition, the Examiner advised of some issues which could be dealt with by an exchange of written
representations.
Matters which the Examiner considered could be dealt by way of written submissions, included
Policy 9: Green Gaps.
With respect to Policy 9, the Examiners advised that the Plan indicates:
he b ad l ca i
f g ee ga be ee S
i g
a d S lli g
a d Wa hi g
illage a d
between the 2 parishes and neighbouring parishes. I have not seen where these green gaps have
bee ide ified a d he e e
f he g ee ga
eed
be h
a la
The Examiner invited the QB to work with the LPA with a view to producing maps for examination
that address these concerns. In response a Map was prepared to confirm the SSWNP Green Gaps
and Views.
The Examiner’s Report was published in November 201 . This included a number of recommended
changes to the SSWNP in order for the Plan to meet the Basic Conditions.
With respect to Policy , the Examiner’s Report advised:
I a i i iall c ce ed ha he lic a
i e a
ag e a i a ed ha he
Neighb h d Pla ide ifie he b ad l ca i
f g ee ga be ee S
i g
a d S lli g
and Washington Village and between these two parishes and other neighb i g a i he I did
d ha
In addition, the Examiner’s Report advised:
"It is important to recognise that this is not a general countryside protection policy, but a policy
which is to protect especially vulnerable areas from built development. The Qualifying Body has
produced a Green Gaps and Views Plan. It appears to identify a significant number of green gaps
10 Thakeham Parish Neighbourhood Plan to 2031, January 2017, Thakeham1: A Spatial Plan for the Parish
11 Storrington, Sullington and Washington Neighbourhood Plan, Further initial comments of the Independent Examiner,
June 2018 12Storrington, Sullington and Washington Neighbourhood Plan 2018-2031, Examiner’s Report, November 201 ,
paragraph 117
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where there is no chance of settlement coalescence, because there are no settlements to be
c ale ced i h The l c id
hich I c ide c ld be a i k f c ale ce ce i be ee he
northern edge of Storrington and West Chiltington. This gap would have the support of the West
Chilting
PC
The Examiner’s Report included a number of recommended modifications which the Examiner
considers are required to ensure the plan meets the Basic Conditions. This included, but is not
limited to:
Reduce the number of green gaps to just one, between Storrington and West Chiltington14.
In light of the Examiner’s recommended modifications, HDC consulted on Modifications (including
the modifications to Policy 9) during February-March 2019.
The consultation documents confirmed it was proposed Policy 9 would be amended to read:
De el
H ha
15

e be ee S
i g
Di ic Pla i g F a e

a d We Chil i g
ill be e i ed i li e i h P lic
f he
k hich eek
e e he c ale ce ce f al e le e

Following the close of the consultation, HDC published the Decision Statement on 01 May 2019.
This confirms:
All e e e a i
ecei ed ha e bee c ide ed a d H ha Di ic C
cil ha eached he
conclusion no further examination is required in relation to the changes proposed by Horsham
Di ic C
cil i e
e
he E a i e
ec
e da i
I all other respects the Council
e ai i ag ee e
i h he E a i e
ec
e da i
a d i i he ef e c ide ed ha he
Storrington, Sullington and Washington Neighbourhood Plan meets the Basic Conditions and should
proceed to referendum within acce ed i e cale
The SSWNP successfully passed Referendum on 18 July 2019. On 4 September 2019, HDC resold at
Full Council that SSWNP (incorporating the Examiners modifications and all modifications as per the
HDC Decision Statement), should be ‘made’ and become part of the Development Plan for HDC.
The SSWNP was made with effect 5 September 2019.
Policies Map Inset 6 illustrates the extent of Policy 9: Green Gap. The policy states: "development
between Storrington and West Chiltington will be resisted in line with Policy 27 of the Horsham
District Planning Frame work which seeks to prevent the coalescence of rural settlements"
Hassocks Neighbourhood Plan
The Hassocks Neighbourhood Plan has recently undergone examination and was recently passed at
referendum on March 5th 2020.

13Storrington, Sullington and Washington Neighbourhood Plan 2018-2031, Examiner’s Report, November 201 , paragraph
118 14 Storrington, Sullington and Washington Neighbourhood Plan 2018-2031, Examiner’s Report, November 201
15 Modifications to the Submission Storrington, Sullington and Washington Neighbourhood Plan 2018-2031
16 Horsham District Council, Decision Statement, May 2019
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The Examiner’s Report on the Hassocks Neighbourhood Development Plan 2014-2031 was published
in October 201 . In regard to Policy 1: Local Gaps the Examiner’s advice can be seen below: ref.
Pages 20-25 of the report.
Policy 1: Local Gaps
This policy sits at the heart of the Plan. It proposes the definition of three local gaps as follows:
o Keymer/Hassocks and Ditchling;
o Keymer/Hassocks and Hurstpierpoint; and
o Keymer/Hassocks and Burgess Hill
The purpose of the definition of local gaps is to prevent coalescence and to retain the separate
identity and amenity of the settlements concerned. The policy then identifies the types of
development that would be supported within the defined Local Gaps. The supporting text
(paragraph 4.1 to 4.14) provides a comprehensive context to this matter. It is also underpinned by
background papers. The proposed Local Gaps are drawn tightly around the edges of Hassocks. In
most case the inner boundaries of the Local Gaps follow the defined built up area boundary for
Hassocks in the adopted District Plan.
The policy approach included in the submitted neighbourhood plan seeks to follow the approach to
local gaps set out in Policy DP13 of the adopted Mid Sussex District Plan. It is conveniently
summarised in paragraph 4.9 of the Plan. That paragraph describes the way in which the Plan has
sought to provide robust evidence to identify local gaps and to demonstrate that existing local and
national policies cannot provide the necessary protection. The SDNPA has also made comments
about the way in which the proposed policy would apply in the National Park. In particularly it draws
attention to the second criterion of the policy which itself refers to Policy DP6 of the District Plan.
Plainly that policy does not apply in the National Park.
The supporting text to Policy DP13 of the District Plan comments that the settlement pattern of Mid
Sussex makes an important contribution to its distinctive character. As such a strategic objective of
that Plan is to promote well-located and designed development that reflects the distinctive towns
and villages, retains their separate identity and character and prevents coalescence.2
The approach in Policy DP13 supplements that included in Policy DP12 which refers more generally
to the protection and enhancement of the countryside. The supporting text to this policy comments
that ‘the primary objective of the District Plan with respect to the countryside is to secure its
protection by minimising the amount of land taken for development and preventing development
that does not need to be there. At the same time, it seeks to enhance the countryside, support the
rural economy by accommodating well-designed, appropriate new forms of development and
changes in land use where a countryside location is required and where it does not adversely affect
the rural environment. New development to meet local needs can be proposed through
Neighbourhood Plans where this will support local services and is otherwise compatible with District
Plan policies’
The Parish Council has approached its proposed identification of Local Gaps within this broader
context. In doing so it has produced a landscape assessment. It reflects the approach in the District
Plan supporting text which comments that the Strategy for the West Sussex Landscape (2005,
paragraph 2.5) identifies the settlement pattern of the County – a network of small to medium-sized
towns, villages and hamlets – as a strong defining characteristic.
In addition the Parish Council has prepared a separate document – Review of Policy 1: Local Gaps.
This document takes account of the comments received to the pre- submission Plan. I summarise
the findings of these documents in the following sections of this report
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A Landscape Character Assessment was prepared as a supporting document for the emerging
neighbourhood plan in March 2015. Whilst it does not make any specific recommendations for the
definition of Local Gaps it provides detailed evidence on the character and appearance of those
parts of the neighbourhood area outside Hassocks and provides a context within which the various
parcels of land have been assessed for this purpose. The Assessment clarifies that its ambition is to
provide a more local iteration of the Mid Sussex Landscape Character Assessment.
The Review document summarises the findings of the landscape assessment work. In particular it
provides an update on national and local policy as it has developed in recent years. In addition, it
reviews the comments that were received during the most recent pre-submission phase of the Plan.
It also assesses those parts of the neighbourhood area where proposals have come forward for
development and which may, individually and cumulatively reduce the separation between the
settlements concerned. As an outcome it identifies areas where proposed Local Gaps could be
reduced in their size from those included in earlier versions. These findings were translated into the
submission Plan.
The policy has attracted a series of representations from the development industry. In summary
they are as follows:
Clayton with Keymer Parish Council and the Chichester Diocese – detailed comments are made
about the wording of Policy 1 and its requirement for an ‘appropriate landscape buffer’ where any
proposed housing schemes are in accordance with Policy DP6 of the adopted District Plan. The
representation proposes an additional housing site to the west of London Road.
Gladman Developments Limited – detailed comments are made about the relationship of the
proposed policy both to the adopted District Plan, and to national policy. It also comments about the
scale and nature of the evidence presented in the Plan. It suggests that if the policy is retained its
wording should be modified so that it allows an appropriate balancing act to take place when
determining planning applications in the affected areas.
Colin Brace and Philip Harris – detailed comments are made about the proposed size of the
Keymer/Hassocks to Burgess Hill Local Gap. In particular the representation suggests that there
should be a balance between the definition of a proposed Local Gap to the west and to the east of
London Road. It proposes a further housing site in the neighbourhood area on the eastern side of
London Road to the north of the Friars Oak PH.
Rydon Homes – makes detailed comments about the planning history on the site in which it has an
interest to the east of the Friars Oak PH off London Road. It also comments about the integrity of the
policy and suggests that it is either deleted or that the proposed Local Gaps are reduced to area
which are necessary to prevent coalescence between the settlements concerned.
BasicPause Limited – makes detailed comments about the way in which the proposed policy
approach relates to national and local policy and thereby to the basic conditions. It makes specific
comments about the extent to which the policy fails to address the need for rural economic
development in the neighbourhood area.
Globe Homes – makes detailed comments about a parcel of land to the rear of 2 Hurst Road and to
the west of London Road. It contends that the parcel of land is now heavily influenced by the
development of the adjacent Barratt Homes development to the north. It asserts that its removal
from the Local Gap would not have any significant effect on the wider policy approach or the wider
objectives of the adopted District Plan.
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The policy itself identifies the proposed local gaps and comments about the types of development
which would be supported in the designated areas. It overlaps with Policy DP6 of the adopted
District Plan. Its overall ambition is to safeguard the integrity of the three proposed gaps.
I have also taken account of two changes in circumstances that have taken place since the
consultation process ended. The first is that planning permission has been granted for the
development of 130 houses on land to the rear (north and east) of the Friar Oak PH, London Road
Hassocks. That site is within the proposed Hassocks/Keymer to Burgess Hill Local Gap. The second is
that the same site is proposed as a housing allocation (SA24) in the Regulation 18 Consultation Draft
Mid Sussex Site Allocations Development Plan Document (October 2019).
Taking all the information into account I am satisfied that there is a case for the
designation of Local Gaps in the neighbourhood area. In particular I am satisfied that, on balance,
the Parish Council has submitted robust evidence to justify this approach and as required by Policy
DP13 of the adopted District Plan. It has assessed the landscape nature of the countryside and
related it to the original work undertaken by MSDC in preparing the former 2004 Local Plan. It has
assessed the scale and nature of the planning permissions and development pressures that now
exist in the neighbourhood area in general, and with the allocation of the strategic site in the
adopted District Plan in particular.
As highlighted earlier in this report circumstances have changed further since the submission of the
Plan and the comments made to that Plan. In particular the parcel of land to the east of Friars Oak
now benefits from planning permission for residential development. It is also allocated for
development in the emerging Site Allocations DPD. Plainly this has a direct impact on the proposed
identification of the Hassocks- Burgess Hill Local Gap. In a wider context it also has two related
consequences. Firstly, it provides clarity on the scale, the nature and the location of allocated and
committed housing sites in the neighbourhood area. Secondly it reinforces the sensitivity and the
reduced nature of the open countryside between Hassocks/Keymer and the three settlements to the
north west and east to further development within the Plan period. This change has been most
noticeable in the proposed Hassock-Burgess Hill in general, and to the immediate north of the builtup area boundary of Hassocks in particular.
In coming to decisions on the strategic site at Clayton Mills and the recent planning appeal on the
Friars Oak site planning inspectors have concluded that the sites would not significantly conflict with
the separation that exists between Hassocks and Burgess Hill. In the anticipation that the two sites
will come forward within the Plan period together with other committed sites I am satisfied that the
scale and nature of the residual land between Hassocks and Burgess Hill would be of a residual scale
to warrant the definition of a Local Gap. This is particularly relevant given the development
pressures arising in the southern part of this local gap (that is to the immediate north of Hassocks)
However in this context I recommend a series of modifications to the policy so that it has regard to
national policy. In particular they relate to the following matters:
o the wording used in the policy in general, and the lack of any direct reference to the South
Downs National Park in particular;
o the way in which the policy tackles economic development and tourism activities; and
o the way in which the policy would be applied to sites which immediately adjoin the built-up
area boundary.
On the first matter the submitted policy takes an approach which defines the types of development
which would be supported in a Local Gap. In summary they are agricultural uses, other uses which
‘have to be located in the countryside’ and a housing proposal that would be in accordance with
Policy DP6 (1-3) of the adopted District Plan. That policy relates to housing proposals outside any
defined built-up area boundary.23
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In this context I recommend three modifications to the wording used in the policy. The first brings
clarity to that part of the first criterion which refers loosely to ‘some other use which has to be
located in the countryside’. As submitted, this does not have the clarity required by the NPPF.
Neither MSDC nor a developer would immediately understand how this aspect of the policy would
be applied. The second relates to the requirement for a landscape buffer to be associated with any
proposed housing schemes. In this regard the need or otherwise for landscaping of whatever type
would be a matter of judgement for MSDC.
The third incorporates reference to the appropriate policy in the South Downs Local Plan insofar as
that policy would apply within elements of the various Local Gaps which fall within the National
Park.
The second matter overlaps with the first matter. National policy offers support for sensitive
economic development and tourism activities within the countryside. It also offers specific support
to any such proposals which may involve the re-use of existing buildings. I recommend that this issue
is reflected in the supporting text. There is no reason why such uses cannot be satisfactorily
accommodated in the proposed Local Gaps without undermining their principal purpose of retaining
the separation of settlements and preventing coalescence. The recommended modification to the
policy itself appropriately addresses this issue in a general way.
The third matter seeks to take account of particular circumstances which have been brought
forward in two representations on this policy where the parcel of land concerned immediately
adjoins the identified BUAB. The first relates to Globe Homes representation on the parcel of land to
the rear of 2 Hurst Road and to the west of London Road. In this case it is surrounded by built
development on three sides. In particular the recent development of the Barratt Homes
development to its north has separated it from the bulk of the proposed Local Gap to the north. The
second relates to land at The Paddock and Evergreen to the north of the Friar Oak PH. In both cases
the representations comment that the sites should be included for residential development, and
that their development can be accommodated without impacting on the separation between
Hassocks and Burgess Hill.
Both sites have been assessed for the potential for development as part of the preparation of the
emerging Site Allocations DPD. They are not proposed for development in that Plan. For the purpose
of this examination my role is simply to assess the appropriateness of its inclusion within the
proposed Local Gap.
I have given careful thought to the appropriateness or otherwise of recommending the removal of
these parcel of land from the proposed Local Gap. On the one hand to do so would take account of
their changed circumstances since the development of the Barratt Homes site and the emerging Golf
Course site off London Road. On the other hand, such an approach would depart from the approach
taken elsewhere in the Plan of having a common boundary for the relevant Hassocks built up area
boundary and the relevant Local Gap.
On the balance of the issues I am satisfied that the sites concerned should remain within the
proposed Local Gap. In any event the appropriate mechanism for the potential development of the
sites is the emerging Site Allocations DPD. The sites have already been assessed and the owners
have the potential to pursue the sites through that process as they see fit.
In a broader context I also recommend detailed modifications to the wording used in paragraph
4.14. In particular the submitted text’s use of ‘keep these areas free from development in the longer
term’ is at odds with the specific support to development in the policy itself. In addition, it fails to
take account of the ‘Plan period’ in its rather loose use of ‘the longer term.

March 2020 Page 15

WGNPWG Policy Background Document Countryside and Open Space - Policy 1: Retention
of Local Gaps
I recommend that the parcels of land to the north of Shepherds Walk as now approved for
residential development are excluded from the proposed Hassocks to Burgess Hill Local Gap. This
matter is detailed on the map at Appendix 1 of this report.
In criterion 1 replace ‘or some other.... countryside’ with ‘or other uses which accord with national
and local policies for the use of land and buildings in the countryside’
In criterion 2
o
o

add ‘or Policy SD25 of the South Downs Local Plan as appropriate to the location of the
proposed development’
delete ‘and...Local Gap’

o

In paragraph 4.14 (second e e ce e lace kee he e a ea
L cal Ga
ih e
e
that development in these areas is restricted to that which would be appropriate to
safeguard the separation of the settlements concerned whilst ensuring that sustainable
development take place within the Plan period

o

At the end of paragraph 4.14 add: The policy identifies specific types of development which
would be supported within the identified Local Gaps. It seeks to balance the need for policy
clarity on the one hand with facilitating the sustainable use of land and buildings in the
countryside. This is particularly reflected in the two criteria in the policy. The boundaries of
the Local Gaps where they adjoin Hassocks/Keymer are mostly common with the built-up
area boundary of the village. Development proposals which may arise in a Local Gap
immediately adjacent to built-up area boundary will be determined against both Policy DP6
of the adopted District Plan, Policy SD25 of the South Downs Local Plan and Policy 1 of the
HNP. Whilst these policies overlap Policy 1 of this Plan would have a particular focus on
ensuring that the proposal would not compromise the integrity of the Local Gap concerned.

o

Remove the parcel of land within the application site of planning application DM/19/1897
and DM/18/2342 from the Hassocks - Burgess Hill Local Gap and as shown in Appendix 1.

Hook Neighbourhood Plan 2018-2032
The Hook Neighbourhood Plan was made in October 2019.
The Examiner’s Report on the Hook Neighbourhood Plan 201 -2032 was published in July 2019. In
regard to Policy HK6: Hook to Newnham Gap the Examiner’s advice can be seen below: ref. Pages
28-29 of the report.
Examiner’s Report July 201
Policy HK6: Hook to Newnham Gap
Local Plan Policies CON1 (“Strategic Gaps General Policy”) and CON21 (“Local Gaps”) provide
protection from inappropriate development within gaps that separate settlements from one
another. Policy CON21 includes a gap between Hook and Newnham.
Policy HK6 seeks to maintain a gap between Hook and Newnham, in order to prevent the physical
and visual coalescence of the two settlements. In this respect, Policy HK6 is in general conformity
with the Local Plan.
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Whilst I note that a representation has been made in respect of the fact that the emerging Local Plan
might not include a gap between these two settlements, the emerging Local Plan is precisely that. It
is not an adopted document and its precise final content is, as yet, unknown. The Neighbourhood
Plan is not examined against emerging planning policy.
Whilst the adopted Local Gap policies in the Local Plan pre-date the publication of the first
Framework in 2012, I note that a Planning Inspector, in dismissing a planning appeal a number of
years after the publication of the Framework14 referred to the development proposal as having an
adverse impact on the Local Gap between Hook and Newnham. The Inspector did not consider the
Local Gap policy to run counter to the requirements of national policy and national policy, in the
form of the Framework against which this Neighbourhood Plan must be examined states that
planning policies should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by:
“...recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside...” (Paragraph 170, the
Framework)
The supporting text for Policy HK6 identifies the important role of the countryside around Hook in
respect of, amongst other things, defining local character, providing open space and supporting
wildlife.
The precise boundary of the gap shown on Figure 8.13.1 has emerged through the plan-making
process and I note earlier in this Report that the Neighbourhood Plan was supported by an
appropriate consultation process.
Paragraph 29 of the Framework gives communities the power to develop a shared vision for their
area and the community has sought to maintain an important gap between Hook and Newnham.
The submitted information provides evidence in respect of how the boundaries of the proposed gap,
supported by the community, were determined.
There is no requirement for the Neighbourhood Plan to allocate land for development and there is
no substantive evidence before me to demonstrate that maintaining a gap between Hook and
Newnham would, in itself, mean that Hart District would be prevented from providing housing land
to meet its needs, or would necessarily result in the Neighbourhood Plan failing to contribute to
sustainable development.
The wording of the Policy includes a vague reference to “proposed” developments and fails to
provide for the balanced consideration of harm and benefits, as required in order for the
Neighbourhood Plan to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. These are
matters addressed in the recommendations below.
The final sentence of Paragraph 8.14 reads as a policy, which it is not.
o

o
o

Policy HK6, change wording to “...on Fig .13.1 should not lead to the physical or
visual coalescence of these villages or damage their separate identity.” Delete rest of
Policy
Delete last sentence of Paragraph .14 (“Development in the...identify.”)
Delete Paragraph 8.16 which is not relevant to the Policy

14 Reference: APP/N1730/A/14/2226609.
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As a result of this appraisal of other examples of Neighbourhood Plan Gap Policies and feedback
from relevant examination, the wording of Policy 1 - Retention of Local Gaps - Point 1 - was changed
to:
1. There is no significant reduction in the openness and break between settlements.
3. West Grinstead Local Gaps
There are three separate areas that have been identified for inclusion as Local Gaps and for
identification purposes they have been given the references LG1 (land north of The Rise), LG2 (land
situated in and around Jolesfield Common) and LG3 (land north of The Rosary). (Please see ii) Map of
WGNP Local Gaps in Appendix). The general reasoning for this is because all three sites border the
northern Partridge Green BUAB and at present act as buffers between the Partridge Green BUAB
and the surrounding countryside towards the settlements of Jolesfield and Littleworth. The sites
constitute a network of fields, trees and hedgerows which maintain the break between these
settlements and prevent them from joining. This section highlights why these gaps are considered
special and warrant protection in regard to landscape value and landscape capacity as identified via
assessments carried out by Horsham District Council, West Sussex County Council and West
Grinstead Parish Council. In addition the Working Group have commissioned a third party Landscape
Review Report of the Local Gaps Policy carried out by Lizard Landscape Design and Ecology (LLD).
LLD carried out a review of Horsham District Council’s Landscape Capacity Assessment (2014). The
Capacity Study for LG1 (land north of the Rise) and LG2 (land situated in and around Jolesfield
Common) comes under Landscape Study Area PG1 and LLD’s review of these two sites can be found
on pages 5-6, paras. 3.1 -3.10 of the report. The Capacity Study for LG3 (land north of The Rosary)
comes under Landscape Study Area PG4 and a review of this site can be found on pages 7-8 paras.
3.11-3.15.

a) Landscape Value
The settlements of Partridge Green, Jolesfield and Littleworth were included within Area J3: Cowfold
and Shermanbury Farmlands of the Horsham District Council Landscape Character Assessment 2003,
which covered the eastern part of the Parish (see iii) in Appendix). This historic landscape is
identified by localised areas of open agricultural character and low settlement density. All three of
these sites fall within those boundaries and possess a number of characteristics of landscape value
referred to in the Assessment. The areas generally have an undeveloped rural character with a
number of historic features, including small-scale intricate field patterns of pasture while LG2 also
has some larger scale arable fields. The presence of small fields first cleared from historical
woodland (assarts), probably in medieval times and accompanied by historic shaws and hedgerows
formed following the clearance of the assarts and woodland trees, creates enclosure and restricts
views. A key issue in the Assessment is loss of species-rich hedgerows and shaws, so from both a
historical and biodiversity perspective their presence on these sites makes their protection
important. Another key issue is given as suburban development at Partridge Green and
suburbanisation on main road routes; by protecting these gaps it would be able to prevent further
suburbanisation, especially along the B2135, a main road route that borders sites LG2 and LG3.
Under the Assessment's Planning and Land Management Guidelines attention is brought to the
importance given to conserving the rural undeveloped nature of the landscape and how these
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characteristics can be damaged by large-scale housing. The Guidelines also refer to the need to
respect historic settlement patterns and how development in rural areas should seek to retain a
sense of identity and separation between settlements.
Submission is made that these assessments and guidelines support the policy of maintaining local
gaps on these sites; the key points as to why it is important to maintain these local gaps and keep
them protected are:
i) to conserve the rural undeveloped character of the parish by preventing large scale housing ii) to
maintain historic features
iii) to prevent further suburbanisation of Partridge Green
iv) to ensure any appropriate development responds to historic settlement patterns
v) to retain a sense of identity and separateness between the settlements of Partridge Green,
Jolesfield and Littleworth
Reference is also made to The West Sussex Landscape Character Assessment 2003 (unpublished)
and the West Sussex Land Management Guidelines which followed on from that assessment which
identified Partridge Green, Jolesfield and Littleworth as being within the Eastern Low Weald LW10
(Appendix 2). (See iv) in Appendix.)
The key landscape characteristics, issues and landscape and visual sensitivities of the Eastern Low
Weald, as they relate to Partridge Green, Jolesfield and Littleworth and therefore the West
Grinstead Gaps can be summarised as follows. An arable and pastoral rural landscape with a mosaic
of small and larger fields, scattered woodlands, shaws and hedgerows with hedgerow trees. There
are varied traditional rural buildings with diverse materials including timber framing, while historic
features include historic country houses and farmsteads. The woodland cover and the mosaic of
shaws and hedgerows contribute strongly to the essence of the landscape, giving a high level of
perceived naturalness and a rural quality in the quieter rural landscape to the west. All these
features are relevant to the West Grinstead Gaps and the environment that makes the landscape
here special.
In conclusion the agricultural landscape of the fields around Partridge Green outlined in these
studies has remained undeveloped for centuries and is vital to the landscape value and character of
the area. The fields are irregularly shaped mixed-use open fields of historic and cultural heritage
value, first cleared as assarts and probably dating back to medieval times. They extend north and
west from the Partridge Green BUAB with views across undeveloped agricultural countryside and
open fields giving a special tranquility and a locally distinctive sense of peace to the local population.
The green fields of sites LG1, LG2 and LG3 with their mature hedgerows and trees form an intrinsic
part of this more open countryside which starts from the Partridge Green BUAB and lends a rural
feel to the area; the fields are also acting as vital buffers between the edge of Partridge Green and
the settlements of Jolesfield and Littleworth. Any development into these locations would therefore
create an incursion into the countryside and cause irreversible damage to the special, local
landscape character of this sensitive rural fringe beyond the BUAB; these visual buffers between
Partridge Green and its local hamlets would disappear, becoming merged into one and no longer
having any sense of separation.
b) Landscape Capacity
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Reference is made to The Horsham District Landscape Capacity Study (April 2014), (see v) in
Appendix). This study was based on an assessment of the landscape character and visual sensitivity
to development and landscape value of existing Category 1 and Category 2 settlements within the
Horsham District. The study identified the resulting landscape capacity of parcels of land around
Category 1 and 2 settlements to accommodate housing and employment development and to
identify areas where new development could best be accommodated without unacceptable adverse
landscape and visual impacts. With reference to Partridge Green it is no longer classified as a
Category 2 settlement; under the new Horsham District Planning Framework (Nov. 2015), ref. Policy
3, Strategic Policy Development Hierarchy, its settlement type is now a Medium Village.
The study's specific reference to Partridge Green was as follows:
Partridge Green
As there are no strong physical boundaries to development around Partridge Green, all the
countryside around the settlement has been included within the capacity assessment. The landscape
falls within the Low Weald National Character area, and Horsham District Character Areas J3:
Cowfold and Shermanbury Farmlands, and P2: Upper Adur Valley. Overall the landscape is gently
undulating and comprises a mix of smaller and larger scale fields with some scattered woodlands,
and to the south of the village the course of the River Adur, which has narrow valleys with gentle
sides. Within the assessment area four distinctive landscape study areas are identified, PG1, PG2,
PG3 and PG4.
With regard to the areas that have been identified as Local Gaps, LG1 and LG2 come within
assessment area PG1 and LG3 assessment area PG4. The capacity assessment for area PG1 was
defined as Moderate and area PG4, Low/Moderate. A more detailed definition of these assessments
can be found in Section 4, Extent of the Gaps (below).
c) West Sussex County Council – A Strategy for the West Sussex Landscape – October 2005 (see vi)
in Appendix)
This document referred to the importance of retaining the sense of identity of settlements and
ensuring their separateness when locating development.
d) Partridge Green and Dial Post Design Statement – adopted by Horsham District Council as
Supplementary Planning Guidance (Jan. 2001)
Historically as far back as 2001 with this locally commissioned design statement these Local Gaps are
seen to be valued as areas that are special and important to the local community, their retention
being considered key to maintaining the rural character of Partridge Green and its surrounds; it is
emphasised that sites LG1, LG2, and LG3 all fall within the areas of countryside that separate
Partridge Green, Littleworth and Jolesfield – reference is made specifically to the section on Open
Spaces:
Ref. Section V Design
Ref.6a.1 "Open spaces are an essential part of the landscape. They are an integral part of the rural
character of the area. Even within a village context such as in Partridge Green and Dial Post they
provide important buffers between areas of different uses and character. This is especially true of
the areas of remaining countryside that separate Partridge Green, Jolesfield and Littleworth."

