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11 September 2026 

The Planning Inspectorate 
c/o Quadient 
69 Buckingham Avenue 
Slough 
SL1 4PN 

Dear Sir / Madam 

Planning Inspectorate Reference – 6012367 
Horsham District Council Reference – DC/25/1371 
Site – Land West of Parsons Field Stables, Pickhurst Lane, Pulborough, West 
Sussex RH20 1DA 

We write on behalf of a neighbouring landowner, Sir John Ritblat, to object to the above appeal and 
respectfully request that it be dismissed. 

We previously objected to planning application reference DC/25/1371 by letter dated 12 September 
2025. The proposal now before the Inspector is amended from the development originally carried out 
on the land, principally through the proposed removal of hardstanding and the American barn from the 
western part of the site, changes to fencing and further native planting. Those amendments do not 
overcome our client’s objections. 

There have also been material changes since the application was determined. In particular, the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was replaced on 17 August 2026, the district-wide position on 
traveller pitch provision has materially improved, and the appeal must now be determined against the 
current policy and evidential position. 

Our objections are organised under the following principal themes: 

- Principle of the development
- Landscape harm
- Ecology
- Arboriculture
- Drainage
- Outstanding Deficiencies

Stratton House 
57 Lower Street 

Pulborough 
West Sussex 

RH20 2AZ 

01798 877555 
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Principle of the Development 
 
The appeal site is outside a settlement boundary and is not allocated for traveller development. The 
starting point is therefore Policy S5 of the August 2026 NPPF, read with Policies S3 and HO12.  
 
Importantly, development outside settlements does not benefit from a general presumption simply 
because it would provide traveller accommodation. The relevant route under Policy S5 (g) depends 
upon there being an evidenced unmet need, the criteria of Policy HO12 being met and the benefits of 
the development not being substantially outweighed by any adverse effects. 
 
In relation to the need, on the evidence presently available, permissions granted since 1 April 2023 
amount to 48 pitches against the identified requirement for 50 pitches in the first five years of the 
submitted Local Plan period. The scale of any residual numerical shortfall is therefore very substantially 
reduced. Moreover, a further 4 pitches are presently awaiting determination. Accordingly, whatever 
weight is attached to unmet need, it cannot reasonably carry the same weight as it might have done 
when the application was originally considered. 
 
Further, the Appellants have not provided evidence of any personal circumstances which require them 
to be located in this particular location. 
 
There is also an important interaction with the protected landscape policies. The appeal site lies within 
only a few metres of the South Downs National Park and Policy N4 requires development within the 
setting of a Protected Landscape to be sensitively located and designed so as to avoid or minimise 
adverse impacts on the designated area. This point is considered further below. 
 
The retrospective history is also now more significant. Policy DM8 of the NPPF provides that, where it 
is concluded on the evidence that unauthorised development was intentional, that fact should be given 
substantial weight when considering whether planning permission should be granted. The development 
is substantially retrospective and the chronology includes the formation of the access, removal of 
hedgerow, importation of material and extensive hardstanding, erection of fencing and buildings, 
enforcement intervention/Stop Notice, continuation of works, stationing of caravans and subsequent 
pursuit of retrospective permission. Our September 2025 objection recorded that works continued 
despite Horsham District Council serving a Stop Notice, with caravans subsequently being brought onto 
the site.  
 
The enforcement evidence clearly demonstrates that the unauthorised development was intentional. 
Policy DM8 requires substantial weight to be given to that fact.  
 
In addition, the proposed removal of some hardstanding, the American barn and other elements of the 
unauthorised development should not be double-counted as freestanding planning benefits. Those 
measures principally reduce harm created by the unauthorised works themselves. 
 
