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PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT
General
1.1 	The following relevant policy documents have been taken into
account by the assessment:
•
•
•

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).

1.2 	The Statutory development plan for Horsham District is the
Horsham District Planning Framework (November 2015).
1.3 	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.
1.4 	The key planning policies considered relevant to the Scheme’s
landscape and visual considerations are summarised below,
followed by relevant planning designations:
Planning Policy
National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019)
1.5 	The Government’s current planning policies on land use
planning in England are set out in the National Planning Policy
Framework, (NPPF).
1.6 	Regarding open space and recreation, Paragraph 98 within
Chapter 8 identifies that: ‘...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.’

1.7 	With regards conserving and enhancing the natural environment,
Paragraph 170 within Chapter 15 identifies that: ‘planning policies
and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and
local environment by:
a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, Sites
of biodiversity or geological value and soils (in a manner
commensurate with their statutory status or identified quality in the
development plan);
b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside, and the wider benefits from natural capital and
ecosystem services – including the economic and other benefits
of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and
woodland;[...]’
1.8 	Regarding potential effects on the natural environment, Paragraph
180 identifies that:
‘Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new
development is appropriate for its location taking into account the
likely effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution on health,
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:
‘...; b) identify and protect tranquil areas which have remained
relatively undisturbed by noise and are prized for their recreational
and amenity value for this reason [...]’
1.9 	Regarding the conservation and enhancement of the historic
environment within Chapter 16, Paragraph 184 identifies that:
‘heritage assets range from sites and buildings of local historic
value to those of the highest significance, such as World Heritage
Sites which are internationally recognised to be of Outstanding
Universal Value. These assets are an irreplaceable resource, and
should be conserved in a manner appropriate to their significance,
so that they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of
life of existing and future generations.’
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Horsham District Planning Framework (November 2015)
1.10 	
Strategic Policy 25: The Natural Environment and Landscape
Character, states that ‘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:
‘1. Protects, conserves and enhances the landscape and
townscape character, taking into account areas identified
as being of landscape importance, the individual settlement
characteristics, and maintains settlement separation;
2. Maintain and enhances the Green Infrastructure Network and
addresses any identified deficiencies in the District;
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.’
1.11 	
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
or cumulatively, to a significant increase in the overall level
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;
1. The development pattern of the area, its historical and
ecological qualities, tranquillity and sensitivity to change;
2. The pattern of woodlands, fields, hedgerows, trees,
waterbodies and other features; and
3. The landform of the area’.
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1.12 	
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. There is no significant reduction in the openness and ‘break’
between settlements.
2. It does not generate urbanising effects within the settlement
gap, including artificial lighting, development along key road
corridors, and traffic movements.
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.
4. Proposals contribute to the conservation, enhancement
and amenity of the countryside, including where appropriate
enhancements to the Green Infrastructure network or provide
opportunities for quiet informal recreation.’

Submission version of the West Grinstead Parish
Neighbourhood Plan, 2019-31 (WGNP, July 2019)
1.13 	
Policy 1 - Retention of Local Gaps, identifies that:
‘Development between the settlements of Partridge Green,
Jolesﬁeld and Littleworth and land centred around Jolesﬁeld
Common, as identiﬁed on the Policies Map [Provided on page 34
of the WGNP], will be resisted unless it can be demonstrated that:
1. There is no signiﬁcant reduction in the openness between
settlements;
2. Proposals contribute to the conservation and enhancement of
the landscape character; and
3. Proposals provide a landscape buﬀer to protect the residential
amenities of neighbours.’ (Ibid, p13)
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1.14 	
Supporting text to the proposed policy identifies that:
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
field patterns of pasture and some larger scale arable fields,
scattered woodlands, hedgerows and shaws which create
enclosed areas and restrict views.
4.7. Public consultation events highlighted the desire to protect
areas of open land between the settlements of Partridge
Green, Jolesfield and Littleworth. Feedback highlighted that it
valued the rural character and sense of openness between the
settlements and the built-up area of Partridge Green.
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.
4.9. The WGNP/Policy is supported by a background paper
which sets out the supporting evidence and justification for the
inclusion of Policy 1, (Background Paper: Retention of Local
Gaps).
4.10. The Paper defines the areas which are considered
important (identified as Local Gap 1, Local Gap 2 and Local
Gap 3 on the Policies Map at Section 10 hereof) and provides
justification for these areas to be kept free from development in
the long term in order to ensure settlements retain their unique
identity.’ (Ibid, p12-13)
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Landscape Planning Designations
Landscape planning designations within the Study Area are
1.15 	
described below and their location shown on Figure 3, where
appropriate.
Listed Buildings
1.16 	
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:
‘The surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced.
Its extent is not fixed and may change as the asset and its
surroundings evolve. Elements of a setting may make a positive or
negative contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect the
ability to appreciate that significance or may be neutral.’
1.17 	
The (Grade II Listed) Joles Farmhouse is located within proposed
Local Gap 2, (LG2) east of Jolesfield (B2135). The National
Heritage List for England (NHLE) provides the following detail:
‘C16 timber-framed house, restored and enlarged. The original
portion is small. Two storeys. Two windows. Ground floor rebuilt
in red brick. Above the timbering is exposed but the first floor has
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.’
1.18 	
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:
‘Formerly 2 cottages. C17 or earlier timber-framed building with
red brick infilling, now refronted with brick. Horsham slab roof,
replaced with tiles at the front. Horizontally-sliding sash windows.
One window at the back has its original wooden mullion. Two
storeys. Four windows.’
‘Faced with weather-boarding. Hipped tiled roof with pentice to
north half of west front.’