March 2020 Page 20

WGNPWG Policy Background Document Countryside and Open Space - Policy 1: Retention
of Local Gaps
Ref. 6a.2 "The retention of the open areas between Littleworth and Jolesfield and Partridge Green,
centred around Jolesfield Common, together with the gap between Dial Post and the A24 is
considered of key importance by the local communities."
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4. Extent of the Gaps
In this section a justification for the extent of the Gaps is set out, giving the reasons why
they should be protected and providing some explanation as to the boundaries, giving such
considerations as location, the environment, landscape value, landscape capacity, public
feedback from consultation, heritage assets and historical context.
Firstly a reference is made to Resident Feedback from WGNP Consultation:
The West Grinstead Neighbourhood Plan Working Group has undertaken several
consultation events one of which was an exhibition conducting a survey seeking comments
regarding the proposed sites put forward by local landowners and developers for inclusion
in the Neighbourhood Plan. The results of the survey can be found in: (See vii) in Appendix).
Although feedback from consultation only refers to these Local Gaps specifically on a
general basis it is felt that the comments received helps to support and justify the Local
Gaps policy. Residents remarked on the importance of keeping open areas between
Partridge Green, Littleworth and Jolesfield and the maintaining of boundaries between
them. They also expressed views as to how they valued the rural environment, the Downs
Link, the open fields and green spaces, local footpaths and bridleways. The ability to easily
escape the village setting into the quiet and beauty of the surrounding countryside gave
them a sense of tranquility and peace.
(The comments from residents which are relevant to Local Gaps are detailed in viii) in the
Appendix.)
There is also anecdotal evidence that the gaps between Partridge Green and Littleworth
and Jolesfield are an important leisure feature for local residents. There is a circular route
around the village of about 3 miles comprising these gaps along Church Road, Mill Lane and
Littleworth Lane which people regularly use for walking, running and dog-walking. They
choose this route to enjoy the character, history and rural aspects the gaps provide. There
are also allotments and a football pitch situated in Jolesfield, while public footpaths link all
of these areas together.
The Local Gaps are now considered individually.
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LG1 - Land north of The Rise:

i) Location
The site lies outside the built-up area north of Partridge Green and is positioned to the east
of Littleworth Lane and to the north of The Rise, which forms the edge of the built-up area
envelope of Partridge Green. It is situated on the north facing slope of a shallow valley
feature which crosses the site, falling from east to west across the northern edge of
Partridge Green, towards the River Adur valley further west. The site currently comprises a
largely open grassed field extending to approximately 2.3 hectares.
The site boundaries are formed by hedgerows with hedgerow trees, garden hedges, fences
and trees. The western boundary, which abuts Littleworth Lane, consists of a largely
continuous hedgerow of hawthorn, rose and bramble, with occasional ash and hazel. The
hedgerow is between 2-4m in height and varies in density and thickness depending on the
proximity of the canopy of oversailing mature oak trees. The southern boundary is a
boundary in common with the rear garden boundary of properties on The Rise, defined by a
combination of garden fences, extensive bramble and occasional hazel stools and mature
oak standards.
The eastern boundary consists of blackthorn and hawthorn with bramble and elder to a
height of 3- 5m. The hedgerow is gappy and outgrown and includes a number of mature oak
standards and occasional holly. A steel field gate in the north-east corner leads into the
adjacent field. The northern boundary is vegetated on either side of the stream which forms
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the site boundary. The hedgerow includes hawthorn, blackthorn and willow and a number
of mature and semi-mature ash and oak standards.
The site is roughly rectangular in shape and slopes gently downwards towards the north
from a high point just to the east of the centre of the southern boundary. The northern
boundary and part of the eastern boundary are also formed by existing drainage ditches,
with the northern ditch forming a stream. Littleworth Lane defines the western boundary to
the site and is a narrow rural lane running north from Partridge Green to Littleworth. The
lane is fronted by residential properties and the primary school within the settlement of
Partridge Green whereas to the north of the village there is more general containment
provided by mature trees and hedgerows. The leafy containment of the lane, noticeable in
summer, gives way to a more open aspect during the winter months with adjacent fields
more open to view. The road is generally more open and less treed around Blanche’s Farm
and within Littleworth to the north.
The Grade II listed properties of Beauchamps and The Barn (17th century) and Blanches
House (16th century) are located to the north of the site, but set approximately 75m away
and separated by an area of rough grassland and scrub. The existing properties, largely
single storey in nature, located along The Rise to the south are positioned approximately
12m from the edge of the site. Open fields exist to both the east and west of the site.

LG1 View A - Looking south-east to The Rise and the northern Partridge Green BUAB.
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LG1 View B - Looking west to Joles Farm from Littleworth Lane.

LG1 View C Looking north along Littleworth Lane towards Blanches Farm.

ii) Heritage Assets
A referral is made to the importance of site LG1 from a local cultural heritage perspective in
respect to the fact it is very close to the locations of a number of Grade 2 Listed Buildings.
The Gap between Partridge Green and Littleworth encompasses the following:
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Blanche's Farm – an Historic Farmstead including a medieval 16th century farmhouse
on site.
Beauchamps – a 17th century or earlier post-medieval timber-framed building.
Barn north of Beauchamps – 18th century, post-medieval.
Haynes Farmhouse – probably 17th century, post-medieval.
The position of these historic buildings in very close proximity to site LG1 was a key issue
highlighted by the appeal inspector in her decision to dismiss the appeal from Rydon Homes
into their proposed development (ref. DC/13/1187). The inspector was of the opinion that
the significance of a heritage asset derived not just from its physical presence and historic
fabric but also from its setting. She considered that Blanches had an immediate discernible
historic farmstead setting which included the small-holding land, the wider agricultural land
and therefore the wider rural landscape. Her further considered opinion was that
Beauchamps and The Barn due to their proximity to Blanches and their historic relationship
were also drawn into the overall setting of the traditional agricultural building in a wider
agricultural setting. The logical presumption was consequently that site LG1 was therefore
situated within the wider historic farmstead setting and its neighbouring listed buildings.
The inspector concluded that the intensity of the proposed development would obliterate
any sense of a transitional approach from the hard urban edge of the village to the setting of
the heritage assets and draw development of an intense domestic suburban nature towards
the farmstead and its open pastoral setting. It would also erode to a harmful degree
separation between the listed buildings and the built-up area of Partridge Green. (Please
find relevant comments from the inspector's decision in ix) of the Appendix).
The inspector's decision underlines the fact that site LG1 lies within a very special area of
the parish as part of an historic setting going back to medieval times. From this point of view
alone it warrants protection.
iii) Landscape Value Partridge Green to Littleworth Gap
Reference is made to the following Landscape Assessment of LG1 commissioned by HDC in
advance of the appeal inquiry in October 2014 and carried out by Hankinson Duckett
Associates in September 2014. (See xi) in the Appendix.)
The assessment considered the extent and character of the gap comprising site LG1
experienced by householders in The Rise, Beauchamps and Blanches (in winter months) and
by walkers and drivers using Littleworth Lane; the site together with the rural character of
Littleworth Lane formed an attractive approach to the village. It was felt that the site clearly
contributed to the pastoral landscape character of the area both to the setting of Partridge
Green and also as part of the general rural landscape. In regard to landscape sensitivity the
issue of separation was considered significant as there was only a gap of approximately 180
metres between settlements in the location. In addition the site provided part of the welldefined and rural separation between Partridge Green and Littleworth. This sense of
openness and separation between Partridge Green and Littleworth was with the exception
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of a small field adjacent to Beauchamps provided exclusively by site LG1 and so the
sensitivity of the gap between the settlements including site LG1 was judged to be High. In
conclusion the assessment stated that reasoning was based on the limited extent of
undeveloped land between Partridge Green and Littleworth and the rural character of the
landscape which formed part of a characteristic pattern of landscape north of the village
and the setting of Blanche's Farm. It was clear that site LG1 contributed significantly to the
rural and undeveloped character of the area.

iv) Landscape Capacity
Reference is made to the Horsham District Landscape Capacity Study (April 2014) which
identifies four character areas around Partridge Green. Site LG1 falls within Area PG1 which
includes all the fields adjacent to the settlement to the north and east of the village,
between Church Road and the B2116. (see x) of the Appendix).
Under Landscape Character Sensitivity the study area PG1 makes reference to the attractive
approach to the village along Littleworth Lane, which makes up the western boundary of
site LG1. Under Visual Sensitivity the landscape close to site LG1 is again mentioned in
connection with the increased visual sensitivity further north in the area as the land rises
and as considered from Littleworth Lane.

LG2 - Land situated in and around Jolesfield Common
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i) Location
This area of land, approximately 29.75 ha. in size, covers a large tract of open countryside
and fields between Partridge Green, Jolesfield and Littleworth. The site borders the
northern Partridge Green BUAB to the south, the B2135 Jolesfield Road to the west and part
of Mill Lane to the north. The eastern boundary follows Littleworth Lane approximately as
far as Blanche's Farm and then cuts in to trace a zig-zag path around the western boundaries
of the various properties backing onto Littleworth Lane further north, before rejoining Mill
Lane. It encloses all the land that surrounds Jolesfield Common at its centre and which acts
as a buffer in preventing coalescence between Partridge Green, Jolesfield and Littleworth
and for this reason its boundaries have been defined.

LG2 View A - Looking north to Joles Farm from northern Partridge Green BUAB.
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LG2 View B - Looking north-ea
B2135 and Littleworth Lane.
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LG2 View C - Looking south-east to Joles Farm from the B2135.

ii) Environment
In justifying the extent of the Gap reference is first made to the following environmental
considerations. It includes the property of Joles Farm, a Grade 2 listed building and its
surrounding estate of fields and farmland. Jolesfield Common is situated to the north of
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Joles Farm a large part of which is used as a recreation ground by local residents; there is
also a wooded area to the east and a public footpath running parallel to the recreation
ground which links the B2135 Jolesfield Road and Littleworth Lane. West Grinstead Parish
Council are responsible for the upkeep and maintenance of the recreation ground, the
public footpath and the car-park to the north of the recreation ground, including its access
track from the B2135. To the north of Jolesfield Common is an area of allotments used by
the Jolesfield Allotments Association for the benefit of local residents. There are other areas
of land surrounding Jolesfield Common which are in private ownership.
iii) Site Planning History
Within the area of LG2, in the north-west corner at the junction of the B2135 and Mill Lane,
the Gap would also protect a large field of approximately 1.563 ha. in area, which was put
forward as a possible site for development within the WGNP on behalf of a private client by
Tim Rodway of Rodway Planning Consultancy. (Two maps showing a location plan and a site
plan with annotations are shown in xii) of the Appendix).
iv) Heritage Assets
A referral is made to the importance of site LG2 from a local cultural heritage perspective in
respect to the fact it contains or borders the locations of a number of Grade 2 Listed
Buildings.
The Gap between Partridge Green and Littleworth encompasses the following:
o Blanche's Farm – an Historic Farmstead including a medieval 16th century
farmhouse on site.
o Beauchamps – a 17th century or earlier post-medieval timber-framed
building.
o Barn north of Beauchamps – 18th century, post-medieval.
o Haynes Farmhouse – probably 17th century, post-medieval.
The Gap between Partridge Green and Jolesfield encompasses the following:
o Midway House – dated 1787, post-medieval.
o Eastcot – 17th century building, post-medieval.
Most importantly site LG2 contains Joles Farm, an historic farmstead including a medieval
16th century timber-framed house. Reference has already been made how the inspector at
the Rydon Homes appeal considered the significance of a heritage asset should not merely
be defined from its physical presence and its historic fabric, but also from its historic
farmstead setting including the wider agricultural land and the wider rural landscape. The
farmstead setting and the historic agricultural land belonging to Joles Farm takes up a large
portion of site LG2 and is an integral part of the immediate rural landscape. For this reason
it is special to the community and important to be protected.

March 2020 Page 28

WGNPWG Policy Background Document Countryside and Open Space - Policy
1: Retention of Local Gaps Part Two

v) Landscape Value
In regard to the Landscape Value of this site reference is made to the Horsham District
Council Landscape Character Assessment 2003 (above). They identify the quiet rural
character of the area and the high level of perceived naturalness, features which are
recognised as being sensitive to the adverse effects of incremental development. Where
land is identified as having capacity for development the assessments advise care in the
location and scale of proposed development so as to ensure that the sense of identity and
separateness of rural settlements is maintained and the setting to settlements is not
adversely affected. In the wider landscape to the north of the site the undulating Wealdon
landscape continues uninterrupted to Cowfold. To the south of the site the River Adur valley
becomes more clearly defined with the confluence of the two arms of the river to the south
of Partridge Green.
The landscape local to the site LG2 is characterised by historic fields of an open agricultural
character which extend north from the Partridge Green BUAB to Jolesfield Common and a
dispersed settlement pattern which begins from the northern edge of Partridge Green –
characteristics typical of J3 LCA. They are small to medium-sized fields of mixed farmland,
predominately fields in pasture, where field boundaries are defined by a well-developed
network of species-rich hedgerows, with mature hedgerow trees and occasional copses and
small woodlands, notably north of Staples Hill. These historic shaws and hedgerows date
back centuries when they were formed following clearance of assarts (woodland trees) and
are vital to landscape character. This special local landscape also has value as part of the
wider recreational landscape of J3 LCA and the special value attached to this landscape
would be lost if as visual buffers they were allowed to disappear and the countryside
between Partridge Green and its neighbouring hamlets became merged into one.
vi) Landscape Capacity
Referral is made to the Horsham District Landscape Capacity Study (April 2014) which
identifies four character areas around Partridge Green. The southern part of site LG2 falls
within Area PG1 which includes all the fields adjacent to the settlement to the north and
east of the village, between Church Road to the west and the B2116 to the south. (see x) in
the Appendix). The area of site LG2 covered by area PG1 has a rough northern boundary
south of Joles Farm and is bordered in the west by Church Road, in the south by the B2116
and in the east by Littleworth Lane.
Under Landscape Character Sensitivity the study area PG1 makes reference to the attractive
approach to the village along Littleworth Lane, which makes up the eastern boundary of site
LG2. Under Visual Sensitivity the landscape appropriate to site LG2 is again mentioned in
connection with the increased visual sensitivity further north in the area as the land rises
and as considered from Littleworth Lane and also in regard to the attractive views that can
be obtained towards the parish church. The character of the rural landscape is judged to be
in good condition due to the intact hedgerow pattern. The overall Landscape Capacity of
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study area PG1 as a whole is judged as Moderate, but submission is made that as the study
mentions the landscape around site LG2 in more specific terms it could be judged as having
greater sensitivity to potential development than other parts of the study area.

LG3 - Land north of The Rosary:

i) Location
The site is located north-west of the village of Partridge Green lying west of Church Road
behind an extensive line of mature trees, and east of the public bridleway that follows the
old railway line, known as the Downs Link. To the south of the site lie the relatively recently
developed units of housing known as The Rosary and Bedford Square and to the north the
grounds of Jolesfield House. The area is largely rectangular in shape has a rural landscape
character and comprises of two fields bounded by well treed hedgerows/shaws covering a
total area of approximately 5ha. The boundary between the southern and northern
boundary field is somewhat fragmented, with intermittent groups of large mature trees
remaining, but without hedgerow.
It is bounded to the west by the important and well used long distance route of the Downs
Link, partly raised on embankment above the site. To the east it is bounded by a strong tree
lined hedgerow along Church Road which makes a valuable contribution to the approach
into the landscape setting of the village of Partridge Green. Housing to the east of Church
Road consists of nine properties which are elevated and set well back from the road. The
housing serves to shield the development at Staples Hill from view and therefore the
perception of being on the edge of a settlement is muted. The views across the fields to the
west and the Downs Link give a sense of being close to the open countryside. The northern
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boundary backing on to the Jolesfield House estate is lined by a group of mature trees set in
amongst a long line of intermittent hedgerows which are sparse in winter months.
The RPS archaeological desk-based assessment, commissioned by Reside, is inaccurate in its
assertion that, ref. Para. 4.30 . The stream to the north of the site demarks the historic
extent of Partridge Green,
A 1964 conveyancing map (see appendix) shows the
boundary between Jolesfield House and the field to the south described as follows.
Boundary mainly undefined but considered to be the line of rough hedge to the south of the
oak trees The stream is shown as being some yards north of the boundary with both banks
clearly within the grounds of Jolesfield House. Therefore there is no possibility that the
stream has ever constituted a boundary between Jolesfield and Partridge Green or been an
indicator for the northern-most edge of Partridge Green. In this context it must be noted
that the grounds of Jolesfield House also include an irregularly shaped triangle alongside
Church Road and this extends 70 metres south of the stream. This portion of land gives a
clear insight to the fact that, at this point, Jolesfield extends significantly further south than
contended by Reside and lies to the west of the road whilst Partridge Green sits to the east.
The southern boundary abuts the gardens of properties in The Rosary and during winter
months Jolesfield House is visible across the fields of LG3 from this viewpoint. In journeying
along the B2135 Church Road from Partridge Green there is a sense of leaving the village
once the BUAB is reached at The Rosary. The road ahead winds away out of sight and with
the few houses to the east set well back and the fields of LG3 now apparent to the west the
urban surround is left behind. Within a few hundred yards the distinctly rural feel of the
hamlet of Jolesfield is arrived at with wide, open countryside to the east and the historic
buildings of 19th century settlement, including The Green Man inn, set back from the road to
the west.
The land is enclosed in character, but views over its extent are readily seen (particularly
outside summer months) from the Downs Link. Glimpses from a public footpath (1847) to
the northern boundary are also available as well as views into the site across the triangle of
land forming the entrance to Jolesfield House.
The topography is undulating. It sits on a valley side rising moderately from north-west to
south- east, becoming slightly steeper in the southern field.
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LG3 View A Looking east from the Downs Link across to St. Michael's church.

LG3 View B Looking north-west from Church Road to Jolesfield House.
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LG3 View C Looking north from The Rosary to Jolesfield House.

ii) Historical Context
Reference is made to the important and special local historical context of the two fields that
comprise this site. At present the fields lie outside the Partridge Green BUAB and it is clear
from significant historical evidence that for the last 150 years the two fields have always
been part of the hamlet of Jolesfield, while for 90 years until 1961 they were part of the
Jolesfield House estate.
Their specific connection dates back at least to the early
’s when Jolesfield House, a
country residence was built. An 1875 ordnance survey map of West Sussex is the first map
to show Jolesfield House and its estate. The grounds of the estate were extensive and
included the two fields in question to the south plus other fields to the west and north. The
1871 census makes no mention of Jolesfield House. The first recorded residents appear in
the 1881 census and list a Captain Vesey R.N. (later Admiral and aide-de camp to the LordLieutenant of Ireland), his wife Harriet and servants (including a groom). Jolesfield House
became an integral part of the hamlet of Jolesfield and was situated some 130m from the
heart of the community at the Green Man Inn and less than 250m from Jolesfield School. It
is clear from the census that Jolesfield and Partridge Green were recorded as distinctly
separate settlements and also clear from the OS maps of 1875 and 1896 as to the status of
Jolesfield as a separate hamlet.
The 1891 census shows Charles Vesey still living at Jolesfield House but by 1901 the census
now reveals it to be in the ownership of Robert J. Frank, who occupied it until his death in
1924.
March 2020 Page 33

WGNPWG Policy Background Document Countryside and Open Space - Policy
1: Retention of Local Gaps Part Two

Another West Sussex ordnance survey map of 1914 also shows the site clearly marked as
being part of the Jolesfield House estate. (See xiii) in the Appendix.) The estate's boundary
ends where the BUAB boundary of Partridge Green is situated now.

Jolesfield House Conveyancing History
A detailed conveyancing history of Jolesfield House has been compiled tracking back the
ownership and extent of the estate to the beginning of the 20 th century. The attached plans
show how site LG3 has always been part of the estate until fragmentation in 1960.
Conveyance 1926 Mrs L M Frank (vendor) and Hilda May Allport of Jolesfield House
and surrounding grounds including both fields north of The Rosary as well as land
to the west of the railway line. Plan below.

March 2020 Page 34

WGNPWG Policy Background Document Countryside and Open Space - Policy
1: Retention of Local Gaps Part Two

Conveyance 1932 between the executors of Hilda May Allport (died 1930) and Cecily
Phyllis Thomson Glover (Purchaser) of Jolesfield House and all the land contained in the
1926 conveyance. Plan below.
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Conveyance 1934 Cecily Phyllis Thomson Glover (Vendor) and Henry Cecil Hextall (Purchaser)
the plots of land to the west of the railway line.
Conveyance 1934 Cecily Phyllis Thomson Glover (Vendor) and Charles Bristow Jones
purchaser Freezers Cottage containing about acre to the north of the footpath
Mrs.Thomson-Glover then sold the estate in 1938 to Ralph Percival Sidebottom:
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Conveyance 1938 Cicely Phyllis Thomson Glover (Vendor) and Ralph Percival Sidebottom
(Purchaser) all those plots of land shaded on the plan. See below.
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Conveyance 1960 Ralph Percival Sidebottom (Vendor), Ivor Donnelly (Purchaser) and Sydney
Freeman (Sub-Purchaser) in which Jolesfield House was sold to Sydney Freeman and the
remaining estate to Mr Donnelly. (See Plan below included showing the land estate sold to
Mr Freeman).

It was only upon his death in 1960 that the land was sold once more and this time
fragmented, leaving the grounds of Jolesfield House as they are today and the two fields in
separate ownership (significantly, the fields are also in the same ownership as the land
which wraps around Jolesfield to the west).
In subsequent years properties were sold from the north of the estate (former stables and
outhouses, now known as Joleswood and Jolesfield Grange – previously Peartree Cottage).
Jolesfield House was subsequently divided into 2 properties (Jolesfield House and Orchard
House) but has since reverted to a single residence.
A plan (below) showing boundaries of Jolesfield House at or around time of 1964
Conveyance shows and describes boundary between Jolesfield House and the field to the
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South as mainly undefined but considered to be line of rough hedge to South of oak trees .
This is not a strong boundary as it is not a natural or historical feature. It is likely it has only
become strengthened because of the threat of development to the south.

There is no evidence to suggest the site was ever historically in Partridge Green; by keeping
these fields free from development their historic connection as part of the Jolesfield House
estate and their intrinsic value as a special part of the local, rural character of the area is
being maintained. Any development on this site would a) be causing coalescence between
Partridge Green and Jolesfield by physically closing the gap and b) taking place on land that
is not in Partridge Green but in Jolesfield due to its connections as part of the original
Jolesfield House estate.

iii) Heritage Assets
The importance of site LG3 from a local cultural heritage perspective is also
considered in respect to the fact there are three Grade 2 listed buildings within
300m of the site. Any proposed development would have the potential to impact the
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significance of these buildings through the alteration of their extended setting by
expanding the urban area of Partridge Green further west and north.
The Gap between Partridge Green and Jolesfield encompasses the following:
Joles Farm – an Historic Farmstead including Joles Farm a medieval 16th century
timber- framed house is located c.250m to the north-east.
Midway House – dated 1787, post-medieval.
Eastcot – a 17th century, post-medieval building consisting of painted brick with a
tiled roof and casement windows, some with pointed gothic frames, located c.250m
to the north.
All of these are Grade 2 Listed Buildings.
Although not Grade 2 listed Jolesfield House, whose grounds border the northern
boundary of site LG3, is a notable building within the vicinity of the site and the
house and its settings may be considered by Horsham District Council as a nondesignated heritage asset. Outside summer months Jolesfield House is clearly visible
from the site as well as from the Downs Link to the west. The grounds are also visible
from the B2135 Church Road. It is clear that site LG3 makes a contribution to the
historic interest of Jolesfield House as a significant residence through its setting
within the grounds of the estate for nearly 100 years.
The site of a National School known as Jolesfield School, was opened between 18691875 and is located c.275m to the north. It has now been converted to residential
use.

iv) Landscape Value
Referral is made to HDC's Development Management Planning Committee South report
November 2016 into the proposed development application (DC/16/2064), from The
Manser Practice, submitted September 2016. (See xv) of the Appendix.) In paragraph 6.9 the
report commented upon the issue of coalescence between Partridge Green and Jolesfield,
with particular reference to the 2001 Partridge Green and Dial Post Design Statement SPG.
Attention was brought to the importance of keeping open spaces between settlements and
how they are an essential part of a landscape and integral to the rural character of an area
providing important buffers between locations of different usage and character. This was
especially true of the spaces of remaining open countryside that separated Partridge Green
and Jolesfield, open areas being of special significance and key importance to the local
community. The report was of the opinion that development on the west side of Church
Road (i.e.LG3) would add to the encroachment between Partridge Green and Jolesfield and
increase the diminishing effect of the gap. It also felt that the guidance in the Design
Statement SPG added weight to the need to ensure that the prospect of development
maintained distinction between Partridge Green and Jolesfield while simultaneously
protecting the rural character and setting of Jolesfield, including Jolesfield House and other
historical properties further to the north. Reference was also made to the HDC Landscape
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Architect highlighting the importance of maintaining the separate character of these two
areas.
In addition, the Local Distinctiveness Study of West Sussex (2013) complements and
expands upon the landscape character assessment of West Sussex and the associated land
management guidelines.
The following relevant guidance is provided within the Low Weald Local Distinctiveness
Guidance section and is applicable to Jolesfield House and its estate.
Historic Landscape
Protect, conserve and enhance.... Historic buildings churches, farmsteads, manor
houses, country houses.
Key Settlement Characteristics
Maintain, protect and enhance where possible......Existing country houses and their
settings while avoiding further erosion of the rural pattern of the landscape.
v) Landscape Capacity
Reference is made to the Horsham District Landscape Capacity Study (April 2014) which
identified four character areas around Partridge Green, site LG3 lies within Area PG4, (see
xvi) of the Appendix), which covers a wider study area within the western surrounding fields
of Partridge Green. Under Landscape Sensitivity the study brought attention to the
attractive views to the wider countryside to the west and the mostly rural landscape of the
area, both features appertaining and relevant to site LG3. In regard to Landscape Value
reference was made to the important amenity value provided by the Downs Link, the longdistance footpath and bridleway which forms the western boundary of site LG3. The overall
Landscape Capacity of Area PG4 was judged as Low/Moderate, the definition of which is
having only the potential to be able to accommodate development in limited locations
without unacceptable adverse landscape and visual impacts or compromising the values
attached to it.

vi) Environment - The Downs Link
Reference is made to the close proximity of this site to the Downs Link, a 37 mile shared
route for walkers, horse-riders and cyclists linking the North Downs Way to the South
Downs Way. It largely follows the route of the disused railway line from Guildford to
Shoreham-on-Sea. The entire western boundary site WG3 runs parallel with the Link. The
leisure and recreational value of the Downs Link for local residents is considerable and has
been documented in consultation feedback.
The importance of the Downs Link and the impact of any development on this site to its
landscape value was acknowledged in HDC's Landscape Internal Consultation, May 2015, a
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consultation report into the proposed development on this site (ref.DC/14/0820), which
stated :
The site,
"is bounded to the west by the important and well used long distance route of the Downs
Link, partly raised on embankment above the site. To the east it is bounded by a strong tree
lined hedgerow along Church Road which makes a valuable contribution to the approach
into and the landscape setting of the village of Partridge Green
1. The site is relatively enclosed in character but views are possible from the Downs Link and
from a public footpath to the north.
The close proximity of development in the south west corner of the site to the long -distance
recreational route of the Downs Link is likely also to give rise to significant adverse visual
impacts on users. Moreove,r there is a lack of certainty more generally along the western
site boundary as to how visual impacts from the Downs Link would be mitigated, bearing in
mind it is situated partly on an embankment, above existing site levels and where existing
vegetation screening will be much less effective in winter".
It should be noted that since the Landscape and Visual Appraisal report by Barton Willmore
in September 2019 (see Part Three - "Response to Reg. 14 Submissions") the landscape
along the entire western boundary of LG3 has been opened up considerably by a
combination of the recent works in resurfacing and clearing the Downs Link (most of the
low-lying evergreen laurel has been cut down) and also the trees that have fallen in the
recent storms.
Summary
In the sections above it has been the intention to show why these three Local Gaps should
be kept free from development by giving the reasons for their special value to the local
community. All three sites have their location alongside part of the northern Partridge
Green BUAB and act as buffers towards the northern settlements of Jolesfield and/or
Littleworth, thereby preventing coalescence. All of the areas have rich historical landscape
character value as outlined in the landscape assessment studies referenced in Section 3
West Grinstead Gaps (above) and are situated within the immediate landscape of a number
of heritage assets, also of considerable historical and cultural value. All of the areas also
sustain the environment via a wide tapestry of wildlife including nightingales nesting in the
scrub bordering the Downs Link and barn owls and kestrels quartering the fields. The
landscape capacity for development within these areas should be considered in regard to
HDPF Policy 27 as for a variety of reasons development would be contrary to this policy,
notably because there would be a reduction in the break between the settlements and also
because urbanising effects such as increased lighting, traffic movements and ribbon
development along road corridors would be created within the settlement gaps. Finally it
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has also been shown how local residents expressed views as to how they valued the Downs
Link, the open fields and green spaces, local footpaths and bridleways making up the rural
environs of Partridge Green. The ability to easily escape the village setting into the quiet and
beauty of the surrounding countryside of which the Local Gaps are an essential part gave
them a sense of calm and peacefulness.