Landscape Harm 
 
The Council’s sole reason for refusal was that the development has a significant adverse impact and 
that the proposed mitigation would not address the significant landscape harm in this location 
contiguous to the South Downs National Park, contrary to Policies 23, 25, 30 and 33 of the Horsham 
District Planning Framework. 
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The context in which Members reached that decision is important, particularly in the context of the 
appellant’s costs claim. The officer report to Committee contained a significant factual error 
concerning the relationship between the appeal site, the public rights of way and the National Park. It 
stated that Public Right of Way 1983/2 passed the site at a distance of 160 metres to the west and that 
this distance also correlated with the boundary of the South Downs National Park. In fact, Public Right 
of Way 1983/2 runs immediately alongside the western side of the appeal site and the National Park 
boundary lies immediately beyond it (please see Appendix A). Our measurement places the National 
Park boundary within approximately 6 metres of the site at the nearest point. There is also a public right 
of way approximately 70m to the south which was not mentioned at all. 
 
That was not a minor error. It materially understated the sensitivity of the site and appears to explain 
why the South Downs National Park Authority was not consulted on the application, despite having 
routinely been consulted on other applications in this locality which are further from the National Park 
boundary. Nor did the Landscape Officer’s consultation response acknowledge the true proximity of 
the National Park. 
 
The error was brought to Members’ attention at Committee. Once Councillors were aware of the correct 
physical relationship, they resolved to refuse the application on landscape grounds notwithstanding the 
officer recommendation. The difference between the officer recommendation and the Committee 
decision should therefore not be portrayed as an unexplained departure from professional advice. 
Members were making their decision with an important factual matter before them which had not been 
properly reflected in the officer assessment or consultation process. 
 
The Inspector is respectfully invited to afford limited weight to the positive officer recommendation 
insofar as it proceeded on that erroneous factual basis. 
 
The correct landscape baseline is also important. Before the unauthorised works the site was a grassed 
field used for grazing horses. The subsequent works included hedgerow removal, close-boarded 
fencing, excavation and extensive hardstanding. The appeal should therefore be assessed against the 
lawful pre-development rural condition, rather than by comparing the amended scheme only with the 
more intensive unauthorised development already carried out. The submitted “existing” plans are 
problematic in this respect because they depict the site after unauthorised development rather than its 
lawful pre-development condition. 
 
The appellant places considerable reliance upon existing and proposed vegetation. Screening, however, 
is not synonymous with absence of landscape harm. The permanent residential use, static and touring 
caravans, day rooms, parking, hard surfaces, domestic activity, fencing, stable building, lighting and 
associated paraphernalia introduce an urbanising and domesticating influence into countryside 
immediately adjoining the National Park. Screening is seasonal, depends upon the health and retention 
of vegetation, and does not remove effects on landscape character or the experience of users of the 
adjoining public right of way. 
 
Policy N4 of the 2026 NPPF specifically addresses development within the setting of Protected 
Landscapes. Policies 25 and 30 of the Horsham District Planning Framework likewise require the 
setting and natural beauty of the South Downs National Park to be conserved and, where possible, 
enhanced. The issue is therefore wider than whether individual caravans can be seen from a particular 
viewpoint within the Park. 
 
There are therefore two related but distinct considerations. First, the effect of the development upon 
landscape character, which is not removed merely because built development is screened from 
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particular viewpoints; and second, its visual effect upon receptors, including users of the adjoining 
public rights of way. Both considerations are addressed in the accompanying Landscape and Visual 
Appraisal 

To assist the Inspector, Studio Loci has been commissioned to undertake an independent 
Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA), which accompanies this representation. The LVA (attached at 
Appendix B) has been prepared by a Chartered Member of the Landscape Institute with regard to the 
Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA3) and assesses the effects of the 
development against the historic, pre-development baseline as well as the amended appeal scheme. 

The LVA confirms that, prior to the unauthorised development, the appeal site formed part of pastoral 
agricultural fields, a characteristic of the J1 Billingshurst and North Heath Farmlands Landscape 
Character Area. The development has introduced built form, hardstanding, fencing and residential use 
into a site which previously contributed to the rural and pastoral character of the locality. This 
represents a permanent change from the historic landscape baseline and is particularly sensitive given 
that the boundary of the South Downs National Park lies approximately 6 metres from the appeal site. 