‘C16 timber-framed building with plaster infilling and curved braces
on first floor. Sprocket eaves. Hipped roof of Horsham slabs.
Casement windows with diamond-shaped panes, one retaining
its original wooden mulion. Two storeys. Three windows. Modern
addition in imitation timbering to west.‘
Further Grade II Listed buildings adjacent to LG2, comprise
1.19 	
Medway House, offset to the north west of Jolesfield (B2135) and
the West Grinstead, Dial Post, Littleworth and Partridge Green
War Memorial, offset to the north west corner of LG2; Respectively
described as follows:
‘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.’
‘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.[...]’
1.20 	
Further Grade II Listed buildings north of LG3, comprise Eastcot,
which is located within Jolesfield. The NHLE provides the following
details:

A4

Protected Habitats
1.23 	
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.
1.24 	
Ancient Woodland is defined within the NPPF (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)’.
There are dispersed blocks and belts of woodland within the
1.25 	
surrounding area which are recognised as UK Priority Habitat
of Deciduous Woodland, a portion of which is additionally
designated Ancient Woodland.
1.26 	
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
extends north along the western edge of Jolesfield (B2135).

‘C17. Two storeys. Five windows. Painted brick. Tiled roof.
Casement windows, some with pointed Gothic panes. Modern
porch.’
Registered Town and Village Greens
1.21 	
According to Defra guidance on the ‘Management and protection
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
criminal offence to undertake any act which interrupts the use or
enjoyment of a green as a place of exercise and recreation (e.g.
fencing a green so as to prevent access)
1.22 	
An area of some 0.7 hectares is identified on the database of
registered town or village greens located at Jolesfield Recreation
Ground, within the northern half of LG2.
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EXISTING CONDITIONS - PUBLISHED EVIDENCE
Landscape Character and Capacity Studies
1.27 	
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:
•
•
•
•
•

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).

1.31 	
Key characteristics identified for LCA LW10 includes:
•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•

National Character Areas (September 2014)
•
At national scale through reference to the National Character
1.28 	
Areas (September 2014), the Site is located within the Low
Weald National Character Area (NCA 121), described as:
‘…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...’
Landscape Character Assessment of West Sussex
(November, 2003)
The 2003 Study identified 42 landscape character areas of West
1.29 	
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).
1.30 	
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.’

‘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
larger fields, scattered woodlands, shaws and hedgerows with
hedgerow trees;
Quieter and more secluded, confined rural landscape to
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
roofing and varieties of local brick and tile-hanging.’

1.32 	
Key issues for LCA LW10 are identified including:
•
•
•
•

•
•

‘Growing impact of development in the east;
Continuing amalgamation of small fields, severe hedgerow
loss, and the ageing and loss of hedgerow and field trees;
Visual impact of new urban and rural development including
modern farm buildings, horse riding centres and paddocks;
[...] Increasing pervasiveness of traffic movement and noise,
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.’
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1.33 	
Key Landscape and Visual Sensitivities for LCA LW10 are
identified including:
•
•
•
•

‘High level of perceived naturalness and a rural quality in the
quieter, rural landscape to the west of the A23 Trunk Road;
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
with a consequently high sensitivity to the impact of new
development and the cumulative visual impact of buildings
and other structures.’