Addendum Landscape Value and Capacity
Prior to Regulation 14 consultation this document had largely relied on Horsham District
Council for the Landscape Value and Capacity assessments contained within. However
following the commission of Lizard Landscape Design to carry out a Landscape Review in
response to Regulation 14 representations their additional documents have now been
submitted in support of Policy 1 – Retention of Local Gaps. It is felt that this most recent
Landscape Value and Capacity assessment has the advantage of being current and focussed
specifically on the Local Gaps in question. (See Lizard Landscape and Design – Draft West
Grinstead Neighbourhood Plan – Local Gaps Policy – Landscape Review – February 2020).
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5. Response to Regulation 14 Consultation Representations – Policy 1 – Retention of Local
Gaps
The Working Group received four main consultation representations from the following
interested parties.
1) Rydon Homes
2) Horsham District Council
3) Reside Developments
4) Gladman Developments Ltd.
The Working Group have reviewed the submissions by the above interested parties with
respect to the proposed Local Gap Designation. They have also reviewed the areas proposed
as to whether any amendments should be made to the extent of the Gaps.
As part of this update and in order to review all these representations on landscape grounds
with regard to the proposed Local Gap Designation, the services of Lizard Landscape Design
LLD e e emplo ed o p o ide a Local Gap Polic Land cape Re ie Repo The LLD
report included a recommendation regarding areas which could be removed from the
proposed Gap which the Working Group have considered: the outcome being that Local Gap
2A has been removed from the proposed Local Gap Designation. (ref. LLD Report Page 18)
In addition a reappraisal has been made of higher tier guidance both national and strategic
on the use of gap policies and a new appraisal made of other examples of Neighbourhood
Plan gap policies and feedback from relevant examinations.
However it was also felt that in some instances a direct response to the comments received
was needed to be provided by the Working Group. It is important to stress that the LLD
epo ho ld be ead in conj nc ion i h all he Wo king G o p e pon e

1) Sigma Planning Services on behalf of Rydon Homes
A representation was submitted by Sigma Planning Services on behalf of Rydon Homes who
have an interest in the land north of The Rise, Partridge Green, designated as LG1 within the
WGNP Local Gaps Policy.
In regard to the representation from Rydon Homes it was considered by the Working Group
that Rydon were supportive of Policy 1 in general but were critical of the extent of LG1. In
this respect it was felt sufficient for the submission to be reviewed on landscape grounds by
LLD as well as the above.
Their response can be fo nd in he Local Gap Polic - Land cape Re ie
(See pages 16-18: paras.5.21 - 5.29)
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2) Horsham District Council (HDC)
The review of this submission on landscape grounds, with regard to the proposed Local Gap
Designation was carried out by LLD.
Thei e pon e can be fo nd can be fo nd in he Local Gap Polic - Land cape Re ie
(See Pages 11-14: Paras. 5.2 - 5.14)
However in ligh of HDC commen in ega d o Polic
Re en ion of Local Gap of he
WGNP Reg.14 pre-submission draft, it was also felt important to make the following
observations.
Although in essence HDC supports the policy it is considered that over the past three years
he e ha e been incon i encie and con adic ion in HDC comm nica ion and app oach
in the lead-up to their final recommendations.
The initial Local Gaps background paper was produced in July 2017 and a meeting was
arranged to discuss thi and o he backg o nd pape
i h No man K an HDC Senio
th
Neighbourhood Plan Officer. At the meeting on 18 July 2017 he made a number of
suggestions and recommendations for making the paper more robust. In none of these did
he refer to the three sites chosen for Local Gap designation and in fact a letter from him the
da befo e had de c ibed he backg o nd pape a compelling
The next communication from HDC regarding the Local Gaps policy came a year later in July
2018 with the WGNP Healthcheck Comments. Whoever reviewed the NP at this stage was
unaware of the existence of the background paper in regard to Policy 1 Retention of Local
Gaps. Para.2.6 stated The pecific commen on Polic highligh ha a rob e idence
paper should be produced to ppor he Local Gap polic
HDC went on to say they
considered all three Local Gaps had capacity for development, but in the absence of reading
the background paper they added, i i al o no apparen hich e lemen
o ld coale ce
should developmen ake place
As a result in August 2018 the background document was resubmitted to Norman Kwan at
HDC who confirmed it had been sent to Specialist Officers for review. However this lack of
communication within the NP department at HDC was a concern. The concern was
exacerbated over the next five months as despite being chased by phone and email the
document was not returned or commented upon until a letter was received on 22 nd January
In he le e he backg o nd doc men a app ai ed b HDC s Senior Landscape
Officer with specific reference to its local gap designation for the first time since being
submitted over eighteen months previously. It was a surprise at this very late stage that
recommendations were only now being made for alterations in the Local Gap designations
and it was felt there were contradictions and inconsistencies in what was being suggested.
These have been summarised below.
A) LG1 HDC were happy that this gap remained intact... he capaci for de elopmen i
considered limited or low as it would result in the loss of the awareness of a spatial break
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between Partridge Green and Littleworth and therefore loss of their identity as separate
e lemen
This was despite the site being allocated within the SHELAA.
It also contradicted the findings of the planning inspector who considered this site when it
was the subject of appeal in 2015.
Ref. DC/13/1187 Proposed Development of 58 Homes - Rydon - Appeal Decision notice
12/5/15
The planning inspector's report dismissed the appeal largely on grounds of proximity to
heritage sites. Her comments in regard to coalescence between settlements were as
follows.
Para.38....."It is suggested that the proposal would result in a perceived coalescence
between Partridge Green and Littleworth. I consider this to be a consideration as part of
character and appearance".
Para.39...." While those travelling between Partridge Green and Littleworth would be aware
of the new development in respect of the perceived separation between the two settlements
the extent of the open nature of the expansive countryside off towards Jolesfield is sufficient
to maintain the distinction between village and hamlet. Therefore I consider the break
between settlements would be maintained both in actual and perceived e m
B) LG2 HDC suggested this gap be amended to leave the fields immediately adjacent to the
settlement boundary outside of the LG designation. This was contrary to the two fields in
question never having been allocated within the SHELAA and also being cited by the
planning inspector at the Rydon appeal (see above) as key in avoiding coalescence between
settlements. It is also worth noting the two fields are within the estate and setting of Joles
Farm a Grade 2 listed farmhouse to the north.
C) LG3 HDC felt that this gap should also be amended to include only the most northern
field and leave the southern field closest to the settlement boundary free from such policy
restriction.
This is inconsistent with the view taken by HDC's landscape officer re the proposed
development on this site in 2016 (DC/16/2064) ref. HDC's Development Management
Planning Committee South report November 2016. In paragraph 6.9 the report commented
upon the issue of coalescence between Partridge Green and Jolesfield with particular
reference to the 2001 Partridge Green and Dial Post Design Statement SPG. The report was
of the opinion that development on the west side of Church Road (LG3) would add to the
encroachment between Partridge Green and Jolesfield and increase the diminishing effect
of the gap. It also felt that the guidance in the Design Statement SPG added weight to the
need to ensure that the prospect of development- maintained distinction between Partridge
Green and Jolesfield while simultaneously protecting the rural character and setting of
Jolesfield, including Jolesfield House and other historical properties further to the north.
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Reference was also made to the HDC Landscape Architect highlighting the importance of
maintaining the separate character of these two areas.
Following this letter, a meeting was arranged to discuss the reasoning behind the comments
with HDC Neighbourhood Plan and Landscape officers on 23rd April 2019. At the meeting the
landscape officer reiterated her position but interestingly, to add further inconsistencies to
the situation, it was suggested by HDC that LG1 might yet support moderate development
(even if it was designated as a strategic gap) if it was accessed off The Rise. The conclusion
at the end of the meeting was an agreement between both parties that there was a
subjective element in the assessment of what should constitute a gap and its extent. It was
also agreed that other criteria beyond the remit of a landscape officer may be worthy of
consideration. On this basis the NP officer felt that if the Working Group wanted to go
ahead with the policy as drafted then it was their decision and HDC could not insist on
alteration b
o ld commen a Reg la ion a pe he heal hcheck
HDC commen a Reg la ion came in a le e f om Ga in C
en NP office on rd
September 2019. The letter demonstrated inconsistencies in approach with further
escalation in the criticism of LG2 and LG3 as designated Local Gaps. From i i
recommended local gap LG and LG are amended
(letter 22 January 2019) the advice
now became i i rongl ad i ed LG and LG are amended f r hermore he propo ed
gap LG3 is considered to be inappropriate and would be contrary to Policy 27 of the HDPF.
The propo ed gap doe no f nc ion o pre en coale cence i h ano her e lemen
This information was being given for the first time more than two years after NP officers had
first seen the background document and with no explanation for this conclusion, other, we
believe, that the gaps included sites within the SHELAA (and notwithstanding the fact that
our understanding has been that for a site to be included within the SHELAA it has been
subjected only to limited assessment).
It is important to reference LG3 with the above statement as HDPF Policy 27 states Landscapes will be protected from development which would result in the coalescence of
settlements.
Development between settlements will be resisted unless it can be demonstrated that:
i) There is no significant reduction in the openness and 'break' between settlements.
The distance between the Partridge Green BUAB and the grounds of Jolesfield House is
approx. 300m - building on the southern field would reduce this distance to approx. 120m, a
significant reduction in the openness and 'break' of approx. 60%. It would result in physical
and visual coalescence between Partridge Green and Jolesfield.
ii) It does not generate urbanising effects within the settlement gap, including artificial
lighting, development along key road corridors and traffic movements.
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Any development would generate the urbanising effects listed above not least because the
B2135 (Church Road) that runs alongside LG3 is one of only two key road corridors into
Partridge Green linking the A24 with the A283 at Steyning.
HDC have also made no response to the evidence that the entire site of LG3 is historically
related to Jolesfield rather than to Partridge Green and that it is part of a parcel of land that
surrounds Jolesfield to the south and west.
In summary evidence suggests that the rationale from HDC regarding their support or
otherwise of the designated local gaps is poorly developed, particularly in relationship to
the SHELAA. It is also felt that despite an ongoing dialogue their communication in regard to
recommendations for amendments to the designated Local Gaps has been inconsistent
since the initial reception of the background document in 2017.
3) A representation was submitted by White Young Green, including a letter, an
archaeological desk based assessment by the RPS group and a Landscape and Visual
Appraisal by Barton Willmore Planning/Design/Delivery (see appendix I Barton Wilmore –
Land to the north of the Rosary: Landscape and Visual Appraisal) – on behalf of Reside
Developments Ltd. who have an interest in the land north of The Rosary, Partridge Green,
designated as LG3 within the WGNP Local Gaps Policy.
The review of this submission on landscape grounds, with regard to the proposed Local Gap
Designation was carried out by LLD.
Their response can be found can be found in the Local Gap Polic - Land cape Re ie
(See Pages 15-16: Paras. 5.15 - 5.20)
Attention is also brought to some inaccurate statements contained in the letter from WYG,
the Archaeological Desk Based assessment by RPS and the Landscape and Visual Appraisal
document from Barton Willmore.
Letter from WYG Policy 1: Retention of Local Gaps Ref. LG3
Para. 6 and 9: It is incorrect to say that the northern boundary of the site is the stream
(River Adur tributary) and this is then conflated in para.9 to imply that the stream separates
Partridge Green from Jolesfield. Since the driveway, signage and part of the grounds of
Jolesfield House are south of the stream (southernmost edge 70m distant) this is untrue.
Para. 9: It is considered incorrect to say that the site has no historic relationship with
Jolesfield hamlet; there is ample evidence to the contrary provided in the Local Gaps Policy
background document ref. Page 20 ii) Historical Context.
Archaeological Desk Based Assessment RPS
Para. 4.25 - The National School referred to here is of course Jolesfield School.
Para.4.29 - The e of he add e Ch ch Road he e i inco ec a he ch ch did no
exist in 1807 and was not built until the late 19th century. Whatever the row of buildings
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e e ha e e Iden ified l ing clo e o he no h-eastern corner of the site, they had
disappeared by 1847.
Para. 4.34 - It is incorrect to say that (in 1981) the area north and west of the Study Site
remains characterised by agricultural fields and scattered farmsteads the hamlet of
Jolesfield comprises (and in 1981 comprised) far more than scattered farmsteads.
Para. 4.42 - It is incorrect to say:
a The legibili of Jole field Ho e a he o hernmo proper of Jole field i e perienced
only as passing its gated entrance to the north of the stream that bounds he S d Si e
because A) the stream does not bound the study site but is well within the grounds of
Jolesfield House and B) the entrance to Jolesfield House is some 40m south of the stream.
b Jole field Ho e i no appreciabl

i ible from he Si e or from Ch rch Road

Para. 4.43 - The urban area of Partridge Green will be extended further west and north.
Para. 6.7 - The Si e ha no been iden ified a in rin ic o he nder anding of Jole field
hamle a a hi oricall epara e e lemen This is untrue as the background document
has charted the history of the Site as being part of the Jolesfield House estate back to its
o igin in he
Landscape and Visual Appraisal Barton Willmore Planning/Design/Delivery
Para. 2.4 - The ie poin cho en are no in ended o be e ha i e b ra her o repre en
the potential views obtained towards the Site in order to identify areas of higher visual
en i i i
This is incorrect there are no photographs showing the elevated view into the
site from the highest part of the Downs Link.
Para. 4.3 - The e i an a emp he e o edefine Jole field a a di pe ed e lemen
than a hamlet.

a he

Para 4.5 - The i e efe ed o i he Ad no he A d
The nnamed
eam ha i a
ib a of he Ad i kno n locall a The Coke The Coke doe no flo along he
i e no he n bo nda b h o gh he g o nds of Jolesfield House.
Para. 5.7 - The ege a ion along he nor hern bo ndar pro ide i al and ph ical
epara ion be een he Si e and he area of di per ed e lemen in Jole field o he nor h
(including Jolesfield House), thus creating some sen e of epara ion be een he o This
is not true during the winter months we note that the appraisal was carried out in
September 2019 when there was full leaf cover
Para.5.8 - A modern, contemporary road sign has no logical significance in defining the
historical boundaries of two distinctly separate settlements.
Para.5.9 - The site is far less well-contained during winter months when clear views are
obtainable from all points of the compass. Notwithstanding seasonal assessments regarding
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containment the site plays an irreplaceable role in providing the last remaining break
between Jolesfield and Partridge Green to the west of Church Road.
Para. 5.23 - The site is not very well-contained to the west as there are clear views over its
extent from the Downs LInk, especially from the elevated view at its highest part and
particularly in winter months.
Paras.6.9/6.10 - It is an illogical premise to state that Partridge Green and Jolesfield are
diffe en a ea he e idence of hei a a di inc hamlets/settlements is well
corroborated throughout the background document. In addition Horsham District Council
have proposed in their Local Plan Review (March 2018) that Jolesfield and Littleworth be
given secondary settlement status.
Para. 6.12 - The reference o e cep ionall ell-contained" is an exaggeration as it ignores
the differences between summer and winter as well as not being true from all viewpoints.
Para.6.13 - The final en ence efe o an e cep ionall limi ed i al en elope We find
this phrase to be a further case of exaggeration that, to us, undermines the professional
objectivity of he epo
Para.6.15 - The a g men ha he e i onl one e lemen conflic
i h hi o ical
evidence and general perception including that of Horsham District Council.
Para. 6.16 - It is untrue to say that de elopmen i hin he Si e o ld no be percei ed from
ho e pa ing hro gh as there are clear views especially in winter months. It also
underplays the impact on those using the Downs Link, particularly those on horse-back who
will always be viewing into the site from an elevated position
Para.6.19 - It is incorrect to say that he i e doe no e end an f r her nor h han he
e i ing BUAB The site does extend further north than the existing BUAB at its southern
boundary and therefore an extension of the BUAB northwards would be building on land
that is already part of Jolesfield and would significantly reduce the gap between the two
settlements. It is wrong to refer to he rong en e of epara ion from Jole field Its
historic relationship is entirely with Jolesfield as evidenced in the background document and
from the perspective of Jolesfield there is still a strong visual connection.
Para.7.4 - States The land cape fea re e eral mall hamle - yet the report has tried to
deny that Jolesfield is one of them, which is a clear contradiction.
Para. 7.6 - The final sentence claims ie of in ernal area of he Si e are only obtained
from area of clo e pro imi
yet one of those viewpoints, the Downs Link, happens to be
an extremely busy leisure route.
4) Letter from Gladman Developments
The review of this submission on landscape grounds, with regard to the proposed Local Gap
Designation was carried out by LLD.
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Thei e pon e can be fo nd can be fo nd in he Local Gap Polic - Land cape Re ie
The Wo king G o p

e pon e o he le e i a follo

The le e con end ha "the policy is ambiguous and appears to be an attempt to
preclude any development whatsoever from coming forward in the identified gap between
he e lemen of Par ridge Green Jole field and Li le or h
NPPF Para a Plan ho ld be prepared i h he objec i e of con rib ing o he
achie emen of
ainable de elopmen Para
a e Planning policie and deci ion
should play an active role in guiding development towards sustainable solutions, but in doing
so should take local circumstances into account, to reflect the character, needs and
oppor ni ie of each area Para
a e The pre mp ion in fa o r of
ainable
development does not change the statutory status of the development plan as the starting
poin for deci ion making
This suggests that Para.16a does not stand alone but is moderated by other considerations
and he efo e Gladman c i ici m i in alid
The letter continues.. The impo i ion of Polic
o ld effec i el crea e a le er form of
Green Belt by the back door. Policy 1 in its present form is not in accordance with basic
condi ion a and d and ho ld be dele ed in i en ire
NPPF Para d Plan ho ld con ain policie ha are clearl ri en and nambig o
i i e iden ho a deci ion maker ho ld reac o de elopmen propo al

o

It is precisely to avoid ambiguity that our Gap Policy has been drafted. It does not crea e a
le er form of Green Bel b he back door but rather understands local uniqueness through
familiarity with the local context and seeks to protect those areas and only those areas
which are at risk of coalescence.
The letter continues.. here appear o be li le rob e idence in he Re en ion of Local
Gap Paper o ppor hi elemen of he polic o her han heir role a open co n r ide
nor the limits on the scale of development therein so that it is evident how a decision maker
should react to development proposals.....Any development proposed within these areas
ho ld be a e ed on i o n meri depending on land cape impac
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i) British History Online – Partridge Green, Jolesfield and Littleworth
A tenement called Jolesfield existed in 1590 (fn. 34) and Jolesfield was a road destination in 1535
and 1635. (fn. 35) Some farmhouses of the 17th century and earlier surround what was unenclosed
common land until 1872. (fn. 36) 'Blanches', near the south-east corner of the former common, is a
late medieval house of four bays with a two-bayed central hall. At Joles Farm, south of the
common, the probably 16th-century main range also had a central open hall of two bays; by c
1600 an upper floor had been inserted and the south end remodelled with two external brick
chimney-stacks being built.
At least one building described as a cottage existed on or beside the Common in the early 18th
century; (fn. 37) Surviving buildings at Jolesfield of the 18th and early 19th centuries include the old
Green Man inn at the south-west corner and buildings on the north side which housed workers at
the Jolesfield brickworks. (fn. 38) About 1840 there were 15 or 20 buildings around the common.
(fn. 39) The hamlet of Littleworth lay at the north-east corner of the common along the road to
Nuthurst; some buildings of before c. 1800 survived there in 1983. (fn. 40) One or two other
buildings were put up at Littleworth before c. 1840. (fn.41)
About ½ mile (800 metres) south of Jolesfield Common, houses began to spring up by the 18th
century beside Partridge Green, a strip of waste land along the road which leads from the
Horsham-Steyning road to Shermanbury and which became Partridge Green High Street. (fn. 42) By
c. 1800 there was a group near the junction of the two roads, besides other buildings both south of
that junction and east of the green towards the Shermanbury boundary. (fn. 43) Some 18th century
or earlier buildings survived in all three places in 1983.
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Building land at Jolesfield Common was offered for sale in 1861 and later, (fn. 49) but despite the
provision of new, straight roads at the enclosure of the common in 1872, only a few more houses
were built there before the First World War, one being the new Green Man inn. (fn. 50) There was
more building in the mid 20th century, especially after c. 1966, (fn. 51) at all three hamlets,
particularly at Partridge Green. Many houses and bungalows were built north of Partridge Green
High Street, and much new housing was put up east of Littleworth Lane, including some council
houses; at the same time the former brickworks south of High Street were built over. (fn. 52)
Detached houses and bungalows were meanwhile built at the north-east corner of the former
Jolesfield Common as a southern extension of Littleworth hamlet. By the late 1970s Partridge
Green had become the centre of population in the parish, a dormitory suburb with a continual
turnover of residents. (fn. 53)
Large houses built in the 19th century include Jolesfield House, which existed by 1874 south-west
of Jolesfield Common.
The old Green Man inn at the south-west corner of Jolesfield Common was used for vestry
meetings in 1787. (fn. 151) After the enclosure of the common it was replaced by a new building
nearer the road, (fn. 152) which was still an inn in 1982, when the old building also survived.
Among other inns in the parish, all of which survived in 1982, was the Windmill at Littleworth,
which existed in 1909 and possibly earlier, (fn. 153) and which was the meeting place of a 'slate
club' in 1916. (fn. 154) (The 1891 and 1901 censuses for West Grinstead show The Windmill Inn
being the residence of Thomas Knight, occupation licensed victualler).
Bull baiting was apparently carried on at the old Green Man inn in the late 18th or early 19th
century. (fn. 155) Jolesfield, later Partridge Green, cricket club was founded in 1882. At first it
played at the recreation ground on Jolesfield Common allotted at the enclosure of 1872. By 1907,
however, it was using the cricket ground at Shermanbury Grange east of Partridge Green.
A working men's club existed at Jolesfield after 1890, using the iron mission room which had
preceded St. Michael's church, Partridge Green. (fn. 163) A St. Joseph's social club on the north side
of Jolesfield Common was mentioned between 1907 and 1913, (fn. 164) and a men's institute
between 1913 and 1938. (fn. 165) Partridge Green village hall in the High Street was built in 1904 in
memory of Col. Forester Britten of Shermanbury Grange. The parish council took over its
management in 1970, and the building was extended in 1975. (fn. 166)
Footnotes (See British History Online West Grinstead)
ii) Map of WGNP Local Gaps
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iii) Horsham District Council Landscape Character Assessment 2003 - Area J3: Cowfold and
Shermanbury Farmlands
Overall Character
This gently undulating area of low ridges and valleys lies over the Weald Clay and the southern
edge of the Tunbridge Wells sands. It has both small scale intricate field patterns of pasture and
some larger scale arable fields. Scattered woodlands, hedgerows and shaws create enclosure and
restrict views, although there are some more open areas where hedgerows have been lost.
Despite localised visual intrusion from pylons and some urban development on the A283, the area
generally has an undeveloped rural character.
Historic Features
Small fields carved out of woodland (assarts) and shaws
Historic droveways
A few medieval moated farmsteads
Biodiversity
3

Coppice woodlands with standards
Species rich hedgerows
Farm and field ponds
Ecological character weakened in parts through loss of hedgerows
Key Issues
Loss of hedgerows and shaws
Decline in traditional land management
Localised expansion of horse paddocks
Visual intrusion from pylons, modern farm buildings and from suburban development at
Partridge Green and at Shermanbury
Landscape Condition
Overall landscape condition is declining
Sensitivity to Change
Sensitivity to change overall is moderate reflecting the moderate to high intervisibility of the area
and moderate intrinsic landscape qualities. Key sensitivities are:
Large scale farm buildings
Suburbanisation on main road routes
Introduction of telecommunication masts on the low ridges
Planning and Land Management Guidelines
Conserve the rural undeveloped character. Any large scale housing and commercial
development would be likely to damage character.
Ensure any appropriate development responds to historic settlement patterns and local
design and building materials.
Secure landscape improvements to screen suburban edges of Partridge Green and ribbon
development at Shermanbury.
Conserve and enhance existing network of hedgerows and shaws.
Maintain the pattern of small scale pastures.
Encourage the natural regeneration of hedgerow oaks and/or plant new ones.
Encourage establishment of small woodlands.
The Horsham District Landscape Character Assessment also provides guidelines for the urban
areas at both the general and local level. The General Development and Land Use Change
Guidelines (set out on Page 29 of the Assessment) state:
Ensure that buildings and infrastructure are located to avoid loss of important on-site views,
and off site views towards features such as church towers, fine buildings or wider landscapes,
as well as avoiding intrusion on sensitive ridgelines, visually prominent slopes, and damage to
settlement settings.
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Ensure the design of new developments reflects local distinctiveness and characteristics, for
example in terms of settlement form, height, scale, plot shape and size, elevations,
roofline and pitch, overall colour and texture and boundary treatment (walls, fences,
hedges, gates).
Ensure that development in rural areas retains a sense of identity and separateness between
e lemen

iv) The key landscape characteristics, issues and landscape and visual sensitivities of the Eastern Low
Weald, as they relate to Partridge Green, Jolesfield and Littleworth
Character
Gently undulating low ridges and clay vales.
Arable and pastoral rural landscape, a mosaic of small and larger fields, scattered
woodlands, shaws and hedgerows with hedgerow trees.
Quieter and more secluded, confined rural landscape to the west.
Historic village of C owfold and suburban village development of Partridge Green.
Varied traditional rural buildings with diverse materials including timber framing,
weather boarding and Horsham Stone roofing.
Historic features include historic country houses and farmsteads.
Key Issues
Visual impact of new urban and rural development.
Perceived increased traffic levels on small rural lanes with consequent demands for
road improvements.
Landscape and Visual S ensitivities
High level of perceived natural ness and a rural quality in the quieter, rural landscape
to the west.
Woodland cover and the mosaic of shaws and hedgerows contribute strongly to the
essence of the landscape.
Key Landscape Management Guidelines
Maintain and restore the historic pattern and fabric of the agricultural landscape.
Avoid skyline development and ensure that any new development has a minimum
impact on views from the Downs and is integrated within the landscape.
Where appropriate, increase tree cover in and around villages, agricultural and other
development.
Protect the character of rural lanes.
Minimise the effects of adverse incremental change by seeking new development of
high quality that sits well within the landscape and reflects local distinctiveness.

v) Horsham District Landscape Capacity Study (April 2014)
Key Objectives and the Scope of the Study
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The key objectives of the study are to:
i) Provide a transparent, consistent and objective assessment of the landscape capacity of the
land around existing Category 1 and Category 2 settlements to accommodate housing and
employment development.
ii) Identify areas where new development could best be accommodated without unacceptable
adverse landscape and visual impacts.
It is emphasised that the scope of the study is to assess landscape capacity only. Ultimately, the
overall suitability of a site for development will depend on a range of other considerations
including access, infrastructure constraints to other environmental considerations including flood
risk, ecology, heritage and archaeology and air quality.
It should be noted that the levels of landscape sensitivity and capacity that are identified as part of
the study are, by necessity generalised statements across each area, and provide a pointer to
detailed landscape and visual issues that would need to be addressed in a site allocation or
development management context. Landscape sensitivity and capacity levels are not absolute, and
it is expected that further analysis would need to be carried out in relation to specific applications
with significant landscape and visual effects, or where there are cumulative impacts of several
developments. In this respect, the identification of an area as having a moderate or greater
capacity should not be taken to mean the whole area has potential for development.
Approach and Methodology
The Landscape Capacity Study has drawn on a range of information contained in other studies
and reports, including:
The Horsham District Landscape Character Assessment
The West Sussex Landscape Character Assessment
The South Downs Integrated Landscape Character Assessment
Historic landscape characterisation data - West Sussex County Council
The general approach of the Study has been informed by Landscape Character Guidance published
by Natural England (formerly the Countryside Agency)[1] and by other best practice landscape
capacity studies. The key assessment stages and methodology are set out in the paragraphs below:
Key Assessment Stages
i) 2.3 The technique adopted to assess landscape capacity involves two main stages. The first is to
assess the overall sensitivity of an area of land to a particular type of development. This is
defined in terms of the interactions between the landscape itself (landscape character), the
way it is viewed (visibility), and the particular scale and character of the development type in
question (e.g. employment or housing development).
Overall Landscape Sensitivity = Landscape Character Sensitivity + Visual Sensitivity
ii) 2.4 The second stage of the assessment is to consider the landscape value of an area, which
considers issues such as landscape designations and the historic and ecological interest of an
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area. The landscape value judgement is then combined with the landscape sensitivity to
provide an overall assessment of the ability or capacity of the landscape to accommodate
development.
Landscape Capacity (the ability to accommodate a specific type of development) = Overall
Landscape Sensitivity + Landscape Value
Definitions
2.5 For the purposes of this study, landscape sensitivity and capacity are defined as follows:
Landscape Sensitivity Thi i defined a he rela i e en i i i
lnerabili of a landscape to
a specific type of development based on judgements about landscape character sensitivity and
i al en i i i
F r her e plana ion of ho he e j dgemen are made i e o la er in
this chapter.
Landscape Capacity Thi i defined a he rela i e abili of he land cape o accommoda e
different amounts of development without unacceptable adverse impacts, taking account of
appropria e mi iga ion mea re I i a reflec ion of he in erac ion be een he en i i i of
the landscape, the type and amount of change that is being proposed, and the way the
landscape is valued.

vi) West Sussex County Council – A Strategy for the West Sussex Landscape – October 2005
We refer to Section 2 - "A Vision for the Landscape of West Sussex' - which states:
"The characteristic settlement pattern of small- to medium-sized towns, villages and hamlets
persists through careful measures to protect it."
We also refer to county-wide Landscape Guidelines Guideline 4:1:
"...locate and design development to retain a sense of the identity of settlements and ensure their
separateness."

vii) Summary of results from public consultation at the WGNP exhibition on 16 th May 2015 into
proposed sites for development put forward by local landowners and developers for inclusion
in the West Grinstead Neighbourhood Plan.
1. SUMMARY
The objective of this survey was to determine the popular consensus amongst local residents
regarding the most and least favoured sites for development within the parish of West
Grinstead.
The sites presented during the exhibitions were those submitted to the Neighbourhood Plan
Working Group by landowners and developers. The open day exhibitions were held on the
16th May 2015 in Partridge Green and Dial Post.
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A total of 14 sites were proposed, 9 in Partridge Green and its surrounds and 5 in Dial Post.
At the open days residents were asked to review the sites, ask questions and nominate their
most favoured and least favoured 3 sites. There were a total of 148 respondents from both
exhibitions, 64 of whom left additional comments (see Responses from WGNP exhibition).
This summary took the results from the survey and presented the data in 3 different ways to
try and identify if there were clearly favoured and non-favoured sites. Data was presented in
the form of number of total votes cast, factored results giving higher scores for the most and
least preferred sites and a final aggregate system which looked at combined for and against
scores.