The LVA identifies significant adverse visual effects notwithstanding the degree of enclosure provided 
by existing vegetation. At the site entrance from Pickhurst Lane (Viewpoint 2), the effect is assessed 
as major adverse at Year 1, reducing only to moderate adverse at Year 15. The same major adverse 
Year 1 and moderate adverse Year 15 effects are identified at the junction of Pickhurst Lane and 
PUL1983 (Viewpoint 3), while moderate adverse effects also remain at Year 15 at Viewpoints 8 and 9. 
The assessment therefore demonstrates that adverse effects persist even after allowing for the 
proposed mitigation to mature. 

Importantly, that mitigation does not remove the underlying landscape harm. The amended scheme 
would remove some of the more intrusive elements of the unauthorised development, but the 
residential caravans and associated development would remain and the former pastoral character of 
the site would not be restored. The effectiveness of the proposed mitigation is itself uncertain, 
particularly where new hedging is proposed beneath existing tree canopies, and the LVA also identifies 
the importance of retaining the existing boundary trees. Taken as a whole, the LVA provides 
independent professional evidence that the amended scheme would retain a permanent urbanising and 
domesticating influence in this sensitive countryside location and would not overcome the significant 
landscape harm identified by the Council, particularly having regard to the site's immediate relationship 
with the South Downs National Park. 

There is also relevant appeal history on the adjoining traveller site. In appeal APP/Z3825/A/14/2218650 
an Inspector endorsed earlier conclusions that a modern mobile home appeared out of place in 
attractive open countryside and that the rural character of the locality was seriously harmed, with the 
harm to the character and appearance of the countryside described as “considerable”. Although each 
appeal turns on its own facts, that history is relevant evidence of the sensitivity of this landscape to the 
urbanising effect of caravan development. The present proposal must also be considered cumulatively 
with the existing and recently permitted traveller development on the adjoining site, including the two 
further pitches permitted under DC/24/0256. The issue is therefore not simply the effect of the appeal 
development viewed in isolation, but whether its retention would consolidate and intensify an existing 
concentration of caravan-related development and its associated domesticating influence upon this 
sensitive rural landscape. 
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Ecology 
 
Our September 2025 objection identified substantive ecological concerns arising not simply from the 
proposed use, but from works which had already taken place. The Preliminary Ecological Appraisal pre-
dated much of the development and identified constraints and precautionary measures which, on the 
evidence available to us, were not followed. 
 
In particular, the ecological appraisal required a Construction Environmental Management Plan before 
works began, but no such CEMP had been provided before the works were undertaken. It identified 
dormouse potential within the existing hedgerow and woodland and recommended avoidance of works 
in those areas, yet hedgerow was removed to form the site access. It also recommended a 20 metre 
buffer between the hedgerow/woodland and development works, which was not reflected along the 
western and northern boundaries. 
 
The appraisal also identified an amber risk in relation to Great Crested Newts and recommended further 
pond/DNA investigation and appropriate safeguards. Our objection recorded concern that works had 
proceeded without the recommended protection being demonstrably in place. Vegetation clearance 
was also undertaken during the nesting bird season despite a recommendation to avoid that period. 
 
We acknowledge that further ecological information and mitigation was submitted with the second 
application. However, because this is a substantially retrospective development, later mitigation does 
not erase ecological effects which may already have occurred. The Inspector should therefore be 
satisfied, on up-to-date evidence, that the development as carried out and as now proposed has not 
caused unacceptable harm to protected species or habitats and that any outstanding mitigation is both 
adequate and deliverable. The ecological history is also relevant to the Inspector’s assessment under 
Policy DM8 where recommended safeguards were known before works proceeded. 
 
Arboriculture 
 
The arboricultural position remains a separate concern and is particularly important because the 
appellant relies upon trees, woodland and hedgerows to screen and assimilate the development. 
 
The applicant’s Arboricultural Statement identified fence posts within the root zones of woodland trees, 
possible concrete within tree-rooting areas and the construction of the stable building within the root 
protection areas of three mature English oak trees. Our September 2025 objection also noted that the 
assessment did not address the effects of the established hedgerow removal and referred to a separate 
arboricultural report dealing with the effects of drainage works on trees and ancient woodland which 
had not been submitted. 
 