1.34 	
Land Management Guidelines for LCA LW10 are headlined as
‘Conserve and enhance the quiet, rural qualities of the western
part of the area, encourage landscape restoration and woodland
management, and ensure that new development is well-integrated
within the landscape’. Detailed recommendations are identified
including:
•

•

•
•

•

•
•

‘Maintain and restore the historic pattern and fabric of the
agricultural landscape including irregular patterns of smaller
fields;
Plan for long-term woodland regeneration, the planting of new
small and medium-sized broad-leaved farm woodlands, and
appropriate management of existing woodland;
Promote the creation of arable field margins and corners
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
hedgerow trees, especially around irregular fields, and replant hedgerows where they have been lost.’
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Horsham District Landscape Character Assessment (CBA,
October 2003)
1.35 	
The 2003 CBA Study identified 16 District Landscape Character
Types (LCT), with subsequent Landscape Character Areas
(LCA) defined at a scale of 1:25,000.
1.36 	
The Site area is located within the Cowfold and Shermanbury
Farmlands (LCA J3) of the Broad Clay Vale Farmlands LCT.
1.37 	
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
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.’
1.38 	
Planning and Land Management Guidelines are identified as
follows:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

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.

Horsham District Landscape Capacity Assessment (HDC,
April 2014)
1.39 	
The 2014 Study undertook a landscape characterisation to identify
the current Horsham District Local Landscape Character Areas
(LLCA). LLCA were identified immediately surrounding Partridge
Green and considered for Small-scale Housing Development, (see
relevant extract from the 2014 Study within Appendix C).
1.40 	
The 2014 study LLCA are considered to have precedence over
the LCA provided in the 2003 study, due to the larger scale
identification of areas. The 2014 study states that:
‘it was considered necessary to provide a finer grain of
assessment of landscape capacity than the areas identified [in 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.’
1.41 	
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...’

B3

1.43 	
The 2014 study identifies Combined Landscape Sensitivity
and Landscape Value for each LLCA to arrive at an Overall
Landscape Capacity rating.
1.44 	
LLCA PG1 extends along the northern perimeter of Partridge
Green. This area overlays proposed Local Gap 1 (LG1) and
the southern part of LG2 identified upon the Policies Map
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.
1.45 	
Landscape Character Sensitivity for LLCA PG1 is described as
follows:
•
•

•

•
•
•

‘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’.

1.42 	
Assumptions on the nature of development include that:
‘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. [..] 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.’ (Ibid, p7)

Visual Sensitivity for LLCA PG1 is described as follows:
1.46 	
‘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 for LLCA PG1 is described as follows:
1.47 	
•
•
•

‘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.’

WEST GRINSTEAD PARISH COUNCIL
LOCAL GAPS POLICY - LANDSCAPE REVIEW - APPENDICES
LLD1888-LPL-REP-002-03

apPendix B - PUBLISHED BASELINE - LANDSCAPE CHARACTER AND CAPACITY STUDIES
1.48 	
Landscape Capacity for LLCA PG1 is described as follows:
‘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.’
1.49 	
Landscape Character Sensitivity for LLCA PG4 is described as
follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•

‘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.’

1.50 	
Visual Sensitivity for LLCA PG1 is described as follows:
‘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 for LLCA PG1 is described as follows:
1.51 	
•
•
•

‘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.’

1.52 	
Landscape Capacity for LLCA PG1 is described as follows:
‘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.’
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The 2014 Study provides a caveat to its conclusions that:
1.56 	
‘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.‘