2. PROPOSED SITES
The following sites were nominated:
a. Partridge Green
Proposed site
Huffwood trading estate
Land north of the Rosary
Land north of the Rise
Land off Star Road (Brightstone
site)
Ash Wood and south of Star Road
Dunstans Farm and surrounding
land
Dunstans field behind
Corner of B2135 & Mill Lane
Site opposite Windmill pub,
Li le or h Lane S H gh Land

P number
P 1
P 2
P 3
P 4
P 5
P 6
P 7
P 8
P 9

b. Dial Post
Proposed site
Between DP village & A24
Site west of DP village Knepp
Estate
Site west of DP village Ms Mills
land
Oaklands site ,next to Old Barn
Nurseries
Site of old Blaker Works, DP

P number
D 1
D 2
D 3
D 4
D 5

3. RESULTS ANALYSIS
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The results were presented in 3 different forms as follows:
a. Number of votes
Using this method the total number of votes cast for each site were added up
irrespective of the preference, so a first preference vote scored the same as a third
preference.
b. Factored results
Using this method each first preference (most preferred or least preferred) received 3
points, second preference 2 points and third 1 point; the total scores were then added
up.
This method differentiated between preferences and highlighted more clearly the
pop lar i e bo h in erm of ho e hich ere pop lar and ho e hich eren
c. Aggregate scores
Scores were taken from both of the above methods and then for each site the least
favoured score was subtracted from the most favoured. This had the result of removing
the least polarised and contradictory results. If this had not been considered the
scenario could have arisen where it was possible to get a top 3 favoured site with an
equivalent number of dissenting votes. Using this aggregate system therefore
highlighted any potential anomalies that might need further consideration before
ensuring a correct final decision was made.
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b. Factored results

When the results are factored we do not actually see any change in the three most
favoured and the three least favoured sites.

c. Aggregate scores
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When the aggregate score is taken it becomes more apparent that popular consensus is
favouring the 3 most popular sites and this opinion is not being weakened by any
significant number of diametrically opposed votes.
When we consider the least favoured sites the same picture emerges in that the sites
highlighted in methods 1 and 2 also have the most negative aggregate scores.
5. ASSESSMENT
From an assessment of the results we are able to draw very clear conclusions as to which 3
sites are most favoured and which 3 least favoured. Given that the 3 different methods could
potentially have shown very different and contradictory results it is good to see a consistent
pattern emerging which gives confidence that the results are based on sound and accurate
data.
It should also be noted that between these extremes there are a number of sites which
although having very little support at present may warrant future assessment if at a later
stage the more favoured sites are not deemed appropriate for development within the NP.

6. CONCLUSION
In conclusion it is shown that the 3 most preferred sites are in order of preference:
1. Huffwood (P1)
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2. Blakers (D5)
3. Land off Star Road (P4)
The three least popular sites are as follows:
1. Land north of the Rosary (P2)
2. Land north of the Rise (P3)
3. The corner of Mill Lane and the B2135 (P8)

7. RESIDENT FEEDBACK
Responses from WGNP EXHIBITION on 16th May 2015
This exhibition was organised to present possible sites for development to local residents and
to get feedback on their opinions and preferences.
Approximately half the number of people who left feedback forms added a comment to the
form. (148 responded, 64 left comments.)
We have included comments that refer in general terms to local gaps and green spaces.
8 comments were received that said preservation of Greenfield sites was important.
6 comments were received that said to avoid building on agricultural land.
Other comments were as follows:
Keep village and rural atmosphere
Open views cherished
Maintain village boundaries
Keep green spaces on outskirts of village

viii) Responses to Questions on Countryside and Open Spaces at exhibition on 5th and 6th December
2014

Q. Are there any areas of open space within the Parish that you particularly value and if so
please explain why?
A. All green spaces to be retained as a buffer between Partridge Green, Jolesfield and Littleworth.

Q. Our existing Village Design Statement seeks to retain the open areas between Littleworth and
Jolesfield and Partridge Green. Do you feel that the local community should continue to support
this aim?
A. Yes, retains identity.
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A. Yes
A. Separation must be maintained.

Q. What do you value most about the countryside within the Parish?
A. I value the rural environment and particularly the Downs Link and the open fields surrounding
the village. I appreciate the local footpaths and our tranquil location.
A. The quiet and number of footpaths plus the views.

Non specific comments
This area is a desired place to live. One of the reasons is the countryside. People value it and
are caretakers of what they value. Take the countryside away and those values change to
the detriment of the people and our treasured local wildlife. Plea e don b ild on greenfield
we have brownfield sites which could be used.
Yes keeps healthy environment, maintains character and identity of each village. Lets not all
merge into one.
Yes the areas have different identities and spaces help to preserve these.
Please keep green spaces in the village, supposed to be rural.
Downs Link is very special asset and it should be protected from urbanisation.
The rural nature of the village is its most important asset.
A huge range of paths. Tranquility. Diverse woods and farmland.
Green spaces must be protected.
Protect for wildlife, walks, nature in general, keeps humans happy and healthy.
Our green spaces should be protected and maintained.
Footpaths / Bridleways - Protecting these amenities which are core to the character of our
area from housing encroachment.
We are a small village who appreciate the countryside, footpaths, & nature and do not want
to be urbanised. Totally agree.
Peace and quiet.
All open spaces are important. They help the community breathe.

ix) Ref: The Planning Inspectorate Appeal Decision ref: DC/13/1187 12 th May 2015
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x) Horsham District L andscape C apacity Study (April 2014)

– Area PG1

The specific commentary in relation to Area PG1 is as follows:
Landscape Study Area PG1
Landscape Character Sensitivity
Small-medium scale irregular and regular field pattern with fields bounded by thick
hedgerows with frequent hedgerow trees.
Existing settlement edge mostly softened/screened by tree belts, copses and hedgerows
but with a localised harder edge of modern housing development in places.
Some attractive views in places to the parish church.
Attractive approach into the village along Littleworth Lane.
Rural character with the landscape in good condition due to intact hedgerow pattern.
Assessment - Moderate
Visual Sensitivity
This is assessed as overall Moderate due to enclosing tree belts and hedgerows but visual
sensitivity increases further north within the area as the land rises and is considered from
Littleworth Lane.
Landscape Value
Some ecological interest of woodland, species, hedgerows and watercourses.
Moderate tranquility due to lack of road noise except close to the B2116.
Limited amenity value from one public footpath over the area.
Assessment Low/Moderate
Landscape Capacity
Whilst some landscape features and qualities are sensitive to housing development, the
mostly moderate visual sensitivity of the area, and moderate landscape value results in an
assessment of moderate capacity for small scale housing development. It would be very
important to minimise any adverse impact from loss of hedgerows to development, to
avoid the impression of urban sprawl into the area and to relate any development closely
to the existing settlement edge.
Assessment - Moderate
As to the extent of development within an area identified as having Moderate capacity the
Study includes the following informative:
he iden ifica ion of an a ea a ha ing a mode a e o g ea e capaci ho ld no be
aken o mean ha he hole a ea ha he po en ial fo de elopmen (para 1.8).
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The definition of Moderate Capacity (see Table 6) con ide he a ea ha an abili o
accommodate development in some parts without unacceptable adverse landscape and
visual impacts or compromising the values attached to it, taking into account any
app op ia e mi iga ion
xi) Landscape Assessment Partridge Green to Littleworth gap
The Landscape Assessment of WG1 commissioned by HDC in advance of the appeal inquiry in
October 2014 and carried out by Hankinson Duckett Associates in September 2014 states:
"The gap between settlements, in so far as it relates to the appeal site, extends north from the
edge of Par ridge Green a The Ri e o Bea champ and Blanche
hich form he o hern
extent of development south of Littleworth. There is no Built Up Area Boundary to Littleworth but
as I identified there is no clear and discernible break in the low density development south of
Littleworth until Beauchamps. The gap between settlements, east of Littleworth Lane is therefore,
in my opinion, limited to the appeal site and the small field between the site and Beauchamps. To
he ea of Bea champ he gap a i rela e o Blanche i more limi ed a he pond and gro nd
extend south to the appeal site boundary.
In my visual assessment, I have identified the relatively small visual envelope of the appeal site.
The extent and character of the gap is experienced by house holders on The Rise, Beauchamps and
Blanche in in er mon h and b alker
ing Li le or h Lane Dri er
ing Li le or h Lane
will also experience the gap between settlements.
The ext ent of gap between the settlements in this area is currently no more than 180m and
is a significantly narrower gap than exists to the west of Littleworth Lane which is of the
order of 400m. In terms of the potential for the perceived coalescence of settlem
ents, the
gap to the east of the lane is highly susceptible to development pressures.
Gap, or the perception of gap, is not only a matter of intervisibilty between settlements, but
of impression and sensitivity. The appeal site clearly contributes to the
pastoral landscape
character of the area, both to the setting to Partridge Green and as part of the rural
landscape.
In terms of the sensitivity of the landscape between the settlements and the perception of
the gap, the sensitivity analysis in the Landsc ape C apacity Assessment identified a
Moderate level of landscape sensitivity for land parcel PG1 (which equates to the full
extent of land north of Partridge Green). In considering this wider area, the S tudy identified
the need to avoid the impression of u rban sprawl and to relate any development closely to
the existing settlement edge. F or the majority of Area PG1 separation between settlements
is not a major consideration, however for the appeal site which sits within a gap of no more
than 180m the issue of separation is significant and increases the sensitivity of that parcel
of land."
Site C ontext
"The appeal site forms part of the small to medium scale mixed farmland, predominantly
fields in pasture on the Lower Weald, north of Partridge Green. It forms a narrow parcel of
land which provides the well -defined and rural separation between Partridge G reen and
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Littleworth. The appeal site landscape forms part of the setting to Partridge Green and the
site together with the rural character of Littleworth Lane form an attractive approach to the
village.
The appeal site is located on north facing slopes a t between 11.5m and 17m AOD. The
appeal site drains into a stream which forms the northern boundary of the site. The appeal
site is semi -improved grassland and with the exception of the fencing to the stables in the
north-west corner of the site is not sub divided by internal boundary features. The site
boundaries are formed by mature deciduous hedgerows with hedgerow trees, garden
hedges, fences and trees.
The sense of openness and separation between Partridge Green and Littleworth, is with
the exception o f a small field adjacent to Beauchamps, provided exclusively by the appeal
site. The extent of gap between the settlements in this area is currently no more than
180m. I assess the sensitivity of the gap between settlements which includes the appeal
site to be High. My assessment is based on the limited extent of undeveloped land
between Partridge Green and Littleworth and the rural character of the landscape which
forms part of a characteristic pattern of landscape north of the village and the setting to
B lanche Farm
3.5 Assessment of the appeal proposals
"In terms of the landscape character and the perception of the gap, the field within which
the appeal site currently lies contributes to the rural and undeveloped character of the area.
There is curr ently a clear and distinct boundary to Partridge Green and the rural landscape
of the gap between the village and Littleworth.
The appeal proposals would substantially impact on the sense of gap and the clear
distinction between the two settlements. The l oss of gap would result in a sense of urban
sprawl and the separate identity of Littleworth would be diminished. The much reduced
gap would be inadequate in terms of separating the settlements. F or the impact of the
appeal proposals on the gap, I have asse ssed that the magnitude of change would be
High and the significance of effect would be S ubstantial Adverse.
The appeal proposals would clearly have an impact on the views and character of the area and on
views as one approaches Partridge Green from Littleworth. The current setting to Partridge Green,
and the character of the landscape as one approaches and leaves the village, would change with
construction of new housing. For the appeal site and its immediate surroundings, I have assessed
that the magnitude of change would be Medium and the significance of effect would be Moderate
Adverse.
My assessment of the appeal proposals has identified a number of areas of concern where the
extent of development has, in my opinion, compromised the setting to Partridge Green and
Littleworth and failed to maintain the essential gap. Whilst the scheme is in outline and the
masterplan illustrative the disposition of housing across the appeal site, as illustrated on the layout
plan, leaves no meaningful gap between Partridge Green and Littleworth and little space for a
landscape buffer to the listed buildings or Littleworth Lane.
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On the basis of my assessment of the likely impacts of the appeal proposals on landscape
character, the setting to Partridge Green and the separation of the settlements of Partridge Green
and Littleworth I respectfully request the Inspector to dismiss this appeal."

xii) Site and Location plans at Mill Lane, Littleworth

Location plan of land at Mill Lane, Littleworth

Site plan with annotation of land at Mill Lane, Littleworth
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xiii) 1914 Ordnance Survey Map of Sussex (West) Sheet XXXVII. N.E.
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Map showing Jolesfield House and its estate.
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xiv) 1932 Conveyancing Map of Jolesfield House estate

Conveyancing map showing the extent of the Jolesfield House estate when purchased by
Mrs.Cicely Thomson-Glover in 1932. The grounds of the estate remained the same until 1960.

xv) HDC Development Management Planning Committee South report November 2016 into the
proposed development application, DC/16/2064, from The Manser Practice, submitted
September 2016
The following paragraph comments upon the issue of coalescence between Partridge Green and
Jolesfield:
Paragraph 6.9 states:
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"The 2001 Partridge Green and Dial Post Design Statement SPG provides an assessment of the
characteristics of settlements in the area. It identifies Jolesfield as a separate hamlet to the north
of Partridge Green, the focal point of which was the Green Man pub. Section 6a of the Design
Statement SPG advises that open spaces are an essential part of the landscape and an integral
part of the rural character of the area, providing important buffers between areas of different
e and charac er hich i a e i e peciall r e of he area of remaining open co n r ide
that separate Partridge Green, Jolesfield and Li le or h Lane I goe on o a e ha The
retention of the open areas between Littleworth and Jolesfield and Partridge Green, centred
aro nd Jole field Common i con idered of ke impor ance b he local comm ni ie While
development at Staples Hill has encroached on the gap between Partridge Green and Jolesfield to
a degree, the proposed development would add to the cumulative impact of development in this
gap, by developing on the western side of Church Road. The guidance in the SPG adds weight to
the need to ensure that any development of this site achieves a suitable transition from Partridge
Green to Jolesfield, which maintains the distinction between the two areas and protects the more
rural character and setting of Jolesfield. The HDC Landscape Architect highlights the importance of
any development at this site maintaining the separate characters of these two areas, and
providing a suitable transition in any new development. This results in conflict with Policy 27,
which seeks to protect landscapes from development which would result in the coalescence of
settlements and maintain the identity of places and settlements.

xvi) Horsham District L andscape C apacit

y Study (April 2014) – Area PG4

The specific commentary in regard to Area PG4 is as follows:
Landscape Study Area PG4
Landscape Character Sensitivity
Gently undulating landform
Variable field pattern of small, medium and large pasture fields
Small copses and woodland
Some historic cottages and scattered suburban houses
Some attractive views to the wider countryside to the west
Mostly rural character
Assessment - Moderate/High
Visual Sensitivity
The visual sensitivity of this area has been assessed as mostly low-moderate due to the
screening effects of trees and woodland. It should however be noted that the larger fields in
the south of the area would be more visually sensitive.
Assessment

-

Low/Moderate

Combined Landscape Sensitivity - Moderate/High
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Landscape Value
Ecological interest of species rich hedgerows and small woodlands
Moderate tranquility due to lack of road noise except close to the B2135
Important amenity value provided by the Downs Link long distance footpath
Assessment - Moderate
Landscape Capacity
This area has a moderate-high landscape character sensitivity, with many landscape features
and qualities sensitive to housing development. Together with the moderate landscape value it
is considered there is only low-moderate capacity for small scale housing development.
Development into the west of the area would create the appearance of any development as an
incursion into the countryside. The larger open fields in the south of the area would be more
visually sensitive but there may be some capacity in the two fields between Church Road and
the Downs Link.
Overall Landscape Capacity - Low/Moderate
The definition of Low/Moderate capacity is (Table 6):
"The area only has potential to be able to accommodate development in limited locations
without unacceptable adverse landscape and visual impacts or compromising the values
attached to it, taking account of any appropriate mitigation."

24

APPENDIX 26
LIZARD LANDSCAPE REPORT

West Grinstead Parish Council
Draft West Grinstead Neighbourhood Plan
Local Gaps Policy – Landscape Review

Project Reference:

LLD1888-LPL-REP-001

Prepared by:

JP

Checked by:

JJ

Revision:

03

Date:

27 February 2020

A: Lizard Landscape Design and Ecology, The Old Bank, 34 South Street, Tarring, West Worthing, West Sussex, BN14 7LH
T: 01903 216033 E: lizard.landscape@btconnect.com W: https://www.lizardlandscapeecology.com/

Contents
1.0

INTRODUCTION ........................................................................................................ 3

2.0

BACKGROUND PAPER: RETENTION OF LOCAL GAPS – REVIEW...................... 4

3.0

LANDSCAPE CAPACITY ASSESSMENT (HDC, 2014) – REVIEW .......................... 5

4.0

NECESSITY FOR THE PRINCIPLE OF A LOCAL GAP ........................................... 9

5.0

PROPOSED LOCAL GAP - REVIEW OF REPRESENTATIONS ............................ 11

6.0

CONCLUSIONS ....................................................................................................... 18

APPENDICES AND FIGURES – BOUND SEPARATELY – (SEE LPL-REP-002-00)

WEST GRINSTEAD PARISH COUNCIL
LOCAL GAPS POLICY – LANDSCAPE REVIEW
LLD1888-LPL-REP-001-03

3

1.0

INTRODUCTION
This document has been prepared for West Grinstead Parish Council (WGPC) following a review
of representations received in response to the Regulation 14 Pre-Submission consultation on the
West Grinstead Neighbourhood Plan (Draft WGNP).
The purpose of the document is to undertake a review of the WGNP Policy 1 – Retention of Local
Gaps, between the settlements of Partridge Green, Jolesfield and Littleworth and to highlight
where the WGNP Local Gaps Policy would add value to existing planning policies, consistent with
the criteria set out within Horsham District Council’s Planning Framework – Policy 27.
This is undertaken to ensure that the contribution of the proposed Local Gap to preventing
coalescence, whilst retaining the separate identity and amenity of the settlements concerned is
sufficiently informed by evidence, in support of that submitted within the ‘Background Paper:
Retention of Local Gaps’.
The review is supported by appendices which includes relevant planning policy, designations,
landscape characterisation, historic landscape characterisation, historic map regression and a
Landscape Capacity Appraisal, including key viewpoints, supported by relevant figures.
The methodology and conclusions of the Horsham District Landscape Capacity Assessment
(HDC, 2014) are considered through an appraisal of Landscape Capacity across the proposed
Local Gaps, which is described within Section 3.0, through reference to LLD Landscape Capacity
Appraisal tables and supporting photographs provided within Appendix F, and supporting
Figures.
This review enables recommendations to be provided on the contribution of respective areas of
the Local Gap, and overall contribution of the Gap as a whole to be identified within Section 4.0.
The assessment enables a critical review of key representations regarding the Draft WGNP to be
undertaken within Section 5.0.
Finally, a conclusion is provided within Section 6.0, which includes recommendations regarding
areas which could be removed from the proposed Gap without impacting on the ability of the
countryside to significantly maintain the openness and break between the settlements.

WEST GRINSTEAD PARISH COUNCIL
LOCAL GAPS POLICY – LANDSCAPE REVIEW
LLD1888-LPL-REP-001-03

4

2.0

BACKGROUND PAPER: RETENTION OF LOCAL GAPS – REVIEW
The WGNP is supported by a background document ‘Countryside and Open Space-Policy 1:
Retention of Local Gaps’, prepared by Member(s) of the Neighbourhood Plan Working Group.
This document is referred to as ‘Background Paper: Retention of Local Gaps’ (Background
Paper). A range of references are provided within its appendices, which are referred to within the
main body of the report.
The focus of the review of the Background Paper is to ensure that the contribution of the proposed
Local Gaps to maintaining the openness and break between the settlements is sufficiently
informed by evidence.
The identification of landscape character and visual characteristics relevant to the identification of
landscape and visual sensitivity and value would benefit from a consistent structure across
respective areas identified, drawing on the additional evidence and appraisal provided by LLD
within this report and supporting appendices.
Additional areas of published baseline or reinforced areas which would support the background
document are included within the supporting appendices to this review, including the following:
Planning Policy and Designations – Broader baseline review; (Appendix A and Figure 3);
Horsham District Landscape Capacity Study (April 2014) (Appendix B – Parallel baseline
review, supported with extracts in Appendix C);
Sussex Historic Characterisation – Review of HLCA; (Appendix B and Figure 4);
Historic Ordnance Survey Mapping – Review of, (Appendix B) supported with extracts in
Appendix D.
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3.0

LANDSCAPE CAPACITY ASSESSMENT (HDC, 2014) – REVIEW
A review of the methodology and conclusions of the Horsham District Landscape Capacity
Assessment (HDC, 2014), has been undertaken by LLD through a parallel assessment of
Landscape Capacity for Small-scale residential development, across the proposed Local Gap.
This has been undertaken to enable a consideration of both the evidence base for the conclusions
on capacity provided by HDC, and to extend a comparable appraisal of capacity to areas outside
of those considered by HDD, (to the north of LG1). The approach to this is defined within
Appendix E, with the LLD Landscape Capacity Appraisal tables and supporting photographs
provided within Appendix F, supported by Figure 6.
LLD consider that the baseline upon which the opinion of HDC is derived overlooks various
sensitivities. Key oversight includes the falling landform associated with the feature of the River
Adur tributary stream, and the time depth and continuity with the countryside beyond, resulting
from the small scale field system, which both provide a spatial coherence to the countryside
between Partridge Green, Jolesfield and Littleworth, informing their separate identity and amenity.
The perceptual experience of historic context and relative openness of the valley landform is
additionally overlooked with the appreciation of the setting to the glimpsed (Grade II Listed) Joles
Farm and more prominent (Grade II Listed) Buildings including Beauchamps, Barn to north of
Beauchamps, and Blanches from Public Footpath No. 1840-1, which extends over the southern
part of LG2 overlooked for example, (see Viewpoint No. 2B).
Due to the partial evidence base, regarding landscape character and visual sensitivity and
associated landscape value provided within the HDC Landscape Capacity Assessment 2014, LLD
consider that the resulting HDC assessment conclusions and Overall Landscape Capacity grading
is not properly substantiated. The reasons for this opinion are provided below.
Landscape Study Area PG1
The 2014 Capacity Study allocates a Moderate Landscape Capacity for Small-scale Housing
Development along the northern perimeter of Partridge Green within Horsham District Local
Landscape Character Area (LLCA) PG1. LLD consider this to overlook various sensitivities, which
would recommend (part) reallocation of No/Low Landscape Capacity, (relative to those areas
appraised by LLD). This is due to the following reasons, provided respectively for Local Gaps 1
and 2, which are substantiated within the detailed assessment undertaken for the correlating Local
Landscape Character Areas (LLCA) provided within Appendix F – LLD Landscape Capacity
Appraisal:
WEST GRINSTEAD PARISH COUNCIL
LOCAL GAPS POLICY – LANDSCAPE REVIEW
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Local Gap 1:
Blanches Farm Enclosed Agricultural (LLCA1), comprises of landscape features and qualities
which are considered to be of High sensitivity to housing development, with Moderate visual
sensitivity. Any small scale housing within this area would impact on the small scale field pattern
within the River Adur tributary stream valley landform, which (together with areas further to the
west along the northern edge of Partridge Green) provide a continuity of historic character, and
contribute to the wider setting of (Grade II Listed) Buildings including Beauchamps, Barn to north
of Beauchamps, and Blanches.
LLCA1 additionally provides a legible break between built form associated with the settlements of
Partridge Green and (Grade II Listed) Buildings including Beauchamps, Barn to north of
Beauchamps, and Blanches, located south of Littleworth, associated with the subtle landform
slope which falls towards the tranquil landscape feature of the River Adur tributary stream along
the northern edge of LLCA1. This landform is appreciated through breaks in the vegetation along
Littleworth Lane and in glimpses from Public Footpath No. 1774-1 to the north east, (see
Viewpoint No. 1B).
Local Gap 2:
Joles Farm Agricultural Tributary Valley (LLCA2), comprises of landscape features and qualities
which are considered to be of High sensitivity to housing development, with Moderate - High visual
sensitivity. Any small scale housing within this area would impact on the small scale field pattern
within the River Adur tributary stream valley landform, which (together with areas further to the
east and west along the northern edge of Partridge Green) provide a continuity of historic
character with field patterns beyond.
LLCA2 provides legible separation between the settlements of Partridge Green, Littleworth and
Jolesfield, associated with the legible valley landform, which falls towards a tributary stream of the
River Adur, (locally known as The Coker). The tributary stream courses between the settlements
of Littleworth and Jolesfield and Partridge Green, forming a legible valley landform with regards
the connecting roadways of Littleworth Lane and Jolesfield (B2135).
Relatively open views can be gained across the tributary valley landform from Public Footpath No.
1840-1, which extends over the central part of this area (resulting in a highly conspicuous area)
and from which an appreciation of the setting to the glimpsed (Grade II Listed) Joles Farm and
more prominent (Grade II Listed) Buildings including Beauchamps, Barn to north of Beauchamps,
and Blanches can be made, (see Viewpoint No. 2B).
WEST GRINSTEAD PARISH COUNCIL
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Landscape Study Area PG4
The 2014 Capacity Study allocates a Low-Moderate Landscape Capacity for Small-scale
Housing Development along the western edge of Partridge Green within Horsham District Local
Landscape Character Area (LLCA) PG4. LLD consider this to overlook various sensitivities, which
would recommend (part) reallocation of No/Low Landscape Capacity, (relative to those areas
appraised by LLD).
This is due to the following reasons, provided for Local Gap 3, which are substantiated within the
detailed assessment undertaken for the Downs Link Enclosed Agricultural Tributary Valley
(LLCA3), provided within Appendix F – LLD Landscape Capacity Appraisal:
Local Gap 3:
Downs Link Enclosed Agricultural Tributary Valley (LLCA3) comprises of landscape features and
qualities which are considered to be of High sensitivity to housing development, with ModerateHigh visual sensitivity.
Small scale housing within this area would impact on the small scale field pattern within the River
Adur tributary stream valley landform, which together with areas further to the east and west along
the northern edge of Partridge Green provide a continuity of historic character with field patterns
beyond, whilst providing legible separation between the settlements of Partridge Green and
Jolesfield. Landform falls towards the tranquil landscape feature of the River Adur tributary stream
(locally known as The Coker), which runs along the northern boundary of LLCA3, forming a legible
valley landform, with the flood plain extending throughout the substantive part of the northern field
and the north western part of the southern field. A small area to the south east corner of LLCA3
does align southwards away from the tributary stream valley. However, the small scale of this area
and contribution to field pattern, including to the sequential perception of this from the linear routes
of Church Road (B2135) and the Downs Link (Bridleway no. 3566-16) recommends its inclusion
as part of the proposed Local Gap.
The rising ground in agricultural use contributes sequentially to the rural character and relative
tranquillity for users of the Downs Link Long Distance Path (Public Bridleway No. 3566-16) as a
rural backdrop whilst moving along the path, primarily when vegetation is out of leaf, (see
Viewpoints No. 3B and 3C).
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Views up the tributary valley landform from Public Footpath No.1847-1, (east of the Downs Link
long distance footpath and cycleway), south west of Jolesfield, additionally contribute to the wider
setting of (Grade II Listed) Eastcot, (see Viewpoint No. 3D).
Landscape Study Extension – To north of PG1
LLD consider Jolesfield Common Agricultural (LLCA4), to comprise a landscape with No/Low
Landscape Capacity, for small scale residential development, other than a small area as
indicated. This is due to the following reasons, which are substantiated within the detailed
assessment undertaken for LLCA4 provided within Appendix F – LLD Landscape Capacity
Appraisal:
Jolesfield Common Agricultural comprises of landscape features and qualities which are
considered to be of Moderate - High sensitivity to housing development, with High visual
sensitivity. Any small scale housing within this area would impact on the small scale field pattern
within the River Adur tributary stream valley landform, which (together with areas further to the
south between Partridge Green and Jolesfield) provide a continuity of historic character with field
patterns beyond, whilst providing legible separation between the settlements of Partridge Green,
Littleworth and Jolesfield.
Landform falls towards the tributary stream (locally known as The Coker) to the south. However
the gradient is more gentle, associating more with the settlement about the hilltop at Littleworth
and the locally level feature of Jolesfield Recreation Ground (Village Green), which appears on the
1879 OS map, within the earlier unenclosed landscape of Jolesfield Common; The fieldscape to
north west of Jolesfield Recreation Ground presents a visually more irregular and more patchwork
association of landform and vegetation, drawing towards a ponded area surrounding with scrub,
(west of which a separate tributary watercourse drains west towards the River Adur) and which
provides a sense of the earlier Jolesfield Common, (see Viewpoint No. 4A). This landscape
contributes to the setting of the (Grade II Listed) West Grinstead, Dial Post, Littleworth and
Partridge Green War Memorial, (see Viewpoint No. 4B).
Through reference to Figure 7, an irregular area of some 1 hectare in size north of allotments,
within the extended gardens of residential properties south of Mill Lane, to the west of Littleworth
might be considered for Small scale residential. This is due to the existing enclosed character of
this area, which is associated more with the residential area to the north than the countryside
within the tributary valley or rural setting to the Jolesfield Recreation Ground (Village Green) or
(Grade II Listed) West Grinstead, Dial Post, Littleworth and Partridge Green War Memorial.
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4.0