These are not merely technical tree-protection matters. The mature trees, woodland and hedgerows are 
integral to the rural character of the site and to the physical and visual relationship between the appeal 
site, the public right of way and the National Park. Any damage to, or uncertainty over the long-term 
retention of, that vegetation directly undermines the appellant’s landscape mitigation case. 
 
The application includes no information about existing tree root protection areas (RPAs) so it is not 
possible to be confident about the effect of the proposals.  
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Drainage 
 
The proposed drainage arrangements also raise significant concerns. Both foul and surface water are 
proposed to discharge to a ditch close to the Ancient Woodland to the south of the site. However, the 
submitted drainage plan incorrectly shows the ditch as running alongside the site’s south-western 
boundary. In fact, the ditch lies approximately 5 metres to the south of the appeal site (see Attachment 
C). Accordingly, the proposed connection would require drainage infrastructure to be installed across 
land outside the Appellant’s ownership. 
 
There is also a material discrepancy between the red line boundary shown on the drainage plan and 
that shown on the submitted location plan. On the drainage plan, the red line extends further west at 
the south-western corner so as to encompass the proposed connection to the incorrectly identified 
route of the ditch. This inconsistency calls into question whether the drainage proposals can be 
implemented within the land properly identified as forming part of the appeal site and whether the 
necessary rights exist to construct, access and maintain the proposed connection across third-party 
land. 
 
This is not merely a matter capable of being left to detailed drainage design. On the submitted 
information there is a fundamental uncertainty as to whether the proposed drainage solution can 
lawfully and practically be delivered at all, because the identified receiving ditch lies outside the appeal 
site and the proposed connection appears to require works on third-party land. 
 
If a connection were to be made into the ditch, works would be necessary within 5 metres of Ancient 
Woodland. The ditch also runs alongside the Ancient Woodland, potentially within it, and the potential 
effects of discharging additional foul and surface water flows in such close proximity to irreplaceable 
habitat do not appear to have been assessed. In particular, there appears to be no assessment of the 
potential effects upon the woodland arising from changes in flows, water quality or drainage conditions. 
 
These shortcomings are particularly concerning given the apparent problems with the existing foul 
drainage arrangements. Foul water which appears to be untreated, or inadequately treated, has been 
observed discharging onto the public footpath to the west of the site. 
 
We understand that this discharge has been reported to the Environment Agency. However, the 
existence of a separate regulatory regime does not remove the need for the planning system to be 
satisfied that an adequate, deliverable and environmentally acceptable means of foul drainage can be 
provided. The adequacy, capacity and location of the proposed drainage infrastructure, the ability to 
construct and maintain it, and the feasibility and environmental effects of the proposed discharge 
arrangements are all directly relevant to the acceptability of the development. 
 
Taken together, the incorrect identification of the ditch, the inconsistency in the red line boundaries, the 
apparent reliance on third-party land, the proximity of the proposed drainage route and discharge to 
Ancient Woodland, and the existing evidence of potentially inadequate foul drainage raise substantial 
doubt as to whether a satisfactory and deliverable drainage solution has been demonstrated. 
 
Outstanding Deficiencies 
 
Consultees identified a number of amendments and additional information requirements which do not 
appear to have been fully addressed in the submitted plans. In particular, the Landscape Officer 
requested that the root protection areas (RPAs) of existing trees be shown on the Block Plan so that 
the relationship between the proposed development and retained trees could be properly assessed. 
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The Officer also requested that the fencing along the eastern boundary be repositioned outside the 
RPAs. Although the annotation on the revised Block Plan has been amended to state that the fence 
would be offset, the alignment of the fence itself appears unchanged. In the continued absence of the 
RPA information from the submitted plans, it is not possible to demonstrate that the fencing would 
avoid harm to retained trees. Indeed, the plans indicate that the proposed fence line is likely to pass 
through the RPAs of a number of trees. 
 
In addition, the further information requested in respect of woodland understorey seeding, the 
specification for the proposed green areas and details of the eight proposed new trees does not appear 
to have been provided. The landscaping and arboricultural implications of the development therefore 
remain insufficiently resolved, particularly given the importance of the existing and proposed vegetation 
to the appellant's case that the development can be satisfactorily assimilated into its sensitive 
landscape setting. 
 