Through reference to Appendix C, Overall Landscape Capacity
1.53 	
for Small-scale Housing within LLCA PG1 is identified as being
Moderate. Moderate capacity is generically described as follows:
‘...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.’
1.54 	
Overall Landscape Capacity for Small-scale Housing within
LLCA PG4 is identified as being Low-Moderate. ‘Low-Moderate’
Landscape Capacity is generically described as follows:
‘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.’
1.55 	
‘No/Low’ Landscape Capacity is generically described as follows:
‘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.’
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Sussex Historic Landscape Characterisation (August 2010)
The Sussex Historic Landscape Characterisation (2010)
1.57 	
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
field. Historic Landscape Character Types (HLCT) identified
across the Study Area are shown within Figure 4.
1.58 	
The 2010 Study identifies dispersed clusters of historic,
dispersed settlement comprised of common edge settlement,
(substantively to the east and west of Littleworth Lane to the east
and Jolesfield (B2135) to the west). Additional historic, dispersed
settlement comprising a large farmhouses is identified offset to
the north west.
Subsequent settlement expansion about Littleworth is identified
1.59 	
as common edge settlement and infill. More substantial areas
of settlement expansion about Partridge Green is identified as
comprising planned estates, with some limited infill, extending
westwards from a historic dispersed, large farmhouse, (along the
Shermanbury Road (B2116)).
1.60 	
Intervening fieldscapes are defined as resulting from formal,
parliamentary enclosure which extend to the east of the
Study Area, forming an arc which surrounds the settlement of
Littleworth before tapering towards the settlement of Jolesfield.
1.61 	
This fieldscape extent is mirrored to the west of the Study Area
by a field system historically characterised as resulting from
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
west about to the north of Jolesfield, from where it extends
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.
1.62 	
Outside of these areas of formal enclosure and cohesive assarts,
fieldscape to the north east and south west of the Study Area is
historically characterised as informal, resulting from modern field
amalgamation.

Ordnance Survey Mapping and Aerial Photography (Various)
1.63 	
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.
The 1879 OS Map shows Jolesfield Common, with the Recreation
1.64 	
Ground on its present position. The cluster of historic, dispersed
settlement about the western edge of the common is labelled
Jolesfield, and includes Jole’s Farm, the Old Green Man Inn
and a school for boys and girls. The extensive area of Jolesfield
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
Farm is identified along the eastern edge of the common, east of
Littleworth Lane. Field boundaries outside of the open extent of
Jolesfield Common throughout the areas proposed for the Local
Gap Location are otherwise shown much as they are today.
1.65 	
The OS Map shows little change from the intervening 20 years
beyond the presence of St Michael’s Church. Through reference
to Wikipedia (visited 30/01/2020 at < https://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/St_Michael_and_All_Angels_Church,_Partridge_Green>) St
Michael’s Church was built to cater for the growing population of
the village after the Partridge Green railway station was opened
in 1861, comprising an exterior of flint with stone dressings and
a tiled, pyramidal cap to the tower. The presence of numerous
footpaths across Jolesfield Common are defined and Hayne’s
Farm is identified to the north of that labelled in 1879.
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The 1982 OS Map shows substantive change resulting from
1.67 	
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
separation between Jolesfield to the north west and to
Blanche’s Farmhouse to the north east. Significant expansion
of Littleworth can be seen to have occurred extending along
Littleworth Lane from the north, including extending onto part of
Jolesfield Common and through the introduction of a Nursery
greenhouse. A line of houses can be seen north of Jolesfield
along the eastern edge of Jolesfield (B2135), named Jolesfield
Cottages.
1.68 	
The 2001 Aerial Photograph shows a north westerly extension
of a planned suburban housing estate north of St Michael’s
Church towards Jolesfield, albeit that this is provided with a
substantial belt of trees to the north, which maintains some
physical separation between the two settlements.
The 2018 Aerial Photograph shows a westward extension
1.69 	
of residential use into the area in previous use for nursery
greenhouse. The tree belt shown in 2001 along the northern
part of the Jolesfield Recreation Ground is shown removed,
whilst an area of allotments are shown to the north of this.

1.66 	
The 1952 OS Map shows discrete settlement expansion about
St Michael’s Church along Jolesfield (B2135) associated with
Partridge Green and further to the north east about and north
of Haynes Farm along Littleworth Lane, associated with the
settlement of Littleworth. Infill can additionaly be seen extending
west of the historic dispersed, large farmhouse to the south east
associated with Partridge Green along the Shermanbury Road
(B2116).
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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
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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:





2.2

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
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

Definition




Low



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

Definition


Low to
Moderate







Moderate




Moderate to
High






High




2.19

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

Definition




High







Moderate to High






Moderate



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





Low to Moderate








Low

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
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.

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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