NECESSITY FOR THE PRINCIPLE OF A LOCAL GAP
The cumulative contribution of the areas identified on the Policies Map of the WGNP Local Gaps
Policy would prevent coalescence, whilst retaining the separate identity and amenity of the
settlements of Partridge Green, Jolesfield and Littleworth, consistent with the criteria set out within
Horsham District Council’s Planning Framework – Policy 27, preventing significant reduction to the
openness and ‘break’ between settlements.
The Local Gap Policy defined for this area through the WGNP adds value to existing planning
policies (including Strategic Policy 25: The Natural Environment and Landscape Character and
Strategic Policy 26: Countryside Protection), through defining the landscape character and spatial
relationship of the intervening countryside between the settlements of Partridge Green, Jolesfield
and Littleworth. Without this spatial definition there remains a risk that piecemeal encroachment
from small scale development could be allowed, which would cause harm to the openness and
‘break’ between the settlements of Partridge Green, Jolesfield and Littleworth.
This is highlighted by the following landscape and visual characteristics, substantively defined for
the proposed gap in general through reference to the evidence base collated within Appendix F:
1) Historic field patterns with time depth and connectivity with the countryside beyond, forms a
countryside break between Joles Farm, Partridge Green and Littleworth. The field patterns are
historically characterised as resulting from cohesive assarts, with time depth to the medieval
period. Within the northern part of LG2 and LG1 the fields retain their condition and smallscale field pattern albeit of a later character, resulting from formal enclosure. Together, these
areas draw together a continuity with field patterns further to the east and west as some of the
few remaining areas of countryside in the area which have not been subject to informal
modern field amalgamation. These areas provide a rural context, sense of place and break
between the respective settlements;
2) The falling landform associated with the feature of the River Adur tributary stream provides a
spatial coherence to the countryside between the settlements, informing their separate identity
and amenity. Falling landform associated with the feature of the River Adur tributary stream,
which courses between the settlements of Littleworth, Jolesfield and Partridge Green, with
settlement at Partridge Green and Littleworth located on the higher and more plateaued areas
of landform, and that of Jolesfield in a more discrete position along Jolesfield (B2135);
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3) The valley landform of the River Adur tributary stream is mostly experienced and viewed by
vehicular users and pedestrians along Littleworth Lane, Church Road / Jolesfield (B2135), and
the Downs Link, (Public Bridleway No. 3566-16) which are afforded glimpses through the
intervening vegetation, (see Viewpoints No.1A, 2D, and 3A, 3B, 3C and 3E). The rising
ground in agricultural use contributes sequentially to the rural character and relative tranquillity
for the regular recreational users of the Downs Link Long Distance Path (Public Bridleway No.
3566-16) as a rural backdrop whilst moving along the path, primarily when vegetation is out of
leaf, (see Viewpoints No. 3B and 3C). A comparably filtered perspective can be gained of the
contribution of LG1 in glimpses from Public Footpath No. 1774-1 to the north east, (see
Viewpoint No. 1B);
4) However, the historic context and relative openness of the valley landform is best appreciated
from Public Footpath No. 1840-1, which extends over the southern part of LG2 and from which
the setting to the glimpsed (Grade II Listed) Joles Farm and more prominent (Grade II Listed)
Buildings including Beauchamps, Barn to north of Beauchamps, and Blanches can be
appreciated within the valley, (see Viewpoint No. 2B);
5) A comparable perspective of the valley landform of the River Adur tributary stream can be
gained from the north of LG3, where views take in both the tributary valley landform rising to
the south from Public Footpath No.1847-1, south west of Jolesfield, and the contribution of this
to the wider setting of (Grade II Listed) Eastcot at Jolesfield, (see Viewpoint No. 3D);
6) Rural character and time depth associated with the Jolesfield Recreation Ground (Village
Green), and countryside across the northern part of LG2, which contributes to the separate
identity and amenity of Littleworth, relative to Jolesfield and Partridge Green beyond.
Perceptually experienced from Jolesfield Recreation Ground (Village Green) and Public
Footpath No. 1839-1, as a transitional area between the tributary valley to the south and a
more localised tributary watercourse which flows west from a ponded area along the north
western edge of LG2, whilst contributing to the setting of the (Grade II Listed) West Grinstead,
Dial Post, Littleworth and Partridge Green War Memorial, (see Viewpoint No. 4B).
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5.0

PROPOSED LOCAL GAP - REVIEW OF REPRESENTATIONS
The following representations regarding the Draft WGNP are reviewed:
Horsham District Council (Including letter to WGPC, (HDC Gavin Curwen, 23 September
2019); letter to WGPC, (HDC Norman Kwan, 22 January 2019); and WGNP Healthcheck
Comments, (HDC, July 2018);
White Young Green Reg 14 Objection Letter, including Appendix I (i) Barton Wilmore - Land to
the North of The Rosary, Church Road, Partridge Green: Landscape and Visual Appraisal (On
behalf of Reside Developments Ltd, September 2019);
Sigma Planning Services Reg 14 Response, including Appendix Gi Allen Scott - Land North of
The Rise, Partridge Green - Landscape review of SHELAA site SA 274, (On behalf of Rydon
Homes, September 2019).
Horsham District Council (Including letter to WGPC, (HDC Gavin Curwen, 23 September
2019); letter to WGPC, (HDC Norman Kwan, 22 January 2019); and WGNP Healthcheck
Comments, (HDC, July 2018)
Horsham District Council (HDC) Gavin Curwen letter of 23 September 2019 provides support to
the proposed Policy 1: Retention of Local Gaps. However, they strongly recommend that both LG2
and LG3 are amended to not incorporate the southern fields which adjoin the Partridge Green
settlement edge.
Within LG2, this area extends down the tributary stream valleyside to the stream edge, within
which HDC officers consider that there is moderate capacity for development. Within LG3, this
area extends across the southern field to the boundary with the northern field, within which HDC
officers consider that there is low-moderate capacity for small scale development. These areas
are described as not functioning to prevent coalescence with another settlement and contrary to
Policy 27: Settlement Coalescence of the HDPF.
HDC Norman Kwan letter of 22 January 2019 requests detailed assessment of the proposed gaps
in order that additional value is provided to HDC’s existing policy and that suitable gap boundaries
are defined. HDC additionally highlight that the proposed Local Gaps proposals map is in conflict
with Horsham District Council’s SHELAA site assessments and landscape capacity study which
are identified as having assessed as an example that land to the north of Partridge Green village
has ‘moderate’ landscape capacity to support future development. HDC recommend that the
proposed Local Gaps are reassessed and redefined through detailed assessment to identify
where there are some opportunities and capacity for development adjacent to the existing
settlement boundaries in detail.
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Detailed informal comment by HDC (22 January 2019) is provided on individual gaps as follows:
‘Local Gap 1 - There is merit to LG1 as a local green gap. This site is shown on the landscape
capacity study (LCS) as having Moderate capacity for development under area PG1, due to a
combined moderate landscape and visual sensitivity. PG1 includes a wider study area than the
site itself and when assessed individually, the capacity of the site for development is considered
limited or low as it would result in the loss of the awareness of a spatial break between Partridge
Green and Littleworth and therefore loss of their identity as separate settlements. This is mainly
the result of the shorter gap between the end of Partridge Green and Beauchamps and the
likelihood of any development in this field to be accessed from Littleworth Lane which would result
in loss of hedgerow and consequently exacerbate the impression of urban sprawl.
Local Gap 2 – the lower part of this area, adjacent to Partridge Green settlement boundary, also
sits within the same capacity study area as above (PC1), and is appraised as having Moderate
capacity for development due to the combined Moderate landscape and visual sensitivity. With
regards the visual sensitivity definition, Moderate means it is considered that there is likely to be
some scope for mitigating visual impacts. It is suggested that the gap is amended to leave the
fields immediately adjacent to the settlement boundary outside of the LG designation. Purely from
a landscape point of view and subject to sensitive design, these two fields have the capacity to
absorb development without significant harm to the character and visual amenity of the wider area
and if available, could positively contribute to the expansion of Partridge Green and meet housing
need. The field boundary to the north could be strengthened to act as a buffer and continue the
strong landscape belt present north of Staples Hill. To the western boundary, development could
be in line with Staples Hill and to the east aligned with the properties at The Rise to mitigate urban
sprawl along Littleworth Lane and coalescence with Littleworth.
Local Gap 3 – sits within PG4 of the LCS. The study area once again encompasses a bigger area
than the proposed local gap itself and has been assessed as having Low to Moderate capacity for
small scale development. However, a specific mention to the LG3 is made:’… but there may be
some capacity in the two fields between Church Road and the Downs Link’. The visual sensitivity
of the area is shown as Low to Moderate due to the area being mostly well screened by existing
features such as trees and topography. Officers have considered this site for an application in
2016 and although the quantum of development proposed wasn’t appropriate, the fields in
question do have the potential and landscape capacity to accommodate some development,
subject to good design, and there is scope to mitigate visual impacts. The impression gained from
the area is that this gap (between Partridge Green and Jolesfield) is to some extent already
compromised by the development along Church Road all the way to Staples Hill.
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Unsympathetic development could exacerbate the urban sprawl and result in coalescence
between the two settlements but sensitive design could mitigate/limit any visual encroachment into
the wider landscape and provide much needed housing. Taking into consideration the landscape
qualities of each field individually, topography, boundaries and location etc, it is suggested that the
proposed local gap designation is amended to include only the most northern field and leave the
southern field closest to the settlement boundary free from such policy restriction. This would
address coalescence concerns but also allow for settlement expansion if needed.
To conclude, it is recommended that the local gaps LG2 and LG3 are amended to leave the fields
immediately adjacent to the settlement boundary without such constraints and more in line with
the findings of the LCS.’
HDC Healthcheck comments of July 2018 request that a robust evidence paper should be
produced to support the Local Gap Policy, which addresses recommendations arising out from the
HDC Landscape Capacity Assessment 2014. Regarding Criterion 1. ‘No significant reduction in
the openness’ HDC identify that the WGNP, Para 4.6 highlights that: ‘The Parish is characterised
by both small scale intricate field patterns of pasture and some larger scale arable fields, scattered
woodlands, hedgerows and shaws which create enclosed areas and restrict views’. This
assessment is highlighted as appearing to be in conflict with the assertion that the surrounding
countryside is open.
LLD consider that the baseline upon which the opinion of HDC is derived overlooks various
sensitivities as highlighted within Section 3.0. Key oversight includes the falling landform
associated with the feature of the River Adur tributary stream and the time depth and connectivity
with the countryside beyond, resulting from the small scale field system, which both provide a
spatial coherence to the countryside between Partridge Green, Jolesfield and Littleworth,
informing their separate identity and amenity.
The perceptual experience of historic context and relative openness of the valley landform is
additionally overlooked with the appreciation of the setting to the glimpsed (Grade II Listed) Joles
Farm and more prominent (Grade II Listed) Buildings including Beauchamps, Barn to north of
Beauchamps, and Blanches from Public Footpath No. 1840-1, which extends over the southern
part of LG2 overlooked for example, (see Viewpoint No. 2B).
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Due to the partial evidence base, regarding landscape character and visual sensitivity and
associated landscape value provided within the HDC Landscape Capacity Assessment 2014, LLD
consider that the resulting HDC assessment conclusions and Overall Landscape Capacity grading
is not properly substantiated.
For example, HDC (2014) consider that area PG1 has Moderate capacity for Small Scale
Housing. The areas which HDC considered might accommodate this without resulting in
unacceptable adverse landscape and visual impacts are indicated within the HDC Healthcheck
comments of July 2018, detailed within the HDC letter to WGPC, (HDC Norman Kwan, 22 January
2019) and spatially clarified within the HDC letter to WGPC, (HDC Gavin Curwen, 23 September
2019).
LLDs opinion is that for the areas of PG1 appraised for LG1 and LG2, there is No/Low
Landscape Capacity. This would preclude the areas identified by HDC being recommended for
small scale residential development and for the reasons provided above within this Sections 3.0
and 4.0 of this report would recommend their incorporation within the proposed Local Gap.
For example, HDC (2014) consider that area PG4 has Low-Moderate capacity for Small Scale
Housing. The areas which HDC considered might accommodate this without resulting in
unacceptable adverse landscape and visual impacts are detailed within the HDC letter to WGPC,
(HDC Norman Kwan, 22 January 2019) and spatially clarified within the HDC letter to WGPC,
(HDC Gavin Curwen, 23 September 2019).
LLDs opinion is that for the areas of PG4 appraised for LG3, there is No/Low Landscape
Capacity. This would preclude the areas identified by HDC being recommended for small scale
residential development, and for the reasons provided above within Sections 3.0 and 4.0 of this
report would recommend their incorporation within the proposed Local Gap.
Regarding the suggested contradiction between the description of landscape character within the
parish and the contribution of the Local Gap to openness, LLD accept that small scale intricate
field patterns result in some enclosed areas and restricted views. However, within the Local Gap
the relationship of field pattern boundaries is subsumed within the tributary valley landform, which
opens up views over and through hedgerow fields to the rising land which results, such as from
Public Footpath No. 1840-1, which extends over the southern part of LG2, (see Viewpoint No.
2B).
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White Young Green Reg 14 Objection Letter, including Appendix I (i) Barton Wilmore - Land
to the North of The Rosary, Church Road, Partridge Green: Landscape and Visual Appraisal

(On behalf of Reside Developments Ltd, September 2019)
White Young Green (September 2019) highlight that they do not consider there to be justification
for the inclusion of LG3 within the Local Gap. The Barton Willmore Landscape and Visual
Appraisal identifies that the housing to the south and east gives rise to a perception of being on
the edge of settlement, which could be ‘rounded off’ by introducing housing across the southern
field (Phase 1) and if appropriate part of the northern field (Phase 2), which would result in the
boundary between Partridge Green and Jolesfield being drawn along the tributary stream.
LLD understand that whilst there is a perception from along the Downs Link or Church Road of
being on the edge of settlement when immediately adjacent to the southern boundary, or Church
Road along the eastern boundary, there is a greater perception of the falling landform associated
with the feature of the River Adur tributary stream and the time depth and connectivity with the
countryside beyond, resulting from the small scale field system. This provides a spatial coherence
to the countryside between Partridge Green and Jolesfield, informing their separate identity and
amenity. Whilst visibility from the adjacent Downs Link Long Distance Path (Public Bridleway No.
3566-16) and Church Road, do substantively comprise of glimpsed views through vegetation, the
sequential nature of these views and the sensitivity of the receptors, particularly along the Downs
Link highlight the importance of the rising ground in the appreciation of the association between
settlement and landform, (see Viewpoints No. 3B and 3C).
The historic context and relative openness contributed by the valley landform is best appreciated
from Public Footpath No.1847-1, south west of Jolesfield (to the north of LG3), where views take
in both the tributary valley landform rising to the south and the contribution of this to the wider
setting of (Grade II Listed) Eastcot at Jolesfield, (see Viewpoint No. 3D).
To suggest that the gap between two settlements can be defined by the feature of a tributary
watercourse alone, as implied by White Young Green and Barton Wilmore is to disparage the
basis for a Local Gap between Partridge Green and Jolesfield at all. To take this approach
overlooks the falling landform associated with the feature of the River Adur tributary stream and
the time depth and continuity with the countryside beyond, resulting from the small scale field
system, both of which contribute to the sense of openness and gap between settlements.
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Barton Wilmore identify that: ‘As the Site does not extend any further north than the existing BUAB
(i.e. any closer to Jolesfield), it provides no significant physical break/separation between
Partridge Green and Jolesfield,[…]. The Local Gap designation is therefore of no significance in
this location and results in an inappropriate restriction of development that is unacceptable in
spatial, landscape and visual terms. Accordingly, LG3 should be removed from the draft of the
WGNP.’ (ibid, p31)
LLD disagree. The settlement anomaly resulting from the extension of Partridge Green down the
tributary stream valleyside across Staples Hill, (north of St Michael and All Angels Church)
introduces an exception to the settlement pattern. LLD consider that this introduces a conflict with
the coherence and legibility of the landscape rather than establishing a precedent which should be
replicated. Should this approach be extended into LG3, LLD consider that the resulting impact
would be both incongruous, whilst significantly breaking the gap and sense of openness between
the settlements of Partridge Green and Jolesfield to the detriment of both the spatial coherence to
the countryside setting and the separate identity and amenity of Partridge Green and Jolesfield.
Sigma Planning Services Reg 14 Response, including Appendix Gi Allen Scott - Land North
of The Rise, Partridge Green - Landscape review of SHELAA site SA 274, (On behalf of

Rydon Homes, September 2019)
Sigma Planning Services (September 2019) agree that the identification of a Local Gap on the
eastern side of Littleworth Lane is a reasonable policy in principle. However, they suggest that the
extent of the designated area is larger than necessary and that the essential elements of the gap
can be protected with a suitably and sensitively designed development scheme. The amendment
to the draft Plan that Rydon seeks is therefore to reduce the extent of the LG1 designation so that
it is limited to the western end of the site currently identified and/or some text is introduced to
explain that the designation does not seek to do more than is necessary to protect the main
characteristics of the gap and development proposals will not be prevented in principle but must
demonstrate that the important features of the gap are maintained.
Sigma Planning Services and Allen Scott (September 2019) identify the important elements of the
gap area as the frontage to Littleworth Lane and the setting of the heritage assets to the north.
The northern part of the site is identified as most important to protect the setting of the heritage
assets. The Littleworth Lane frontage is described as defined by a strong hedge and trees, with
limited views across the field to the east, with the perception of the gap being therefore more
dependent upon the site frontage rather than the deeper part of the site. They identify that there
are very limited views from any other public viewpoint.
WEST GRINSTEAD PARISH COUNCIL
LOCAL GAPS POLICY – LANDSCAPE REVIEW
LLD1888-LPL-REP-001-03

17

Allen Scott identify that the southern parts of the site stands on higher ground and is discernible
from Public Footpath FP1174 and Littleworth Lane. Allen Scott additionally identify that:
‘Littleworth Lane is a northern gateway into Partridge Green and establishes the green character
of the village setting for those approaching and leaving Partridge Green’; with ‘Generally a rural
character prevails spreading out from the site northwards’ and ‘Potential perceived coalescence
between Partridge Green and Littleworth was considered a part of character and appearance.’
Allen Scott identify that based on the landscape framework, a development framework for the Site
could provide: ‘1. A better relationship to The Rise, particularly with regards to the pattern, scale,
set back and height of dwellings along the higher ground where the site adjoins the rear of existing
properties; 2. Retention of the open field in the northern parts of the western parcel to protect the
character of Littleworth Lane but also to maintain the setting of the listed buildings; 3. A substantial
set back from Littleworth Lane in the southern part such that new dwellings do not influence the
character of the lane; 4. An access road from Littleworth Lane that reflects the size and scale of a
farmstead entrance […]. 5. A demonstration of architectural density, massing and character to
contribute positively to local distinctiveness as well as recognition of issues such as visibility of
parking, lighting and light spill.’
LLD consider that the baseline upon which the opinion of Sigma Planning Services and Allen Scott
(September 2019) is derived overlooks various sensitivities. Key oversight includes the falling
landform associated with the feature of the River Adur tributary stream and the time depth and
continuity with the countryside beyond, resulting from the small scale field system, which both
provide a spatial coherence to the countryside between Partridge Green and Littleworth, informing
their separate identity and amenity.
LLD consider that any small scale housing within this area would impact on the small scale field
pattern within the River Adur tributary stream valley landform, which (together with areas further to
the west along the northern edge of Partridge Green) provide a continuity of historic landscape
character in proximity to the respective settlement edges and the countryside beyond.
LG1 additionally provides a legible break between built form associated with the settlements of
Partridge Green and the (Grade II Listed) Buildings south of Littleworth, which is primarily
experienced through breaks in the vegetation along Littleworth Lane, (see Viewpoint No. 1A) and
in glimpses from Public Footpath No. 1774-1 to the north east, (see Viewpoint No. 1B). It is
primarily the southern part of the Site on rising ground which is seen in these views.
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The context and legibility of the location along the tributary stream valley side, including the more
elevated southern part of LG1 is considered by LLD to contribute to the wider setting of (Grade II
Listed) Buildings Beauchamps, Barn to north of Beauchamps, and Blanches. This is due to the
spatial coherence which landform presents, relative to settlement pattern, either associated with
the plateaued areas or of greater time depth associated with the valley sides.
The falling landform associated with the feature of the River Adur tributary stream provides a
spatial coherence to the countryside between the settlements of Partridge Green and Littleworth,
informing their separate identity and amenity. Should the association between field pattern and
landform be encroached upon in this location, the resulting impact would be both incongruous,
whilst significantly breaking the gap and sense of openness between the settlements of Partridge
Green and Littleworth to the detriment of both the spatial coherence to the countryside setting and
the separate identity and amenity of the settlements.
6.0

CONCLUSIONS
The proposed Local Gap is considered to be substantiated for allocation, through reference to the
evidence base and opinion provided within this report in support of that submitted within the
‘Background Paper: Retention of Local Gaps’. The cumulative contribution of the areas identified
on the Policies Map of the WGNP Local Gaps Policy would prevent coalescence, whilst retaining
the separate identity and amenity of the settlements of Partridge Green, Jolesfield and Littleworth,
consistent with the criteria set out within Horsham District Council’s Planning Framework – Policy
27, preventing significant reduction to the openness and ‘break’ between settlements.
The Local Gap Policy defined for this area through the WGNP adds value to existing planning
policies (including Strategic Policy 25: The Natural Environment and Landscape Character and
Strategic Policy 26: Countryside Protection), through defining the landscape character and spatial
relationship of the intervening countryside between the settlements of Partridge Green, Jolesfield
and Littleworth. Without this spatial definition there remains a risk that piecemeal encroachment
from small scale development could be allowed, which would cause harm to the openness and
‘break’ between the settlements of Partridge Green, Jolesfield and Littleworth.
LLD consider that the various representation received, including from Horsham District Council
overlook various sensitivities. Key oversight includes the falling landform associated with the
feature of the River Adur tributary stream, (known locally as ‘The Coker’) and the time depth and
continuity with the countryside beyond resulting from the small scale field system. Both of these
are considered to afford a spatial coherence to the countryside between Partridge Green and
Littleworth, informing their separate identity and amenity.
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LLD consider that any small scale housing within this area would impact on the small scale field
pattern within the River Adur tributary stream valley landform, which provide a continuity of historic
landscape character in proximity to the respective settlement edges and the countryside beyond.
Recommendations regarding areas which could be removed from the proposed Gap without
impacting on the ability of the countryside to significantly maintain the openness and break
between the settlements are provided below.
Through reference to Figure 7, an irregular area of some 1 hectare in size north of allotments,
within the extended gardens of residential properties south of Mill Lane, to the west of Littleworth
(LG2A), might be considered. This is due to the existing enclosed character of this area, which is
associated more with the residential area to the north than the countryside within the tributary
valley or rural setting to the Jolesfield Recreation Ground (Village Green) or (Grade II Listed) West
Grinstead, Dial Post, Littleworth and Partridge Green War Memorial.
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APPENDIX A - PLANNING POLICY AND DESIGNATIONS

The key planning policies considered relevant to the Scheme’s
landscape and visual considerations are summarised below,
followed by relevant planning designations:

1.4

The Government’s current planning policies on land use
planning in England are set out in the National Planning Policy
Framework, (NPPF).

Regarding open space and recreation, Paragraph 98 within
‘...planning policies and decisions
should protect and enhance public rights of way and access,
including taking opportunities to provide better facilities for users,
for example by adding links to existing rights of way networks
including National Trails.’

1.5

1.6

National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019)

Planning Policy

Horsham District Council published the Submission version of
the West Grinstead Parish Neighbourhood Plan 2019-31 for
consultation between 29 July and 23 September 2019.

1.3

National Planning Policy Framework, (February 2019);
Horsham District Planning Framework, (November 2015);
Submission version of the West Grinstead Parish
Neighbourhood Plan, 2019-31 (July 2019).

The Statutory development plan for Horsham District is the
Horsham District Planning Framework (November 2015).

•
•
•

The following relevant policy documents have been taken into
account by the assessment:

1.2

1.1

General

PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT

1.9

1.8

1.7

life of existing and future generations.’

Sites which are internationally recognised to be of Outstanding
Universal Value. These assets are an irreplaceable resource, and

‘heritage assets range from sites and buildings of local historic

Regarding the conservation and enhancement of the historic

relatively undisturbed by noise and are prized for their recreational
and amenity value for this reason [...]’

living conditions and the natural environment, as well as the
potential sensitivity of the Site or the wider area to impacts that
could arise from the development. In doing so they should:

‘Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new
development is appropriate for its location taking into account the

of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and
woodland;[...]’

b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the

development plan);

a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, Sites
of biodiversity or geological value and soils (in a manner

With regards conserving and enhancing the natural environment,
planning policies
and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and
local environment by:

APPENDIX A - PLANNING POLICY AND DESIGNATIONS

1.11

1.10

LLD1888-LPL-REP-002-03

WEST GRINSTEAD PARISH COUNCIL
LOCAL GAPS POLICY - LANDSCAPE REVIEW - APPENDICES

3. The landform of the area’.

waterbodies and other features; and

1. The development pattern of the area, its historical and

of activity in the countryside, and protects, and/or conserves,
and/or enhances, the key features and characteristics of the
landscape character area in which it is located, including;

Strategic Policy 26: Countryside Protection, states that: ‘Outside
built-up area boundaries, the rural character and undeveloped
nature of the countryside will be protected against inappropriate
development. [...] ‘proposals must be of a scale appropriate
to its countryside character and location. Development will be
considered acceptable where it does not lead, either individually

3. Maintains and enhances the existing network of geological
sites and biodiversity, including safeguarding existing
designated sites and species, and ensures no net loss of
wider biodiversity and provides net gains in biodiversity where
possible.’