Planning Balance 
 
Any unmet need for traveller pitches and the contribution which the proposal would make towards 
meeting that need are material considerations in favour of the appeal. However, the scale of the district-
wide shortfall has materially reduced since the application was determined and there is no evidence 
before us of personal circumstances requiring accommodation at this particular location. 
 
Against those benefits must be weighed the permanent landscape and visual harm identified by the 
LVA, the site's particularly sensitive relationship with the South Downs National Park and adjoining 
public rights of way, the uncertainty surrounding the effectiveness and deliverability of the proposed 
landscape mitigation, and the outstanding ecological, arboricultural and drainage concerns identified 
above. If the Inspector concludes that the unauthorised development was intentional, substantial 
weight must additionally be given to that consideration in accordance with Policy DM8. 
 
In our view, the limited benefits arising from the provision of additional traveller accommodation do not 
outweigh those adverse effects. The amendments made to the scheme principally reduce elements of 
harm arising from the unauthorised development itself; they do not make this an appropriate location 
for the development. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The appeal should be dismissed. The proposal is not an allocated traveller site and its acceptability in 
principle under the 2026 NPPF depends upon the current evidence of unmet need and upon the 
environmental effects of this particular location. The district-wide pitch position has materially 
improved and the current identified numerical shortfall is only two pitches, substantially reducing the 
weight that can be attached to the scale of unmet need asserted in the appellant’s July 2026 statement. 
 
More fundamentally, the appeal site lies alongside the South Downs National Park. The officer report 
misstated that relationship by describing the relevant public right of way and National Park boundary 
as approximately 160 metres away. The National Park Authority was not consulted, and the Landscape 
Officer's response did not acknowledge the true proximity of the designation 
 
The accompanying Landscape and Visual Appraisal provides independent professional evidence 
supporting the Council's reason for refusal. It confirms that the development has resulted in a 
permanent change from the site's historic pastoral character and identifies major adverse visual effects 
at representative viewpoints, with moderate adverse effects remaining in a number of locations even 
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after 15 years. The proposed mitigation would reduce some effects but would neither restore the former 
rural character of the site nor remove the urbanising and domesticating influence of the retained 
residential development. Its effectiveness is also dependent upon the successful establishment of new 
planting in locations where the LVA identifies constraints upon its growth. These effects are particularly 
important given the site's immediate relationship with the South Downs National Park. 
 
The ecological, arboricultural and foul drainage concerns provide further reasons why the Inspector 
should not conclude that the development is environmentally acceptable. In addition, the enforcement 
chronology demonstrates that the unauthorised development was intentional and Policy DM8 of the 
NPPF requires that fact to be given substantial weight. 
 
We therefore respectfully request that the appeal be dismissed.  
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
Batcheller Monkhouse 
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Appendix A 
 

Reference Site Address Decision 
Date Decision No. 

Pitches 

DC/19/2105 Parsons Field Stables, Pickhurst Lane, 
Pulborough, West Sussex 07/08/2023 Allowed 3 

DC/21/1796 Pear Tree Farm, Furners Lane, Woodmancote, 
Henfield 29/02/2024 Allowed 5 

DC/24/0273 Redgates, Burnthouse Lane, Lower Beeding, 
West Sussex, RH13 6NN 26/04/2024 Application 

Permitted 1 

DC/24/0367 Land Parcel At 520128 116244, Stonepit Lane, 
Henfield, West Sussex 21/11/2024 Allowed 3 

DC/24/0256 Parsons Field Stables, Pickhurst Lane, 
Pulborough, West Sussex 05/06/2025 Application 

Permitted 2 

DC/25/0150 Peacocks Paddock, Stall House Lane, North 
Heath, Pulborough, West Sussex, RH20 2HR 08/08/2025 Application 

Permitted 1 

DC/25/0982 Land at Marches Road, Warnham, West 
Sussex 18/11/2025 Application 

Permitted 2 

DC/25/0055 Greenfield Farm, Valewood Lane, Barns Green, 
West Sussex, RH13 0QJ 24/11/2025 Allowed 5 