2. Maintain and enhances the Green Infrastructure Network and

as being of landscape importance, the individual settlement
characteristics, and maintains settlement separation;

‘1. Protects, conserves and enhances the landscape and

Strategic Policy 25: The Natural Environment and Landscape
The Natural Environment and landscape
character of the District, including the landscape, landform and
development pattern, together with protected landscapes and
habitats will be protected against inappropriate development’.
Development proposals will be supported, which:

Horsham District Planning Framework (November 2015)

A2

1.12

4. Proposals contribute to the conservation, enhancement
and amenity of the countryside, including where appropriate
enhancements to the Green Infrastructure network or provide

3. Redevelopment of existing sites that seek to reduce the
existing urbanised character and appearance of an area
between settlements, particularly along road corridors, will be
supported.

between settlements.

Strategic Policy 27: Settlement Coalescence, states that:
‘Landscapes will be protected from development which would
result in the coalescence of settlements. Development between
settlements will be resisted unless it can be demonstrated that:
1.13

amenities of neighbours.’ (Ibid, p13)

2. Proposals contribute to the conservation and enhancement of
the landscape character; and
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identity.’ (Ibid, p12-13)

Gap 3 on the Policies Map at Section 10 hereof) and provides

inclusion of Policy 1, (Background Paper: Retention of Local
Gaps).

4.9. The WGNP/Policy is supported by a background paper

4.8. In light of this, protecting the separate identify of Partridge
Green is a key objective of the WGNP. It is considered
important to ensure the spacing, openness and rural character
of the Parish between the areas are retained and protected.

valued the rural character and sense of openness between the
settlements and the built-up area of Partridge Green.

4.7. Public consultation events highlighted the desire to protect
areas of open land between the settlements of Partridge

scattered woodlands, hedgerows and shaws which create
enclosed areas and restrict views.

settlements;

4.5. The Parish lies within the Cowfold and Shermanbury
Farmlands, (Horsham District Council, Landscape Character
Assessment 2003). This is an area which includes gently
undulating areas of low ridges and valleys over the Weald Clay
and the southern edge of the Tunbridge Wells sands.
4.6. The Parish is characterised by both small scale intricate

1.14

A3

of the WGNP], will be resisted unless it can be demonstrated that:

‘Development between the settlements of Partridge Green,

Neighbourhood Plan, 2019-31 (WGNP, July 2019)

Submission version of the West Grinstead Parish

APPENDIX A - PLANNING POLICY AND DESIGNATIONS

1.18

1.17

1.16

1.15

‘Faced with weather-boarding. Hipped tiled roof with pentice to
north half of west front.’

replaced with tiles at the front. Horizontally-sliding sash windows.
One window at the back has its original wooden mullion. Two
storeys. Four windows.’

‘Formerly 2 cottages. C17 or earlier timber-framed building with

There are a three Grade II Listed buildings north of LG1, (east
of Littleworth Lane) respectively named from south to north:
Beauchamps, Barn to north of Beauchamps, and Blanches;
Respectively described within the NHLE as follows:

been heightened and a new tiled roof added. Modern casement
windows. Modern addition of 2 windows with porch built in red
brick at the south end with imitation timbering painted on it.’

‘C16 timber-framed house, restored and enlarged. The original

The (Grade II Listed) Joles Farmhouse is located within proposed
Local Gap 2, (LG2)
(B2135). The National
Heritage List for England (NHLE) provides the following detail:

surroundings evolve. Elements of a setting may make a positive or

‘The surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced.

Listed buildings have statutory protection under the Planning
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. Within
the National Planning Policy Framework (Februrary, 2019) the
following description for the Setting of a heritage asset is provided
within Annex 2 Glossary:

Listed Buildings

Landscape planning designations within the Study Area are
described below and their location shown on Figure 3, where
appropriate.

Landscape Planning Designations

1.22

1.21

1.20

1.19

Ground, within the northern half of LG2.

enjoyment of a green as a place of exercise and recreation (e.g.
fencing a green so as to prevent access)

of registered town and village greens’ (January 2010), Greens
receive considerable statutory protection under the following
two Victorian statutes: Section 12 of the Inclosure Act 1857 and
Section 29 of the Commons Act 1876. The 1857 Act makes it a

Registered Town and Village Greens

‘C17. Two storeys. Five windows. Painted brick. Tiled roof.
Casement windows, some with pointed Gothic panes. Modern
porch.’

details:

Further Grade II Listed buildings north of LG3, comprise Eastcot,

‘A First World War memorial, unveiled in 1920, with additional
inscriptions from the Second World War, reduced in height after
storm damage in 1987. MATERIALS: granite cross with stone
pedestal.[...]’

‘Dated 1787. Two storeys and attic. Two windows. One dormer.
Red brick and grey headers. Tiled roof. Glazing bars intact.
Modern Georgian doorway. Tablet over with the date and the
initials B. T. A.’

described as follows:

Further Grade II Listed buildings adjacent to LG2, comprise
(B2135) and
the West Grinstead, Dial Post, Littleworth and Partridge Green

Casement windows with diamond-shaped panes, one retaining
its original wooden mulion. Two storeys. Three windows. Modern
addition in imitation timbering to west.‘

APPENDIX A - PLANNING POLICY AND DESIGNATIONS

There is a belt of Deciduous Woodland which extends along
the disused railway line along which the Downs Link extends,
which forms the western boundary to the proposed LG3. There
is additionally a woodland block to the north east of LG3, which
(B2135).

1.26
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There are dispersed blocks and belts of woodland within the
surrounding area which are recognised as UK Priority Habitat
of Deciduous Woodland, a portion of which is additionally
designated Ancient Woodland.

(2019) as: ‘an
area that has been wooded continuously since at least 1600
AD. It includes ancient semi-natural woodland and plantations
on ancient woodland sites (PAWS)’.

1.24

1.25

UK Priority Habitats are recognised as a material consideration
in the planning process by the National Planning Policy
Framework, but do not have statutory protection. Ancient
Woodland is recognised as a material consideration in the
planning process by the National Planning Policy Framework,
but does not have statutory protection.

1.23

Protected Habitats

A4
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APPENDIX B - PUBLISHED BASELINE - LANDSCAPE CHARACTER AND CAPACITY STUDIES

1.30

1.29

1.28

1.27

National Character Areas (September 2014);
Landscape Character Assessment of West Sussex
(November 2003);
Horsham District Landscape Character Assessment (CBA,
October 2003);
Horsham District Landscape Capacity Assessment (2014);
Sussex Historic Landscape Characterisation (Bannister,
August 2010).

The overall character description for LCA LW10 is provided as
follows: ‘[...] comprises a lowland mixed pastoral and arable
landscape with a strong hedgerow pattern. It lies over low ridges
and clay vales drained by the upper Adur streams. In the east,
the area has experienced high levels of development centred on
Burgess Hill.’

Sussex with subsequent land management guidelines for each
character area. The Study Area is located within the Eastern Low
Weald Landscape Character Area (LCA LW10) of the Low Weald
Landscape Character Type (LCT).

Landscape Character Assessment of West Sussex
(November, 2003)

‘…a broad, low-lying clay vale…predominantly agricultural,
supporting mainly pastoral farming owing to heavy clay soils,…
and has many densely wooded areas with a high proportion of
ancient woodland...’

At national scale through reference to the National Character
Areas (September 2014), the Site is located within the Low
Weald National Character Area (NCA 121), described as:

National Character Areas (September 2014)

•
•

•

•
•

A review of published Landscape Character Assessments has
been undertaken to provide an understanding of the landscape
character context for the Study Area. This includes the following
relevant documents:

Landscape Character and Capacity Studies

EXISTING CONDITIONS - PUBLISHED EVIDENCE

1.32

1.31

•

•

particularly around Burgess Hill, and busy use of some rural
lanes;
[...] Gradual loss of locally distinctive building styles and
materials;
Gradual suburbanisation of the landscape including the
widespread use of exotic tree and shrub species.’

Visual impact of new urban and rural development including
modern farm buildings, horse riding centres and paddocks;

•
•

‘Growing impact of development in the east;

the west, much more development to the east, centred on
Burgess Hill;
Biodiversity in woodland, meadowland, ponds and wetland;
[...]Mix of farmsteads and hamlets favouring ridgeline
locations, strung out along lanes;
Crossed by north-south roads with a rectilinear network of
narrow rural lanes;
London to Brighton Railway Line crosses the area through
Burgess Hill;
Varied traditional rural buildings built with diverse materials
including timber-framing, weatherboarding, Horsham Stone

hedgerow trees;

‘Gently undulating low ridges and clay vales;
Views dominated by the steep downland scarp to the south
and the High Weald fringes to the north;
Arable and pastoral rural landscape, a mosaic of small and

•
•

•

•

•

•
•

•

•

•
•

1.34

1.33

development and the cumulative visual impact of buildings
and other structures.’

Woodland cover and the mosaic of shaws and hedgerows
contribute strongly to the essence of the landscape’;
Pockets of rich biodiversity are vulnerable to loss and change;
Parts of the area are highly exposed to views from the downs

B2

plant hedgerows where they have been lost.’

including alongside the sides of streams;
Avoid skyline development and ensure that any new
development has a minimum impact on views from the downs
and is integrated within the landscape;
[...] Where appropriate, increase tree cover in and around
villages, agricultural and other development and on the rural
urban fringe of suburban areas and Burgess Hill, including
along the approach roads to settlements[...];
Conserve and replant single oaks in hedgerows to maintain
succession and replant parkland trees;
Conserve, strengthen and manage existing hedgerows and

Plan for long-term woodland regeneration, the planting of new
small and medium-sized broad-leaved farm woodlands, and
appropriate management of existing woodland;

‘Maintain and restore the historic pattern and fabric of the
agricultural landscape including irregular patterns of smaller
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•

•

•

•

•

•

•

part of the area, encourage landscape restoration and woodland
management, and ensure that new development is well-integrated
within the landscape’.
including:

Land Management Guidelines for LCA LW10 are headlined as

•
•

•

•

Key Landscape and Visual Sensitivities for LCA LW10 are
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1.38

LCA J3 is described as follows: ‘This gently undulating area of
low ridges and valleys lies over the Weald Clay and the southern
edge of the Tunbridge Wells sands. It has both small scale

1.37

•

•
•

•

•

•

•

Conserve the rural undeveloped character. Any large scale
housing and commercial development would be likely to
damage character;
Ensure any appropriate development responds to historic
settlement patterns and local design and building materials;
Secure landscape improvements to screen suburban edges
of Partridge Green and ribbon development at Shermanbury;
Conserve and enhance existing network of hedgerows and
shaws;
Maintain the pattern of small scale pastures;
Encourage the natural regeneration of hedgerow oaks and
or plant new ones;
Encourage establishment of small woodlands.

follows:

enclosure and restrict views, although there are some more open
areas where hedgerows have been lost. Despite localised visual
intrusion from pylons and some urban development on the A283,
the area generally has an undeveloped rural character.’

The Site area is located within the Cowfold and Shermanbury
Farmlands (LCA J3) of the Broad Clay Vale Farmlands LCT.

Types (LCT), with subsequent Landscape Character Areas
(LCA)

1.36

1.35

Horsham District Landscape Character Assessment (CBA,
October 2003)

1.42

1.41

The 2014 study LLCA are considered to have precedence over
the LCA provided in the 2003 study, due to the larger scale

1.40

landscape.’ (Ibid, p7)

sensitively designed, and that any development would include
a strong framework of structural landscaping including ground
modelling where appropriate, and tree planting at an appropriate
scale, area, design and species composition, and takes account of
local settlement/open space pattern, character and distinctiveness

‘It is assumed that this development would comprise mainly
two storey developments of no more than 8.5m in height, at an
average of 35-40 dwellings per hectare. This type of development
may include some smaller areas of no more than 3 storey height

Assumptions on the nature of development include that:

‘Small and Medium Scale Housing Development - Small Scale
(up to 100 dwellings) and Medium scale housing developments
of approximately 100-250 dwellings associated with village
extensions to Category 1 settlements...’

The types and scales of development assessed in Part Two of the

2003 study]. Without this greater level of detail it was considered
that there was a risk that important local variations in landscape
sensitivity and capacity would be missed.’

The 2014 Study undertook a landscape characterisation to identify
the current Horsham District Local Landscape Character Areas
(LLCA).
Green and considered for Small-scale Housing Development, (see
relevant extract from the 2014 Study within Appendix C).

1.39

Horsham District Landscape Capacity Assessment (HDC,
April 2014)

1.47

1.46

1.45

1.44

1.43

B3

trees;
Existing settlement edge mostly softened/screened by tree
belts, copses and hedgerows but with a localised harder
edge of modern housing development in places;
Some attractive views in places to the parish church;
Attractive approach into the village along Littleworth Lane;
Rural character with the landscape in good condition due to
intact hedgerow pattern’.

‘Gently undulating landform;

to the B2116;
Limited amenity value from one public footpath over the
area.’

‘Some ecological interest of woodland, species, hedgerows
and watercourses;
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•

•

•

Landscape Value for LLCA PG1 is described as follows:

‘This is assessed as overall moderate due to enclosing tree
belts and hedgerows but visual sensitivity increases further
north within the area as the land rises and as considered from
Littleworth Lane.’

Visual Sensitivity for LLCA PG1 is described as follows:

•
•
•

•

•
•

Landscape Character Sensitivity for LLCA PG1 is described as
follows:

within the Submission version of the West Grinstead Parish
Neighbourhood Plan, 2019-31 (WGNP, July 2019). Proposed
LG3 overlays the northern part of LLCA PG4, which extends
along the western edge of Partridge Green.

LLCA PG1 extends along the northern perimeter of Partridge
Green. This area overlays proposed Local Gap 1 (LG1) and

and Landscape Value for each LLCA to arrive at an Overall
Landscape Capacity rating.

APPENDIX B - PUBLISHED BASELINE - LANDSCAPE CHARACTER AND CAPACITY STUDIES

1.51

1.50

1.49

1.48

Small copses and woodland;
Some historic cottages and scattered suburban houses;
Some attractive views to the wider countryside to the west;
Mostly rural character.’

•
•
•
•

•

•

•

to the B2135;
Important amenity value provided by the Downs Link long
distance footpath.’

‘Ecological interest of species rich hedgerows and small
woodlands;

Landscape Value for LLCA PG1 is described as follows:

south of the area would be more visually sensitive.’

‘The visual sensitivity of this area has been assessed as

Visual Sensitivity for LLCA PG1 is described as follows:

‘Gently undulating landform;

•
•

Landscape Character Sensitivity for LLCA PG4 is described as
follows:

housing development, the mostly moderate visual sensitivity
of the area, and moderate landscape value results in an
assessment of moderate capacity for small scale housing
development. It would be very important to minimise any
adverse impact from loss of hedgerows to development, to avoid
the impression of urban sprawl into the area and to relate any
development closely to the existing settlement edge.’

Landscape Capacity for LLCA PG1 is described as follows:

1.55

1.54

1.53

1.52

compromising the values attached to it, taking account of any
appropriate mitigation.’

‘The area is unable or only has very limited potential to be able

compromising the values attached to it, taking account of any
appropriate mitigation.’

‘The area is unable or only has very limited potential to be able

Landscape Capacity is generically described as follows:

Overall Landscape Capacity for Small-scale Housing within

‘...This area has an ability to accommodate development in
some parts without unacceptable adverse landscape and visual
impacts or compromising the values attached to it, taking account
of any appropriate mitigation. There is a need for each proposal
to be considered on its individual merits to ensure there are no
unacceptable adverse impacts.’

Moderate. Moderate capacity is generically described as follows:

Through reference to Appendix C, Overall Landscape Capacity

would be more visually sensitive but there may be some capacity

development. Together with the moderate landscape value it is
considered there is only low-moderate capacity for small scale
housing development. Development into the west of the area
would create the appearance of any development as an incursion

‘This area has a moderate-high landscape character sensitivity,

Landscape Capacity for LLCA PG1 is described as follows:
1.56

B4
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having a moderate or greater capacity should not be taken to
mean the whole area has potential for development.‘

‘Landscape sensitivity and capacity levels are not absolute, and
it is expected that further analysis would need to be carried out

The 2014 Study provides a caveat to its conclusions that:
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1.62

1.61

1.60

1.59

1.58

1.57

amalgamation.

Outside of these areas of formal enclosure and cohesive assarts,

beyond to the north west and northern extent of the Study Area.
A small extent remains east of the cluster of Listed Buildings
about Blanche’s Farm, east of Littleworth Lane.

cohesive assarts, with time depth to the medieval period. This
HLCT extends between Joles Farm, Partridge Green and the
south eastern edge of Littleworth and clockwise from the south

parliamentary enclosure which extend to the east of the
Study Area, forming an arc which surrounds the settlement of

westwards from a historic dispersed, large farmhouse, (along the
Shermanbury Road (B2116)).

the north west.

dispersed settlement comprised of common edge settlement,
(substantively to the east and west of Littleworth Lane to the east
. Additional historic, dispersed

The Sussex Historic Landscape Characterisation (2010)
comprises a GIS data set together with a set of supporting
reports and technical guides. The data provides a broad-brush
approach to interpreting the historic time-depth of areas, which
was based on a desk-based exercise with no checking in the
HLCT
across the Study Area are shown within Figure 4.

Sussex Historic Landscape Characterisation (August 2010)

1.66

1.65

1.64

1.63

west of the historic dispersed, large farmhouse to the south east
associated with Partridge Green along the Shermanbury Road
(B2116).

The 1952 OS Map shows discrete settlement expansion about
(B2135) associated with
Partridge Green and further to the north east about and north
of Haynes Farm along Littleworth Lane, associated with the

a tiled, pyramidal cap to the tower. The presence of numerous

Michael’s Church was built to cater for the growing population of
the village after the Partridge Green railway station was opened

The OS Map shows little change from the intervening 20 years
beyond the presence of St Michael’s Church. Through reference

Gap Location are otherwise shown much as they are today.

Littleworth Lane. Field boundaries outside of the open extent of

Common forms an unenclosed area to the north east, within which
the Recreation Ground is labelled, in location much as at present.
Various built form associated with Blanche’s Farm and Hayne’s

Ground on its present position. The cluster of historic, dispersed
settlement about the western edge of the common is labelled

The historic source regression reviews relevant Ordnance Survey
(OS) mapping from 1879, 1899, 1952 and 1982 and Google Aerial
Photography from 2001 and 2018, through reference to source
extracts provided within Appendix D.

Ordnance Survey Mapping and Aerial Photography (Various)

1.69

1.68

1.67

B5

(B2135),
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whilst an area of allotments are shown to the north of this.

The 2018 Aerial Photograph shows a westward extension
of residential use into the area in previous use for nursery
greenhouse. The tree belt shown in 2001 along the northern

substantial belt of trees to the north, which maintains some
physical separation between the two settlements.

The 2001 Aerial Photograph shows a north westerly extension
of a planned suburban housing estate north of St Michael’s

Cottages.

of Littleworth can be seen to have occurred extending along
Littleworth Lane from the north, including extending onto part of

The 1982 OS Map shows substantive change resulting from
the appearance of the planned estates about Partridge Green
to the south of the Study Area, including a school. The extent
of the planned estates can be seen to have maintained
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APPENDIX C - HORSHAM LANDSCAPE CAPACITY STUDY (2014) - EXTRACT

´

PG1

PG4

PG2
PG4

PG3

Horsham District Council
Park North, North Street, Horsham
West Sussex. RH!12 1RL
Rod Brown : Head of Planning & Environmental Services
Reproduced by permission of Ordnance Survey map on behalf
of HMSO. © Crown copyright and database rights (2011).
Ordnance Survey Licence.100023865

No/low capacity

Partridge Green - Landscape Capacity of Study Areas
for Small-scale Housing Development

Low-moderate capacity
Moderate capacity
Moderate-high capacity
High capacity

Reference No :

Land committed for development

Drawing No :

Drawn :

Date : 10/07/12

Scale : 1:5000

Checked :

Revisions : 25/02/13

Partridge Green
As there are no strong physical boundaries to development around Partridge Green, all the
countryside around the settlement has been included within the capacity assessment. The
landscape falls within the Low Weald National Character area, and Horsham District
Character Areas J3: Cowfold and Shermanbury Farmlands, and P2: Upper Adur Valley.
Overall the landscape is gently undulating and comprises a mix of smaller and larger scale
fields with some scattered woodlands, and to the south of the village the course of the river
Adur, which has narrow valleys with gentle sides.
Within the assessment area four
distinctive landscape study areas are identified. The location of this area and the results of
the assessment are shown on Map 15.
Landscape Study Area PG1
Landscape Character Sensitivity
Gently undulating landform
Small- medium scale irregular and regular field pattern with fields bounded by thick
hedgerows with frequent hedgerow trees
Existing settlement edge mostly softened/screened by tree belts, copses and hedgerows
but with a localised harder edge of modern housing development in places
Some attractive views in places to the parish church
Attractive approach into the village along Littleworth Lane
Rural character with the landscape in good condition due to intact hedgerow pattern
Visual Sensitivity
This is assessed as overall moderate due to enclosing tree belts and hedgerows but visual
sensitivity increases further north within the area as the land rises and as considered from
Littleworth Lane.
Landscape Value
Some ecological interest of woodland, species, hedgerows and watercourses
Moderate tranquillity due to lack of road noise except close to the B2116
Limited amenity value from one public footpath over the area
Landscape Capacity
Whilst some landscape features and qualities are sensitive to housing development, the
mostly moderate visual sensitivity of the area, and moderate landscape value results in an
assessment of moderate capacity for small scale housing development. It would be very
important to minimise any adverse impact from loss of hedgerows to development, to avoid
the impression of urban sprawl into the area and to relate any development closely to the
existing settlement edge
Assessment Summary
Landscape Character Sensitivity
Visual Sensitivity
Combined Landscape Sensitivity

Small Scale Housing
Moderate
Moderate
Moderate

Landscape Value

Low-Moderate

OVERALL LANDSCAPE CAPACITY

Moderate
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Landscape Study Area PG4
Landscape Character Sensitivity
Gently undulating landform
Variable field pattern of small, medium and large pasture fields
Small copses and woodland
Some historic cottages and scattered suburban houses
Some attractive views to the wider countryside to the west
Mostly rural character
Visual Sensitivity
The visual sensitivity of this area has been assessed as mostly low-moderate due to the
screening effects of trees and woodland. It should however be noted that the larger fields in
the south of the area would be more visually sensitive.
Landscape Value
Ecological interest of species rich hedgerows and small woodlands
Moderate tranquillity due to lack of road noise except close to the B2135
Important amenity value provided by the Downs Link long distance footpath
Landscape Capacity
This area has a moderate-high landscape character sensitivity, with many landscape
features and qualities sensitive to housing development. Together with the moderate
landscape value it is considered there is only low-moderate capacity for small scale housing
development. Development into the west of the area would create the appearance of any
development as an incursion into the countryside. The larger open fields in the south of the
area would be more visually sensitive but there may be some capacity in the two fields
between Church Road and the Downs link.
Assessment Summary
Landscape Character Sensitivity
Visual Sensitivity
Combined Landscape Sensitivity

Small Scale Housing
Moderate-High
Low-Moderate
Moderate- High

Landscape Value

Moderate

OVERALL LANDSCAPE CAPACITY

Low-Moderate

121

2.0

Approach and Methodology

2.1

The Landscape Capacity Study has drawn on a range of information contained in
other studies and reports, including:
The Horsham District Landscape Character Assessment
The West Sussex Landscape Character Assessment
The South Downs Integrated Landscape Character Assessment
Historic landscape characterisation data - West Sussex County Council

2.2

The general approach of the Study has been informed by Landscape Character
Guidance published by Natural England (formerly the Countryside Agency) [1] and by
other best practice landscape capacity studies. The key assessment stages and
methodology are set out in the paragraphs below.

Key Assessment Stages
2.3

The technique adopted to assess landscape capacity involves two main stages. The
first is to assess the overall sensitivity of an area of land to a particular type of
development. This is defined in terms of the interactions between the landscape
itself, (landscape character) the way it is viewed (visibility), and the particular scale
and character of the development type in question (e.g. employment or housing
development).
Overall Landscape Sensitivity = Landscape Character Sensitivity + Visual sensitivity

2.4

The second stage of the assessment is to consider the landscape value of an area,
which considers issues such as landscape designations and the historic and
ecological interest of an area. The landscape value judgement is then combined with
the landscape sensitivity to provide and overall assessment of the ability or capacity
of the landscape to accommodate development.
Landscape Capacity (the ability to accommodate a specific type of development) =
Overall Landscape Sensitivity + Landscape Value
Definitions

2.5

For the purposes of this study, landscape sensitivity and capacity are defined as
follows:
Landscape Sensitivity – This is defined as ‘the relative sensitivity/vulnerability of a
landscape to a specific type of development based on judgements about landscape
character sensitivity and visual sensitivity’. Further explanation of how these
judgements are made is set out later in this chapter.
Landscape Capacity – This is defined as the ‘relative ability of the landscape to
accommodate different amounts of development without unacceptable adverse
impacts, taking account of appropriate mitigation measures’. It is a reflection of the
interaction between the sensitivity of the landscape, the type and amount of change
that is being proposed, and the way the landscape is valued.

[1]

Landscape Character Assessment – Guidance for England and Scotland.
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/2671754?category=31019
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Reaching conclusions about capacity means making a judgement about whether the
amount of change proposed can be accommodated without having unacceptable
adverse effects on the character of the landscape (related to landscape character
sensitivity), or the way that it is perceived (related to visual sensitivity), and without
compromising the values attached to it (related to landscape value).
2.6

The types and scales of development assessed in Part One of the study were
defined as follows:
Large Scale Housing Development- Large scale strategic housing developments of
500 or more dwellings associated with urban extensions to Category 1 settlements or
new settlements. It is assumed that this development would comprise mainly two
storey developments of no more than 8.5m in height, at an average of 35-40
dwellings per hectare. This type of development may include some smaller areas of
no more than 3 storey height flats, as well as community/retail facilities.
Medium Scale Housing Development- Medium scale housing developments of
approximately 100-500 dwellings associated with urban extensions to Category 1
settlements. It is assumed that this development would comprise mainly two storey
developments of no more than 8.5m in height, at an average of 35-40 dwellings per
hectare. This type of development may include some smaller areas of no more than
3 storey height flats, as well as community/retail facilities.
Large Scale Employment Development - Commercial employment development
including offices, warehouses and other large buildings with extensive floorspace of
up to 12m height.

2.7

The types and scales of development assessed in Part Two of the study were
defined as follows
Small and Medium Scale Housing Development- Small Scale (up to 100
dwellings) and Medium scale housing developments of approximately 100-250
dwellings associated with village extensions to Category 1 settlements [2 . It is
assumed that this development would comprise mainly two storey developments of
no more than 8.5m in height, at an average of 35-40 dwellings per hectare. This type
of development may include some smaller areas of no more than 3 storey height
flats, as well as community/retail facilities.
Key Assumptions

2.8

When assessing landscape capacity for the above development types it has been
assumed that buildings will be sensitively designed, and that any development would
include a strong framework of structural landscaping including ground modelling
where appropriate, and tree planting at an appropriate scale, area, design and
species composition, and takes account of local settlement/open space pattern,
character and distinctiveness to ensure that development achieves a good fit with the
landscape.

2.9

It should also be noted that some areas of land have been excluded from this
assessment. In addition to land within the South Downs National Park, these are

[2]

Where fewer than 100 homes are proposed around the category 1 settlement, it cannot necessarily
be assumed that this would lead to a different capacity judgement for the character area concerned.
This would need to be assessed on a case by case basis, as part of any more specific land allocation
or development control decision.
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primarily areas of extensive floodplain which would not be considered as acceptable
locations for development. In addition, there are areas of land that are now in the
process of being developed or have recently been granted planning permission, but
are not yet under construction, and these are identified on the landscape capacity
maps in blue. Land within existing built-up area boundaries has also been excluded
from the study. In respect of Part 2 of the study, land that lies beyond a very well
established and strong, long term physical boundary such as a railway line, or a
major road has also been excluded, on the basis that the smaller scale of
development that might be considered around the category 2 settlements would not
necessitate breaching such a boundary.
Assessment Process
2.10

For the purposes of this study it was considered necessary to provide a finer grain of
assessment of landscape capacity than the areas identified in the Horsham District
Landscape Character Assessment 2003. Without this greater level of detail it was
considered that there was a risk that important local variations in landscape
sensitivity and capacity would be missed.

2.11

For Part 1 of the study, both desk-based and field survey analysis was used to
identify discrete ‘Local Landscape Character Areas’ at a 1:10,000 scale for the
purposes of the capacity assessment. These are subdivisions of the broader district
scale Landscape Character Areas which were identified the Horsham District
Landscape Character Assessment at a 1:25,000 scale. The Local Landscape
Character Areas are distinctive units that reflect more localised variations in
character based upon distinctive combinations of characteristics which may include
field and settlement pattern, landform, extent of woodland, visual characteristics, and
the relationship to existing settlement boundaries. The boundaries of the Local
Landscape Character areas have been defined by features such as field boundaries,
roads and ridgelines. It is important to note that the boundaries between the local
landscape character areas may not always represent abrupt changes in character. In
contrast to the well defined lines depicted on the maps, the character of an area may
be more clear and distinctive in the centre with transitions at the edges, where in
certain circumstances the influences of land use, settlement and field pattern and so
on may be less consistent.

2.12

For Part 2 of the study, the overall extent of the area assessed around each
settlement equated approximately to the zone of the visual influence of the existing
built development, on the basis that the scale of development being assessed would
not necessitate consideration of land beyond this zone. The individual landscape
study areas identified were characterised by a distinctive combinations of landscape
characteristics as identified above in para 2.12. As such they may in themselves
constitute Local Landscape Character Areas or form a part of a larger Local
Landscape Character Area that extends beyond the approximate zone of visual
influence of the settlement.

2.13

Once identified, each Local Landscape Character Area or Landscape Study area
was analysed in order to determine its landscape character sensitivity, visual
sensitivity and landscape value. For each element, the following factors were taken
into account:

Landscape Character Sensitivity
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2.14 Landscape character sensitivity analysis considers the impact of development upon
overall character, particular landscape characteristics, including landform, vegetation
cover, land use, scale, field pattern and enclosure and complexity of the landscape
settlement pattern, together with the quality and condition of the landscape. In
particular, the following factors were considered:
1)

Extent, pattern and variety of semi-natural habitat – This includes areas such
as woodland and hedgerows, grassland, river valleys and heath. Areas with an
extensive, connected and a large variety of semi-natural habitat are likely to be
more sensitive to the impact of housing and employment development
compared with those with very limited coverage and variety or even an area of
denuded agricultural monoculture

2)

Historic landscape features/character – areas with many historic landscape
features, particularly those with a sense of time depth (i.e. covering a wide
span of history), and strong historic landscape character that has been present
for an extended period of time (e.g. predominantly medieval in origin), are likely
to be more sensitive to housing and employment development compared with
those with only a few historic elements or are dominated by modern large scale
expansion.

3)

Scale/Field pattern – areas with a complex, intimate and small scale, irregular
field pattern are likely to be more sensitive to disruption of field pattern by large
scale development compared with a simple, more uniform or
eroded/fragmented field pattern. In particular small scale landscapes are
particularly sensitive to large scale employment development

4)

Landform – areas with a very varied/complex land form or strong topographic
features e.g. strongly rolling landform or moderate to steeply sloping valley
sides are likely to be more sensitive to large scale employment development
compared with those with a simple, predominantly flat landform.

5)

Landscape Condition/Quality – Assessment of landscape condition is based
upon judgements about the physical state of the landscape, and about its
intactness from visual, functional and ecological perspectives. It also reflects
the state of repair of individual features and elements which make up character
in any one place. A range of issues such as how intact the hedgerows are,
whether the characteristic tree cover is declining, whether the landscape is
being damaged by intensive agricultural practices or whether suburban
features are being introduced or fly tipping is present are considered. Areas
with well managed landscape features in good condition are likely to be more
sensitive to employment and residential development compared with those in
poor condition where there may be an opportunity to enhance landscape
character in association with new development.

6)

Settlement Pattern – areas with a dispersed settlement pattern and an absence
of modern development and settlements characterised by small scale historic
or vernacular buildings are more likely to be sensitive to housing and
employment development compared with those without.

7)

Settlement edges – Landscapes with existing harsh, abrupt and unattractive
settlement edges are less likely to be sensitive to housing and employment
development compared to those with an attractive settlement edge such as
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8)

Settlement Setting – Landscape areas that contribute to the setting of a town or
village or that provide a distinctive break between the settlement and the
countryside are more likely to be sensitive to housing and employment
development compared to areas that do not perform this function.

9)

Settlement Separation- Areas that contribute to a larger area of open land
between settlements are more likely to be sensitive to large scale development
than those that do not provide this function.

10)

Rural Character- Areas with a strong unspoilt rural character with an absence
of contemporary structures such as transport corridors and utility structures
(e.g. electricity substations, mobile phone masts), are more likely to be
sensitive to housing and employment development compared with areas where
they are present.

2.15 Within this study, a five point scale was used to determine landscape character
sensitivity, based on the considerations set out in the preceding paragraphs. This is
set out in Table 1 below. Categorisation within each area was based on professional
judgement, taking into account the assumptions of sensitive design and landscaping
that have already been set out in this chapter. The assessment is not based upon any
mathematical scoring of the factor, positive or negative, that contribute to sensitivity of
the landscape. It should be recognised that in some local landscape areas, certain
landscape features/qualities will be more important than others in different areas, for
example as a result of the contribution they make to the specific character of an area.
Table 1: Definitions of Landscape Character Sensitivity
Landscape
Sensitivity
Low

Moderate to
Low

Moderate

Moderate to
High
High

Definition
Key characteristics/features are less likely to be sensitive to the
type of development. Development can potentially be more easily
accommodated without significantly altering the character of the
landscape.
The majority of the landscape characteristics/ features are less
likely to be sensitive to this development type. Although
development can potentially be more easily accommodated care
would still be needed in locating and designing development in the
landscape.
Some of the key landscape characteristics/feature are sensitive to
the type of development, Although the landscape may have some
ability to absorb development it is likely some change in character
would result. Considerable care would be needed in locating any
development within the landscape.
Many key landscape characteristics/features are vulnerable to
development of this type with such change likely to result in a
significant change in character. Great care would be needed in
locating and designing any development within the landscape
Key landscape characteristics/features are highly vulnerable to the
development type.
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Visual Sensitivity
2.16 The assessment of visual sensitivity examines how the visual effects of development
would impact on the obstruction of views; how conspicuous/prominent buildings may
be within their surroundings, whether it would affect important skylines or views, and
the extent this might affect the setting of a settlement. Elements and factors
considered to be important in the assessment of visual sensitivity are:
1)

The general potential visibility of development within the area, considering
influences of enclosing or screening elements such as landform, hedgerows,
trees, woodlands and existing built development .

2)

Views into the area and views of the approaches to settlements from
surrounding roads and public rights of way.

3)

Outward views from a settlement and in particular, the impact where these are
strategically significant or distinctive.

4)

Ridges and other areas of high ground – for example examining the potential
effects of development on distinctive ridges and other areas of rising/high
ground or where a settlement avoids such elevated positions.

5)

‘Conspicuity’- consideration as to whether development would be located in a
visually conspicuous location, such as open flat ground or on open high or
rising ground.

2.17 It should be noted that visibility of development is not necessarily always an adverse
effect, even where it would be conspicuous. Consideration is therefore given as to
whether any development is likely to be perceptible but would not significantly alter
the balance of features or elements within the existing view or where development
would enhance existing views or elements within the existing view.
2.18 As with landscape character sensitivity, a five point scale was used to determine
visual sensitivity, based on the considerations set out in the preceding paragraphs.
This is set out in Table 2 overleaf. Categorisation of each area was again based on
professional judgement, and did not use mathematical scoring of the factors that
contribute to the visual sensitivity of the landscape. Categorisation of any particular
area between low and high visual sensitivity did not necessitate all the factors defined
in the table to be met, but rather a balanced professional view is taken about the
relative proportion of factors that are relevant..
Table 2: Visual Sensitivity Definitions
Visual
Sensitivity

Low

Definition
General visibility of the potential development is low as it
would be enclosed, well screened by existing features e.g.
trees/topography and only visible from short distances.
Development would not be discernible or would enhance
views.
Of little importance to views to and from settlements such
that development would not lead to unacceptable visual
intrusion into the countryside with or without mitigation.
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Visual
Sensitivity

Low to
Moderate

Moderate

Moderate to
High

High

2.19

Definition
General visibility of the potential development is between
low and moderate. It would be mostly well screened by
existing features e.g. trees, topography, or would be
relatively easy to visually mitigate.
Development may be discernible, but impacts would be
limited.
Only limited contribution to the views to and from
settlements.
The general visibility of any potential development is
moderate, with partial enclosure or screening but with some
scope for mitigation of any adverse effects.
Whilst development may be perceptible it would not
significantly alter the balance of features or landscape
elements within the view.
Views into and out of settlements are of some importance
but there is likely to be some scope for mitigating impacts.
Limited enclosure, screening or elevated slopes/ridgeline
means any development would be quite visible in the
landscape, and would be difficult to mitigate.
Development would be perceptible and would alter the
balance of features or elements in the view.
Provides views into and out of settlements are of some
importance which are difficult to mitigate.
General visibility of the potential development is high due to
very limited enclosure, screening or elevated
slopes/ridgelines.
Development would be uncharacteristically conspicuous
and could not be successfully mitigated.
Provides important views into and out of settlements that
could not be mitigated.

Once the individual assessment of landscape character sensitivity and visual
sensitivity had been made, the results of these two elements of work were combined
to give an overall assessment of landscape sensitivity. This is set out in table three
below:

Table 3: Combining Landscape Character Sensitivity and Visual Sensitivity to
give Overall Landscape Sensitivity
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High

High

High

High

High

Moderate
to high

Moderate
to High

Moderate
to High

Moderate
to High

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Low to
Moderate

Low to
Moderate
Low to
Moderate
Low to
moderate

Moderate
to High
Moderate
to High
Moderate
to High
Moderate
to High
Moderate
to high

Landscape
Moderate
Character
Sensitivity
Low to
moderate
Low

Low
Low

Moderate
Moderate
Moderate

High
High
High
High
High
High

Visual Sensitivity
Landscape Value
2.20 Landscape value is concerned with the relative value that is attached to different
landscapes. The assessment of landscape value considers existing national and/or
local designations relating to each landscape character areas and this is then taken
into account with other experiential qualities that contribute to landscape value such
as tranquillity, scenic beauty, historic and ecological interest.
2.21 In relation to the assessment of tranquillity for each Local Landscape Character Area,
criteria drawn from the University of Northumbria method for defining tranquillity set
out in the study “Mapping tranquillity- Defining and Assessing a Valuable Resource“
was used. Under these criteria relative tranquillity is defined by analysis of noise
levels, perceived naturalness of the landscape, visible overt human impact from
features such as pylons, high density of settlement and extent of artificial lighting in
each character area. More tranquil areas have a higher degree of naturalness, lower
noise levels and limited human impacts. It is important to emphasise that the full
University of Northumbria methodology was not followed, but by drawing on the
criteria used it has been possible to give an indication of relative tranquillity from field
assessment. In addition, the Tranquil Areas Map for the South East (2006) was taken
account of in the assessment but it should be emphasised this analysis was broad
scale, and there may be localised variations in tranquillity than are apparent on this
plan.
2.22 In a policy context the usual basis for recognising certain highly valued landscapes is
through the application of a local or national designation. A landscape without formal
designation may however be valued as being of interest by different communities.
This may be for a number of reasons, recognising, for example, perceptual aspects
such as scenic beauty, tranquillity; special cultural associations; the influence and
presence of other conservation interests; or the existence of a consensus about
importance, either nationally or locally. In the context of this study a professional
judgement was made on the value of the landscape taking into account the range of
factors identified above. In terms of ecological interest this is based upon the
landscape contribution of designated nature conservation sites, ancient woodland,
other deciduous woodland and shaws, river valleys and species rich hedgerows. In
terms of historic interest this takes account of the contribution to the landscape of
listed buildings, conservation areas, designated parks and gardens or strong
presence/prominence of historic farmsteads and cottages.
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2.24 The definitions of landscape value used in this study in relation to landscape value are
set out in table 4 overleaf. As with landscape sensitivity a five point scale has been
used and is based on professional judgement with no mathematical scoring system.
Table 4 Landscape Value
Landscape Value

High

Moderate to High

Moderate

Definition
Lies wholly within or adjacent to a designated landscape
where scenic value and localised character is very
distinctive or is important to the setting of a designated
landscape with significant intervisibility between the two.
Presents locally distinctive landscape characteristics of
considerable scenic value, or provides important amenity
value by way of views and countryside access.
Presents prominent features of historic or ecological
interest (e.g. taking into account the intactness and
integrity of historic landscape features/patterns and
nature conservation designations) that contribute to
landscape setting and character of the area.
Tranquil with a strong sense of naturalness.
Lies wholly within a designated landscape where
localised character and scenic value is less distinctive, or
has become degraded, or; lies adjacent to a designated
landscape.
Provides some amenity value by way of views and
countryside access (takes into account the intactness and
integrity of historic landscape patterns and ecological
designations).
Presents locally distinctive landscape characteristics of
scenic value.
Relatively tranquil with a fairly strong sense of
naturalness and only distant detractors from this.
Does not lie within, or lies adjacent to a designated
landscape where localised character and scenic value is
less distinctive or has become degraded.
Presents limited locally distinctive landscape
characteristics of some scenic value or provides some
amenity value by way of views and countryside access.
Presents some features of historic or ecological interest
that contribute to landscape setting and character of the
area. (This takes into account the intactness and integrity
of historic landscape features/ patterns and ecological
designations).Some detractors affecting tranquillity, but
also with some sense of naturalness.
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Landscape Value

Definition
Does not lie within or adjacent to a designated landscape.
Presents very limited locally distinctive landscape
characteristics with some scenic interest, or presents
limited amenity value by way of views and countryside
access.
Presents very few features of historic or ecological
interest that contribute to landscape setting and character
of the area (This takes into account the intactness and
integrity of historic landscape features/ patterns and
ecological designations).
Limited tranquillity, significant human detractors from
naturalness

Low to Moderate

Does not lie within or adjacent to a designated landscape.
Does not present locally distinctive landscape
characteristics with some scenic interest or does not
provide some amenity value by way of views and
countryside access.
Does not presents features of historic or ecological
interest that contribute to landscape setting and character
of the area. (This takes into account the intactness and
integrity of historic landscape features/ patterns and
ecological designations).Not tranquil, much human
activity, limited naturalness.

Low

Landscape Capacity
2.25

Once the Landscape Sensitivity and Landscape Value were determined an
assessment of landscape capacity was made on the five scale points identified. The
matrix setting out how the results of the assessment were reached is set out in table
five, and a definition of landscape capacity is set out in table six overleaf.

Table 5: Combining Landscape Sensitivity and Landscape Value to give Landscape
Capacity
Moderate

Low to
moderate

No/low

No/Low

Moderate
Moderate
to High

Low to
moderate

Low to
moderate

Moderate Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate
Low to
Moderate to high

Moderate
to high
Moderate
to High

Low to
moderate
Low to
moderate
Low to
moderate

High
Overall
Landscap
e
Sensitivity

Low

High
Low

Low to
Moderate

Moderate

No/Low
No/low
Low to
moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate
to high

High

Landscape
Value
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No/low

Table 6: Definitions of Landscape Capacity
Landscape
Capacity
No/Low

Low-Moderate

Moderate

Moderate-High

High

Definition
The area is unable or only has very limited potential to be able to
accommodate the specified type and scale of development without
unacceptable adverse landscape and visual effects or compromising
the values attached to it, taking account of any appropriate mitigation
The area only has potential to be able to accommodate development
in limited locations without unacceptable adverse landscape and
visual impacts or compromising the values attached to it, taking
account of any appropriate mitigation
This area has an ability to accommodate development in some parts
without unacceptable adverse landscape and visual impacts or
compromising the values attached to it, taking account of any
appropriate mitigation There is a need for each proposal to be
considered on its individual merits to ensure there are no
unacceptable adverse impacts.
The area is likely to be able accommodate a significant proportion of
development without unacceptable adverse landscape and visual
impacts or compromising the values attached to it, taking account of
any appropriate mitigation
The area is in principle likely to be able to accommodate the
specified type and scale of development without unacceptable
landscape and visual impacts or compromising the values attached
to it taking account of appropriate mitigation.
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Landscape Character Assessment - Guidance for
England and Scotland (Scottish Natural Heritage and The
Countryside Agency, 2002);

An Approach to Landscape Character Assessment,
published by Natural England, 2014;

Photography and photomontage in landscape and visual
impact assessment, Advice Note 01/11, published by the
Landscape Institute, 2011.

•

•

•

The approach taken substantively maintains that used by
HDC, (April 2014) which is informed by Topic Paper 6. This
is sustained to maintain continuity of approach, despite Topic
Paper 6 having been replaced with: An approach to landscape
sensitivity assessment – to inform spatial planning and land
management, (Natural England, June 2019).

application of the methodology used within the Horsham District
Landscape Capacity Assessment (HDC, April 2014).

The review extends to consideration of Landscape Capacity for
the land proposed as a Local Gap between the three settlements

Approach and Methodology

An approach to landscape sensitivity assessment – to inform
spatial planning and land management. (Natural England,
June 2019);

and Sensitivity, (Countryside Agency, 2004);

•

•

This appraisal has been prepared and undertaken with reference
to the following guidance:

General

METHODOLOGY

landscape and visual susceptibility of the proposed Local Gap.

The ZTV is otherwise primarily used to identify the viewpoints or areas

Gap based on landform, determined during the desktop survey and
analysis from reference to Ordnance Survey mapping.

Zone of
Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) and the spatial association of landscape

The Study Area

of the Landscape Character and Visual Sensitivity, the method
continues to sustain a separate consideration of Value and Overall
Landscape Sensitivity, to maintain the approach resulting in Capacity
recommendations used within HDC, (April 2014). This is demonstrated
within the assessment tables provided for each of the Local
Landscape Character Areas across the Local Gap, within Appendix F.

The criteria used for respectively identifying landscape and visual
sensitivity within HDC, (April 2014) is carried over to inform the

previous guidance provided within Topic Paper 6)
landscape components is informed by the presence of any designated
features, or characteristic components of designated areas. Reference
is otherwise made to Box 5.1 (p84, GLVIA3), which provides a range

The components combine an understanding of both value and
(rather than

The approach recommended by LLD, which best aligns with the
updated guidance, whilst maintaining continuity with HDC, (April
2014) is to identify relevant landscape and visual components which
combine a consideration of sensitivity and value.
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(approximately 31mm at 1.6x conversion) at each shot. The
viewpoint images have been taken at approximately 1.7m above
ground for consistency and in order to replicate the view an average
sized person would experience in that location.

The photographs have been taken using a Canon EOS 650 D
Digital SLR Camera with an 18-55mm lens, which was manually

Viewpoints are selected to represent indicators of visual
susceptibility associated with the Local Landscape Character Areas
within the Local Gap. Viewpoints are otherwise representative of
visibility.

Visual Amenity

European Landscape Convention as: ‘An area,
as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action
and interaction of natural and/or human factors’. The Convention is
very wide in scope and covers: ‘natural, rural, urban and peri-urban
areas, which include land, inland water and marine areas.’

description of landscape character across the study area, which
provides the factual baseline of information against which the
potential susceptibility of the Landscape can be appraised.

Existing landscape character assessments are reviewed to inform

Landscape Character

the 11 February 2020, when vegetation was out of leaf. Weather
conditions were clear, with occasional hale.

The landscape and visual resource has been appraised from

Field Survey

E2

LLD1888-LPL-REP-002-03

WEST GRINSTEAD PARISH COUNCIL
LOCAL GAPS POLICY - LANDSCAPE REVIEW - APPENDICES

APPENDIX F - LLD LANDSCAPE CAPACITY APPRAISAL

LLCA1 - BLANCHES FARM ENCLOSED AGRICULTURAL
F2

Glimpses of the more conspicuous southern parts of the site on higher ground contribute to rural character between the

tranquil setting for those approaching and leaving Partridge Green, (see Viewpoint No. 1A); Further contributed to from
the subtle landform slope which is shared between LLCA1 and Littleworth Lane which falls towards the tranquil landscape
feature of the River Adur tributary stream along the northern edge of LLCA1;

of Beauchamps, and Blanches, north of LLCA1.

west;
Contribution from the limited rural extent to distinguishing between the settlement edge of Partridge Green and the
settlement extension south from Littleworth, provided by (Grade II Listed) buildings north of LLCA1;

Landform falls towards the tranquil landscape feature of the River Adur tributary stream (locally known as The Coker),

east and west, which comprise some of the few remaining areas of countryside which have not been subject to informal

Hedge lined boundaries (with mature oak trees in places) in good condition, (gappy in places along Littleworth Lane to the

Landscape Character Sensitivity
Visual Sensitivity
Overall Landscape Sensitivity
Landscape Value
OVERALL LANDSCAPE CAPACITY - SMALL SCALE HOUSING

boundaries.
LLCA1 comprises of landscape features and qualities which are considered to be of High sensitivity to housing
development, with Moderate visual sensitivity. Any small scale housing within this area would impact on the small scale

Landscape Capacity:

High
Moderate
High
Moderate
Landscape Capacity Level: No-Low
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northern edge of Partridge Green) provide a continuity of historic character, and contribution to the wider setting of (Grade
II Listed) Buildings including Beauchamps, Barn to north of Beauchamps, and Blanches. LLCA1 additionally provides a
legible break between built form associated with the settlements of Partridge Green and south of Littleworth.

of Beauchamps, and Blanches, north of LLCA1;
Moderate tranquillity away from the roadside, particularly associated with mature oak trees and tributary stream (locally
known as The Coker), along the northern edge;

Landscape Value:

Reference is made to Box 5.1 (p84, Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment, Third Edition, published by the Institute of Environmental Management and
Assessment and the Landscape Institute, 2013 (GLVIA3), which provides a range of

east, (see Viewpoint No. 1B).

distinctive; 4. Ridges and other areas of high ground; 5. ‘Conspicuity’- consideration as to
settlement boundary of Partridge Green glimpsed beyond for recreational users of Public Footpath No. 1774-1 to the north
whether development would be located in a visually conspicuous location, such as pen

of enclosing or screening elements such as landform, hedgerows, trees, woodlands
and existing built development; 2. Views into the area and views of the approaches to
settlements from surrounding roads and public rights of way; 3. Outward views from

Indicators of Visual Sensitivity:

‘1. Extent, pattern and variety of semi-natural habitat;
2. Historic landscape features/character;
3. Scale/Field pattern;
4. Landform;
5. Landscape Condition/Quality;
6. Settlement Pattern;
7. Settlement edges;
8. Settlement Setting;
9. Settlement Separation;
10. Rural Character.’

Indicators of Landscape Character Sensitivity:

Table F1 - Landscape Capacity Appraisal Table - Blanches Farm Enclosed Agricultural
Landscape Capacity Criteria
LLCA1 - Blanches Farm Enclosed Agricultural
Methodology - See Appendix E
(Referred to as part of: ‘Landscape Study Area PG1’ within the Horsham District Landscape Capacity Assessment (HDC,
April 2014) and: ‘LG1 - Land north of the Rise’ within the: ‘ Background Paper: Retention of Local Gaps’ (WGNP, 2019).

APPENDIX F - LLD LANDSCAPE CAPACITY APPRAISAL

Direction of View: South west.

Location: Public Bridleway No.1774-1, east of (Grade II Listed) Beauchamps, Barn to north of Beauchamps, and Blanches.

Supporting Photograph - Viewpoint 1B

Direction of View: South east.
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LLCA1 - BLANCHES FARM ENCLOSED AGRICULTURAL

Location: Littleworth Lane, south of the tributary stream and, (Grade II Listed) Beauchamps, Barn to north of Beauchamps, and Blanches.

Supporting Photograph - Viewpoint 1A

APPENDIX F - LLD LANDSCAPE CAPACITY APPRAISAL

LLCA2 - JOLES FARM AGRICULTURAL TRIBUTARY VALLEY
F4

tranquil setting for those approaching and leaving Partridge Green; Conspicuous due to rising ground from the eastern
approach, (see Viewpoint No. 2D);
Visual sensitivity associated with Public Footpath No. 1840-1, which extends along the edge and over the central part of
this area (resulting in a highly conspicuous area) and from which relatively open views can be gained across the tributary

east of Littleworth Lane, (Grade II Listed) Buildings including Beauchamps, Barn to north of Beauchamps, and Blanches.

southern boundary of LLCA2, (see Viewpoint No. 2C);

school and school;
Tranquillity and rural character experienced from the natural setting, particularly to the north of Public Footpath No. 1840-

Landform falls towards the tributary stream (locally known as The Coker), forming a legible valley landform; Perceptual
qualities contributed by this, particularly as experienced from Public Footpath No. 1840-1, with visits to the tranquil

boundaries;

LLCA2 comprises of landscape features and qualities which are considered to be of High sensitivity to housing
development, with Moderate - High visual sensitivity. Any small scale housing within this area would impact on the small

High
Moderate to High
High
Moderate
Landscape Capacity Level: No-Low

Landscape Capacity:

Landscape Character Sensitivity
Visual Sensitivity
Overall Landscape Sensitivity
Landscape Value
OVERALL LANDSCAPE CAPACITY - SMALL SCALE HOUSING

LLD1888-LPL-REP-002-03

WEST GRINSTEAD PARISH COUNCIL
LOCAL GAPS POLICY - LANDSCAPE REVIEW - APPENDICES

Littleworth Lane, (Grade II Listed) Buildings including Beauchamps, Barn to north of Beauchamps, and Blanches;
Moderate tranquillity away from the roadside, particularly associated with mature oak trees and tributary stream and the
relatively open views across the tributary valley landform from Public Footpath No. 1840-1, which is located within the
area; Ecological interest associated with hedge lined boundaries (with mature oak trees in places) as part of a network of

Landscape Value:

Reference is made to Box 5.1 (p84, Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment, Third Edition, published by the Institute of Environmental Management and
Assessment and the Landscape Institute, 2013 (GLVIA3), which provides a range of

glimpsed through the treeline about the perimeter of Partridge Green in this location, (see Viewpoint No. 2A).

distinctive; 4. Ridges and other areas of high ground; 5. ‘Conspicuity’- consideration as to
Viewpoint No. 2B
whether development would be located in a visually conspicuous location, such as pen

of enclosing or screening elements such as landform, hedgerows, trees, woodlands
and existing built development; 2. Views into the area and views of the approaches to
settlements from surrounding roads and public rights of way; 3. Outward views from

Indicators of Visual Sensitivity:

‘1. Extent, pattern and variety of semi-natural habitat;
2. Historic landscape features/character;
3. Scale/Field pattern;
4. Landform;
5. Landscape Condition/Quality;
6. Settlement Pattern;
7. Settlement edges;
8. Settlement Setting;
9. Settlement Separation;
10. Rural Character.’

Indicators of Landscape Character Sensitivity:

‘Background Paper: Retention of Local Gaps’ (WGNP, 2019).

Table F2 - Landscape Capacity Appraisal Table - Joles Farm Agricultural Tributary Valley
Landscape Capacity Criteria
LLCA2 - Joles Farm Agricultural Tributary Valley
Methodology - See Appendix E
(Southern part forms part of: ‘Landscape Study Area PG1’ within the Horsham District Landscape Capacity Assessment

APPENDIX F - LLD LANDSCAPE CAPACITY APPRAISAL

Joles Farmhouse (Grade II Listed)

Location: Central point along Public Footpath No. 1840-1, north of Partridge Green.

Direction of View: North-east.

F5
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LLCA2 - JOLES FARM AGRICULTURAL TRIBUTARY VALLEY

Beauchamps, Barn to north of Beauchamps, and Blanches
(Grade II Listed)

Supporting Photograph - Viewpoint 2B

Direction of View: West.

Location: Central point along Public Footpath No. 1840-1, north of Partridge Green.

Supporting Photograph - Viewpoint 2A

St Michael and All Angels Church

APPENDIX F - LLD LANDSCAPE CAPACITY APPRAISAL

Direction of View: South west.

Location: Littleworth Lane, south of the tributary stream and (Grade II Listed) Beauchamps.

Supporting Photograph - Viewpoint 2D

Direction of View: North west.

Supporting Photograph - Viewpoint 2C

APPENDIX F - LLD LANDSCAPE CAPACITY APPRAISAL
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LLCA2 - JOLES FARM AGRICULTURAL TRIBUTARY VALLEY

LLCA3 - DOWNS LINK ENCLOSED AGRICULTURAL
F7

Perceptual qualities contributed by this as a rural backdrop, particularly as experienced from the Downs Link.

Landform (other than in the south eastern corner), falls towards the tranquil landscape feature of the River Adur tributary
stream (locally known as The Coker), which runs along the northern boundary of LLCA3, forming a legible valley landform,

Partridge Green) which comprise some of the few remaining areas of countryside which have not been subject to informal

the central hedgerow features several trees covered by TPO, (TPO/0582 and TPO/1469) which contribute to landscape
structure about the edge of Partridge Green;

High
Moderate to High
High
Moderate
Landscape Capacity Level: No-Low

Landscape Character Sensitivity
Visual Sensitivity
Overall Landscape Sensitivity
Landscape Value
OVERALL LANDSCAPE CAPACITY - SMALL SCALE HOUSING

LLD1888-LPL-REP-002-03

WEST GRINSTEAD PARISH COUNCIL
LOCAL GAPS POLICY - LANDSCAPE REVIEW - APPENDICES

LLCA3 comprises of landscape features and qualities which are considered to be of High sensitivity to housing
development, with Moderate-High visual sensitivity. Small scale housing within this area would impact on the small scale

Landscape Capacity:

Ecological interest associated with tree and hedge lined boundaries (with mature oak trees in places) as part of a network

Viewpoint No. 3A);
Contribution from the rising ground in agricultural use to the rural character and relative tranquillity for users of the Downs
Link Long Distance Path (Public Bridleway No. 3566-16) as a rural backdrop whilst moving along the path, primarily when
vegetation is out of leaf, (see Viewpoints No. 3B and 3C);
distinctive; 4. Ridges and other areas of high ground; 5. ‘Conspicuity’- consideration as to
Views up the tributary valley landform from Public Footpath No.1847-1, (east of the Downs Link long distance footpath and
whether development would be located in a visually conspicuous location, such as pen
Viewpoint No.
3D).
Boundary vegetation around the Site and the remnant parts of the central hedgerow features several trees covered by
Landscape Value:
Reference is made to Box 5.1 (p84, Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact
TPOs, (TPO/0582 and TPO/1469) which contribute to landscape structure about the edge of Partridge Green;
Assessment, Third Edition, published by the Institute of Environmental Management and Moderate tranquillity away from the roadside, particularly associated with mature trees and tributary stream and the views
Assessment and the Landscape Institute, 2013 (GLVIA3), which provides a range of
up the tributary valley landform from the Downs Link Long Distance Path, (Public Bridleway No. 3566-16) and Public

of enclosing or screening elements such as landform, hedgerows, trees, woodlands
and existing built development; 2. Views into the area and views of the approaches to
settlements from surrounding roads and public rights of way; 3. Outward views from

Indicators of Visual Sensitivity:

‘1. Extent, pattern and variety of semi-natural habitat;
2. Historic landscape features/character;
3. Scale/Field pattern;
4. Landform;
5. Landscape Condition/Quality;
6. Settlement Pattern;
7. Settlement edges;
8. Settlement Setting;
9. Settlement Separation;
10. Rural Character.’

Indicators of Landscape Character Sensitivity:

Table F3 - Landscape Capacity Appraisal Table - Downs Link Enclosed Agricultural
Landscape Capacity Criteria
LLCA3 - Downs Link Enclosed Agricultural Tributary Valley
Methodology - See Appendix E
(Referred to as part of ‘Landscape Study Area PG4’ within the Horsham District Landscape Capacity Assessment (HDC,
April 2014) and ‘LG3 - Land north of the Rosary’ within the ‘Background Paper: Retention of Local Gaps’ (WGNP, 2019).

APPENDIX F - LLD LANDSCAPE CAPACITY APPRAISAL

Direction of View: East.
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LLCA3 - DOWNS LINK ENCLOSED AGRICULTURAL

Location: Public Bridleway No.3566-16, (part of the Downs Link long distance footpath and cycleway) north of Partridge Green.

Supporting Photograph - Viewpoint 3B

Direction of View: South west.

Supporting Photograph - Viewpoint 3A

APPENDIX F - LLD LANDSCAPE CAPACITY APPRAISAL

Direction of View: South east.

Supporting Photograph - Viewpoint 3D

Eastcot (Grade II Listed)

Direction of View: South east.
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LLCA3 - DOWNS LINK ENCLOSED AGRICULTURAL

Location: Public Bridleway No.3566-16, (part of the Downs Link long distance footpath and cycleway) adjacent to the tributary stream.

Supporting Photograph - Viewpoint 3C

APPENDIX F - LLD LANDSCAPE CAPACITY APPRAISAL

Direction of View: North west.

Supporting Photograph - Viewpoint 3E

APPENDIX F - LLD LANDSCAPE CAPACITY APPRAISAL
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LLCA3 - DOWNS LINK ENCLOSED AGRICULTURAL

Landscape Character Sensitivity
Visual Sensitivity
Overall Landscape Sensitivity
Landscape Value
OVERALL LANDSCAPE CAPACITY - SMALL SCALE HOUSING

Landscape Capacity:

Reference is made to Box 5.1 (p84, Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment, Third Edition, published by the Institute of Environmental Management and
Assessment and the Landscape Institute, 2013 (GLVIA3), which provides a range of

Landscape Value:

distinctive; 4. Ridges and other areas of high ground; [...]

of enclosing or screening elements such as landform, hedgerows, trees, woodlands
and existing built development; 2. Views into the area and views of the approaches to
settlements from surrounding roads and public rights of way; 3. Outward views from

Indicators of Visual Sensitivity:

‘1. Extent, pattern and variety of semi-natural habitat;
2. Historic landscape features/character;
3. Scale/Field pattern;
4. Landform;
5. Landscape Condition/Quality;
6. Settlement Pattern;
7. Settlement edges;
8. Settlement Setting;
9. Settlement Separation;
10. Rural Character.’

Indicators of Landscape Character Sensitivity:

Landscape Capacity Criteria
Methodology - See Appendix E

LLCA4 - JOLESFIELD COMMON AGRICULTURAL
F11

Moderate to High
High
High
Moderate
Landscape Capacity Level: No-Low
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considered to hold some limited capacity for small scale residential.

pattern within the River Adur tributary stream valley landform, which (together with areas further to the south between

LLCA4 comprises landscape features and qualities which are considered to be of Moderate - High sensitivity to housing

Village Green, Public Footpath No. 1839-1 and allotments to the north; Perceptual qualities contributed by this, including
sense of tranquillity; (see Viewpoints No. 4C and 4D).

land, (see Viewpoint No. 4B

the countryside within the tributary valley.

Ground presents a visually more irregular and more patchwork association of landform and vegetation, drawing towards
a ponded area surrounding with scrub, (west of which a separate tributary watercourse drains west towards the River
Viewpoint No. 4A
pattern and rural character within the north western part of LLCA4 to the setting of the (Grade II Listed) West Grinstead,
Dial Post, Littleworth and Partridge Green War Memorial, (see Viewpoint No. 4B). A small area to the north of the

The Coker) to the south, however the gradient is more gentle, associating more with the settlement about the hilltop at

Retention of Local Gaps’ (WGNP, 2019).

APPENDIX F - LLD LANDSCAPE CAPACITY APPRAISAL

Direction of View: South east.

Supporting Photograph - Viewpoint 4B

Direction of View: North west.

Supporting Photograph - Viewpoint 4A

APPENDIX F - LLD LANDSCAPE CAPACITY APPRAISAL
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West Grinstead, Dial Post, Littleworth and
Partridge Green War Memorial(Grade II Listed)

LLCA4 - JOLESFIELD COMMON AGRICULTURAL

Direction of View: North east.

Supporting Photograph - Viewpoint 4D

Direction of View: South.

Supporting Photograph - Viewpoint 4C

APPENDIX F - LLD LANDSCAPE CAPACITY APPRAISAL
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LLCA4 - JOLESFIELD COMMON AGRICULTURAL

LLD1888-LPL-REP-002-03

WEST GRINSTEAD PARISH COUNCIL
LOCAL GAPS POLICY - LANDSCAPE REVIEW - APPENDICES

FIGURES

NTS

FIGURES

Figure 1. Aerial Photograph

Proposed Local Gap Location.
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Figure 2. Topography

and comprises digital elevation data supplied
as a Digital Surface Model to 1m.

The content of this LiDAR plan is sourced
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Watercourse

5m aOD.

10m aOD.

15m aOD.

20m aOD.

35m aOD.

Proposed Local Gap Location.

Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) is an
airborne mapping technique, which uses
a laser to measure the distance between
the aircraft and the ground. Up to 100,000
measurements per second are made of
the ground, allowing highly detailed terrain
models to be generated.
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Figure 3. Designations and Rights of
Way

Public Bridleway.

Public Footpath.

Long Distance Path.

Village Green
Recreation Ground)

UK Priority Habitat Deciduous Woodland.

Ancient Woodland.

Listed Buildings.

Proposed Local Gap Location.
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Figure 4. Sussex Historic Landscape
Character Types (Bannister, 2010)

(Factories).

Parkland; (Ponds).

(Assarted woods).

(Common edge settlement / Large

(Common edge settlement / Large
farmstead).
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Proposed Local Gap Location.
Sussex Historic Landscape Character
(Broad Type / HLC Type (comments))
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Figure 5. Zone of Theoretical Visibility.

Zone of Theoretical Visibility
from Site location. (Produced
through Google Earth
Viewshed Tool).

Proposed Local Gap Location.
(From which viewshed derived
at a height of 8m above Site
level of 15m aOD within the
centre of LG2).
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Figure 6. Local Landscape Character
Areas and Viewpoint Locations.

LLCA Viewpoint Locations.

(LLCA 4).

Downs Link Enclosed Agricultural
Tributary Valley, (LLCA 3).

Joles Farm Agricultural Tributary
Valley, (LLCA 2).

Blanches Farm Enclosed
Agricultural, (LLCA 1).
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Listed Buildings.
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Local Landscape Character Areas (LLCA)
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less to the function of the proposed
Local Gap.

Figure 7. Landscape Capacity and Area
which contributes less to the Local Gap.

A

Low - No Landscape Capacity.
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Watercourse

Proposed Local Gap Location.

LLD Recommended Landscape Capacity
Level for Small-scale residential development
- Using the Horsham District Landscape
Capacity Assessment Methodology (2014)
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1. Background
The purpose of this document is to build upon the existing evidence and justification for the
inclusion of Policy 3: Local Green Space in the Submission WGNP. In addition it provides a
response to representations received from the Regulation 14 Pre Submission Plan consultation.
This policy comes under Section 4 of the Submission Plan - Countryside and Open Space - and
seeks to designate certain locations within the Parish as Local Green Spaces. Development
proposals which conflict with the purpose of this designation will be resisted in these areas
unless the criteria of the policy can be met.
2. Planning Policy
1. APPRAISAL OF HIGHER TIER GUIDANCE ON THE USE OF LOCAL GREEN SPACE
National Planning Policy Framework, February 2019

March 2020 Page 1

1.1. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the Government’s
planning policies for England and how these should be applied. It provides a framework
within which locally-prepared plans for housing and other development can be
produced.
1.2. Paragraph 99 states the designation of land as Local Green Space through local and
Neighbourhood Plans allows communities to identify and protect green areas of
particular importance to them. Designating land as Local Green Space should be
consistent with the local planning of sustainable development and complement
investment in sufficient homes, jobs, and other essential services. Local Green Spaces
should only be designated when a Plan is prepared or updated, and be capable of
enduring beyond the end of the Plan period.
1.3. Paragraph 100 states Local Green Space designation should only be used where the
green space is:
o In reasonably close proximity to the community it serves;
o Demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local
significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational
value (including as a playing field), tranquility, or richness of its wildlife; and
o Local in character and is not an extensive tract of land.
o 1.4. Paragraph 101 states policies for managing development within a Local
Green Space should be consistent with those for Green Belts.
National Planning Policy Guidance
1.5. National Planning Policy Guidance (NNG) advises Local Green Space designation is a
way to provide special protection against development for green areas of particular
importance to local communities. 1
1.6. It states designating any Local Green Space will need to be consistent with local
planning for sustainable development in the area. In particular, Plans must identify
sufficient land in suitable locations to meet identified development needs, and the Local
Green Space designation should not be used in a way that undermines this aim of plan
making. 2
1.7. LGSs may be designated where those spaces are demonstrably special to the local
community, whether in a village or in a neighbourhood in a town or city. 3
1.8. Different types of designations are intended to achieve different purposes. If land is
already protected by designation then consideration should be given to whether any
additional local benefit would be gained by designation as LGS. 4
1.9. It confirms the proximity of a LGS to the community it serves will depend on local
circumstances including why the green area is seen as special, but it must be reasonably
close. For example, if public access is a key factor, then the site would normally be
within easy walking distance of the community served. 5
1.10. The NPPG advises there are no hard and fast rules about how big a LGS can be
because places are different and a degree of judgment will inevitably be needed.
However, paragraph 100 of the National Planning Policy Framework is clear that Local
March 2020 Page 2

Green Space designation should only be used where the green area concerned is not an
extensive tract of land. Consequently, blanket designation of open countryside adjacent
to settlements will not be appropriate. In particular, designation should not be proposed
as a ‘back door’ way to try to achieve what would amount to a new area of Green Belt
by another name. 6
1.11. It states provided that land can meet the criteria at paragraph 100 of the NPPF
there is no lower size limit for a Local Green Space. 7
1.12. Some areas that may be considered for designation as LGS may already have
largely unrestricted public access, though even in places like parks, there may be some
restrictions. However, other land could be considered for designation even if there is no
public access (e.g. green areas which are valued because of their wildlife, historic
significance and/or beauty). 8
1.13. Designation does not in itself confer any rights of public access over what exists at
present. Any additional access would be a matter for separate negotiation with land
owners whose legal rights must be respected.
1.14. Areas that may be considered for designation as Local Green Space may be
crossed by Public Rights of Way. There is no need to designate linear corridors as Local
Green Space simply to protect rights of way, which are already protected under other
legislation. 9
1.15. A LGS does not need to be in public ownership. However, the Local Planning
Authority (in the case of Local Plan Making) or the qualifying body (in the case of
Neighbourhood Plan Making) should contact landowners at an early stage about
proposals to designate any part of their land as LGS. Landowners will have opportunities
to make representations in respect of proposals in a Draft Plan. 10
1.16. Designating a green area as LGS would give it protection consistent with that in
respect of Green Belt, but otherwise, there are no new restrictions or obligations on
landowners. 11
1.17. Management of land designated as LGS will remain the responsibility of its owner.
If the features that make a green area special and locally significant are to be conserved,
how it will be managed in the future is likely to be an important consideration. Local
communities can consider how, with the landowner’s agreement, they might be able to
get involved, perhaps in partnership with interested organisations that can provide
advice or resources. 12
2. APPRAISAL OF OTHER EXAMPLES OF NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN LOCAL GREEN SPACE
DESIGNATION POLICIES
2.1. A review of Neighbourhood Plan Examiners Reports has been undertaken to
ascertain Examiners views on how the criteria of Paragraph 100 of the NPPF can be
positively met by those bodies preparing Neighbourhood Plans.
2.2. The role of an Examiner is to examine whether or not the submitted Plan meets the
Basic Conditions. In considering whether the Plan meets the Basic Conditions, the
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Neighbourhood Plan must, amongst other matters, have regard to national policies and
advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State.
2.3. With respect to LGS, the NPPF states LGS designation should only be used where
the green space is:
• Reasonably Close Proximity to the Community it Serves
• Demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local
significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance,
recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquility or richness of its
wildlife; and
• Local in character and is not an extensive tract of land.
2.4. Set out below are Examiners views/recommendations of each of the above criteria.
2.5. It should be noted, the extent to which Examiners consider whether a proposed
LGS meets the criteria varies greatly. In some cases, Neighbourhood Plans are supported
by a dedicated background paper to justify the proposed designation(s), in other cases,
no such evidence has been prepared.
2.6. In addition, Examiners’ Reports in some instances advise the Examiner has walked
the proposed area(s) and in turn considers the area(s) meets the criteria.
Reasonably Close Proximity to the Community it Serves.
2.7. As set out above, NPPG confirms the proximity of a LGS to the community it serves
will depend on local circumstances, including why the green area is seen as special, but
it must be reasonably close. For example, if public access is a key factor, then the site
would normally be within easy walking distance of the community served. 13
2.8. In considering the proposed LGS in the Lewes Neighbourhood Development Plan
2015-2033, the Examiner concluded he was satisfied that the proposed LGS are all
within close proximity of the community that they service. The Examiner advised14 this
criteria was satisfied as the proposed LGS are either within the main body of the town,
or at a point where it adjoins the open countryside.
Demonstrably Special to a Local Community and Holds Particular Local Significance
2.9. As set out above, the NPPF confirms an area may be demonstrably special to a local
community and holds a particular local significance, for example because of its beauty,
historic significance, recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquility or
richness of its wildlife.
2.10. In considering the proposed LGS in the Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan, the
Examiner concluded “through the consultation process, the sites have been
demonstrated to be special to the local community and to hold particular local
significance.” 15
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2.11. In considering the proposed LGS in the Bolney Neighbourhood Plan, the Examiner
advised one of the areas proposed for designation is used by the general public, affords
some long- distance views of the South Downs, close to the listed Church, and boasts
mature trees. In addition, the Examiner advised that whilst on site he...”witnessed the
area being clearly used for recreational purposes including cricket and by dog walkers.”
16
2.12. In considering the proposed LGS in the Storrington, Sullington and Washington
Neighbourhood Plan, the Examiner considered whether LGS status was appropriate
given public access to the land has been prevented by the landowner fencing off the
field.
2.13. In light of this and in conclusion, the Examiner advised “ in coming to my
conclusion, it is important that the land should have a likelihood of performing the
purpose for which it is recognised at the time when the Plan is being made. Local Green
Space does not confer public rights. I see no likelihood that public usage will be
reintroduced, irrespective of any conclusion I come on the question of its LGS status. I
therefore conclude that in view of the fact that it can no longer be used for recreation, it
no longer passes the tests as set out in Paragraph 77 of the NPPF (2012).This is in line
with PPG advice that land can be designated without public access “because of its
wildlife, historic significance and/or beauty” rather than for a recreational role, which it
no longer performs”.
2.14. The Examiner also considered whether the public access along the footpath
corridor should be designated. In doing so, the Examiner concluded “there is no need to
designate linear corridors as local green space simply to protect rights of way, which are
already protected under other legislation”.
Local in Character and is Not an Extensive Tract of Land
2.15. As set out above, NPPG confirms there are no hard and fast rules about how big a
LGS can be because places are different and a degree of judgment will inevitably be
needed.
2.16. The NPPG advises paragraph 100 of the NPPF is clear that LGS designation should
only be used where the green area concerned is not an extensive tract of land.
Consequently, blanket designation of open countryside adjacent to settlements will not
be appropriate. In particular, designation should not be proposed as a ‘back door’ way
to try to achieve what would amount to a new area of Green Belt by another name. 17
2.17. In considering the proposed LGS in the Lewes Neighbourhood Development Plan
2015-2033, the Examiner concluded the bulk of the proposed LGS are modest in scale
and comfortably conform with the criteria in the NPPF that they are local in character
and not an extensive tract of land. The Examiner considered LGS which ranged in size
from 12 hectares up to 27 hectares. In doing so, the Examiner advised that what might
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constitute a green space which would be local in character is“ultimately one of local
judgement and may vary between different neighbourhood areas”. 18
2.18. In considering the size of the proposed LGS, the Examiner advised “the larger
LGS’s are local in scale within the wider context of the neighbourhood area... I am
satisfied that they do not represent a blanket designation of open countryside adjacent
to the built-up form of the settlement or a “back door” way to achieve what would
amount to a new area of Green Belt by another name.”
2.19. In considering the proposed LGS in the Lavant Neighbourhood Development Plan,
the Examiner considered whether the Amphitheatre, is an extensive tract of land. In this
instance, the Examiner concluded “there is no definition of how big an area has to be to
be extensive and whilst it is a large area it is also contained.” Furthermore, the Examiner
advised “I walked the area on my site visit and I saw people enjoying this open space,
exercising their dogs and children and riding horses.” in light of this, the Examiner
concluded “it is an eminently suitable candidate for protection under this policy [Policy
LNDP10 Local Green Space].” 19
2.20. In considering the proposed LGS in the Plumpton Neighbourhood Plan, the
Examiner considered whether the largest proposed LGS which covered 6.8 hectares was
an extensive tract of land. In this instance, the Examiner concluded that “In relation to
Plumpton Green as a whole, this does not appear as an extensive tract of land. I also
note that its larger size, in relation to the other parts of Local Green Space in the
Neighbourhood Area, is simply reflective of its nature and importance to the local
community as a connected series of fields separated by hedgerows and shaws close to
the centre of the village.” 20

1 Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 37-005-20140306 2 Paragraph: 007 Reference ID: 37-007-20140306 3 Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 37-00920140306; 4 Paragraph 011 Reference ID: 37-011-20140306: 5 Paragraph 014 Reference ID: 37-014-20140306
6 Paragraph 015 Reference ID: 37-015-20140306; 7 Paragraph 016 Reference ID: 37-016-20140306
8 Paragraph 017 Reference ID: 37-017-20140306 : 9 Paragraph 018 Reference ID: 37-018-20140306
10 Paragraph: 019 Reference ID: 37-019-20140306. 11 Paragraph: 020 Reference ID: 37-020-20140306 12 Paragraph: 021 Reference ID: 37021-20140306. 13 Paragraph: 014 Reference ID: 37-014-20140306.
14 Para 7.79 of Lewes Neighbourhood Development Plan 2015-2033, Examiner’s Report
15 Policy 6: Local Green Space, Ardingly Neighbourhood Plan 2013-2031, Examiner’s Report
16 Policy BOLA1 Protect and Enhance Open Spaces in the Village, Bolney Parish Neighbourhood Plan 2016-2031, Examiner’s Report. 17
Paragraph 015 Reference ID 37-015-20140306; 18 Para 7.81 of Lewes Neighbourhood Development Plan 2015-2033, Examiner’s Report; 19
Policy LNDP 10 Local Green Space Lavant Neighbourhood Development Plan 2016-2031 Examiner’s report; 20 Para 169 Plumpton
Neighbourhood Plan 2017-2030 Examiner’s Report.

3. Identification of West Grinstead's Local Green Spaces
The proposed Local Green Spaces have largely been identified through discussion within the
NPWG with particular advice and input from the chairman and the Parish Council members of
the group, all of whom have extensive knowledge of the parish through working on the Parish
Council for many years.
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Identification has also been arrived at through an historical context as historically these local
gaps are also valued - we refer to The Partridge Green and Dial Post Design Statement (2001)
which has a section on Open Spaces. Section 6a.1 quotes "Open spaces are an essential part of
the landscape. Even within a village context such as in Partridge Green and Dial Post they
provide important buffers between areas of different uses and character. This is especially true
of the green spaces at Meyers Wood, St George's Road...".
The key guideline within the section on Open Spaces states, "The preservation and upkeep of
existing green open spaces within both villages remain of key importance".
There has also been noticeable support from residents for the retention of green spaces within
the parish following feedback from public consultation events. Although the feedback did not
refer to the proposed Local Green Spaces specifically by name there were numerous comments
received referring in general to the importance of maintaining local green space within the
parish wherever possible. Residents felt that being able to enjoy different areas of green space
was important in creating a general sense of individual health and well-being, as well as
preserving the identity and rural feel of separate villages. The presence of green spaces
encouraged many varieties of wildlife to flourish, together with providing vital play areas for
children.
Relevant comments from public consultation can be seen in the Appendix below.
4. West Grinstead Local Green Spaces
We submit that all three of the Local Green Spaces designated meet the criteria set out in
paragraph 100 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
Meyers Wood
a) This location at the junction of Meyers Wood and the High Street (opposite The Partridge
pub) is only a short walking distance, approx.160 metres, from the shops and the Village Hall at
the centre of the community of Partridge Green.
b) The site is owned by West Grinstead Parish Council, the purchase of which was prompted by
its central position within the community and with the aim of using the land as a permanent
communal area coupled with the potential for the staging of minor parish events. There are
two memorial benches and two small rose-gardens situated within its confines. Its display of
lights at Christmas and potential use for public events means it holds valued local significance
as well as being demonstrably special in designation as the only centrally-positioned and
appropriate green space within the village where such events can occur.
c) Meyers Wood is not an extensive tract of land being only some 1300 sq.metres in area. It is
the last remaining vestige of the original Meyers Wood a much greater area of woodland that
was lost to development as Partridge Green expanded over the years. It blends in well with the
local character of the area as well as being a reminder of the rural character of the past.
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View west across Meyers Wood from eastern footpath

View east across Meyers Wood from Meyers Wood Road
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View south- west across Meyers Wood from the High Street
St George's Road
a) This location is again a short walking distance, approx.100 metres, from the shops and the
Village Hall at the community centre of Partridge Green.
b) The land east and west of St.George's Road is owned by Croudace Homes Ltd and WSCC
maintain the area with regular gras cutting. It is special because although only small in area it
has been designated as an official play area for children who often take advantage of the
facility, particularly during school holidays and summer evenings, when they can be seen
playing football and cricket. It holds an important significance for local residents as it is a
welcome green corridor separating the surrounding housing estates, with the trees and scrub
creating an environment for wildlife.
c) The site at St George's Road is not an extensive tract of land being only some 1700 sq.metres
in area. It is situated to the north of the village and as part of the surrounding housing estates
blends in well with the local character of the area, where in nearby roads such as Oakwood
other small pockets of green space have been similarly and intentionally positioned to give the
neighbourhood a more rural feel.
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St George’s Rd West Green view south from St Michael’s Way

St George’s Rd East Green view north- west from Little Oak
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St George’s Rd East Green view north from Little Oak
Dial Post Green
a) Dial Post Green is a short walk, approx.150 metres from Dial Post Village Hall the central
community location of the village.
b) Dial Post Green is also owned by West Grinstead Parish Council. It is of particular local
significance being mostly used as a recreation ground where large-scale games of football and
cricket can be played. There is also plenty of space for other recreational and leisure activities.
The site contains a children's playground which is frequently made use of especially during
weekends, school holidays and summer months. The Green is demonstrably special to the
residents of Dial Post as a focal point in regard to all the activities that it provides and is
extremely close to the centre of the village and the new village hall. It is a valuable location for
outdoor events such as the theatre which is organised on a regular basis in summer.
c) Dial Post Green is a more expansive tract of land than either Meyers Wood or St George's
Road in Partridge Green, being approx. 4825 sq.metres in area. However this larger space is
only a reflection of the local character of Dial Post, a village which only has a relatively small
amount of housing, mostly on large-scale plots and has an abundance of fields, footpaths and
areas of countryside within extremely close proximity.
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Dial Post Green view south- west from the main thoroughfare.

Dial Post Green view north- west from the main thoroughfare.
5. Maps
We have referenced and marked the location of the three designated Local Green Spaces on
the attached maps of Partridge Green and Dial Post.
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i) Meyers Wood and St George’s Road

ii) Dial Post Green
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5. Response to Regulation 14 Consultation Representations – Policy 3 – Local
Green Space
Gladman Developments Ltd.
Representation advise that “the Parish Council ensure proposed designations are capable of
meeting requirements of national policy”. They consider “several sites have not been designated
in accordance with national policy and guidance and subsequently are not in accordance with
basic conditions”.
In response the paper has been updated to provide Appraisal of Higher Tier Guidance on the
use of Local Green Space. (ref. National Planning Policy Framework February 2019) and it is
considered that the designated sites are in accordance with basic conditions associated with
national policy and guidance.
Gladman “do not believe that supporting evidence is sufficiently robust to justify the proposed
allocation of 2. East and West of St. George’s Road as a LGS given its lack of special features”.
They continue “Whilst the Parish Council have sought to undertake some form of evidence base
it does not overcome the failure to meet the specific policy requirements set out above with
regards to the scale of land to be designated, particularly in relation to ‘2. East and west of St.
George’s Road’ which appears to form an extensive tract of land. In terms of meeting the
second test there is no evidence base to support the designated LGS being ‘demonstrably special
to a local community’. In relation to its beauty, it is of no particular scenic quality”.
The paper states c) The site at St George's Road is not an extensive tract of land being only some
1700 sq.metres in area. 1700 sq. metres equates to only 0.17 hectares which is not considered
an extensive tract of land. The paper continues... it is special because although only small in
area it has been designated as an official play area for children who often take advantage of the
facility, particularly during school holidays and summer evenings, when they can be seen playing
football and cricket. It holds an important significance for local residents as it is a welcome
green corridor separating the surrounding housing estates, with the trees and scrub creating an
environment for wildlife. It provides an appreciated green space with crocuses in spring, trees
that provide nesting sites for a variety of birds and tracts of scrub that provide shelter and food
for small mammals and insects.
West Sussex County Council (WSCC)
The representation from WSCC has advised that St. George’s Road is publicly maintainable
highway land, held by WSCC. This has already been acknowledged in the paper. ( see St
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George's Road b) The land east and west of St.George's Road is owned by West Sussex County
Council).
WSCC would be concerned if the land became unavailable for any future improvements or
maintenance. It is suggested that the policy wording is amended to ensure WSCC can carry out
any required works at a future date.

6. Appendix
Responses to Questions on Countryside and Open Spaces at exhibition on 5th and 6th December
2014:
Q. Are there any areas of open space within the Parish that you particularly value and if so
please explain why.
A. Green space must be retained within village. Critical for residents well- being, wildlife,
children's play space, oxygen (environment).
Non specific comments
Yes keeps healthy environment, maintains character and identity of each village. Lets not all
merge into one.
Yes the areas have different identities and spaces help to preserve these.
Please keep green spaces in the village, supposed to be rural.
The rural nature of the village is its most important asset.
Green spaces must be protected.
Our green spaces should be protected and maintained.
Peace and quiet.
All open spaces are important. They help the community breathe.
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