DC/25/1581 Oldfield Stables, Fryern Road, Storrington, 
West Sussex, RH20 4BJ 27/11/2025 Application 

Permitted 4 

DC/24/1409 Land North West of Junipers, Harbolets Road, 
West Chiltington, West Sussex 27/11/2025 Application 

Permitted 2 

DC/25/0318 Rose View, Park Hill Farm Lane, Codmore Hill, 
West Sussex, RH20 1BW 09/12/2025 Application 

Permitted 2 

DC/24/1502 Sussex Topiary, Naldretts Lane, Rudgwick, 
West Sussex, RH12 3BU 18/12/2025 Application 

Permitted 4 

DC/25/1416 Land East of Coolham Road, West Chiltington, 
West Sussex, RH20 2LT 19/12/2025 Application 

Permitted 1 

DC/25/1901 Hillybarn Farmhouse, The Mount, Ifield, RH11 
0LF 03/04/2026 Application 

Permitted 2 

DC/25/1996 Downsview Paddock, New Hall Lane, Small 
Dole, West Sussex, BN5 9YJ 01/05/2026 Application 

Permitted 1 

DC/25/1700 The Slips, West End Lane, Henfield 18/06/2026 Application 
Permitted 4 

DC/25/1727 Long Wells Vineyard, Marches Road, 
Warnham 24/07/2026 Application 

Permitted 6 

DC/25/2079 Cotlands Paddock, Horsham Road, Cowfold Awaited Awaited 4 
 
 
48 pitches approved 
4 awaiting determined (excluding the appeal scheme) 
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Appendix B 
 
 
  

 
 



























































































 
Introduction 

1. The Landscape and Visual Appraisal has been undertaken with reference to best practice, as 

outlined in the following published guidance: 

• Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (3rd edition) - Landscape 

Institute/ Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (2013) 

• An Approach to Landscape Character Assessment (2014) Natural England 

Professional Judgement 

2. LVIAs differ from other specialist studies because they are generally undertaken by 

professionals who are also involved in the design of the landscape and the preparation of 

subsequent management proposals. This allows the landscape assessment to proceed as an 

integral part of the overall scheme design rather than a discrete study carried out once the 

proposals have been finalised.  

3. Professional judgement is a very important part of the LVIA process. Whilst there is scope for 

quantitative measurement of some interrelating elements (e.g. the loss of trees), much of the 

landscape assessment will rely on qualitative judgements that involve a degree of subjective 

opinion (e.g. the assessment of landscape values or what effect proposals will have on visual 

amenity).  

4. Professional judgements are therefore based on both training/qualification and experience 

and are supported by clear evidence and a reasoned judgement. Accordingly, it is 

recommended that suitably qualified and experienced professionals carry out the LVIAs.  

5. The assessment of landscape and visual effects is based on the professional judgement of a 

chartered landscape architect with over 13+ years’ experience of undertaking landscape and 

visual impact assessments for projects at varying scales at complexities.  

 

 

 

 

 



 
Landscape Baseline 

 
6. The initial step in the landscape assessment is to establish the baseline landscape conditions, 

to determine the current elements and character of the landscape within and surrounding the 

site. This involved an initial desktop study of but not necessarily limited to: 

• The review of published Landscape Character Assessments; 

• The review of planning policies relevant to landscape; 

• Use of Ordnance survey maps at 1:50,000, 1:25,000 scales; 

• Use of Aerial photographs of the site and surrounding area; 

• Review of and use of datasets for rural designations from the MAGIC website (Multi 

Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside);  

• Describing the existing landscape elements that contribute to landscape character, such 

as trees and vegetation, topography, settlement pattern, public rights of way, land use, 

waterbodies; and 

• Visual observations in the field – completing a character sheet during the site visit to note 

any visual detractors or visual qualities, the unity, level of activity, key characteristics, 

sense of enclosure, tranquillity etc. 

Identification of Receptors 

7. Once the landscape and visual baseline information about the receiving landscape has been 

collated this can be understood and described with an understanding of the details of the 

proposed change or development that is to be introduced into the receiving landscape to 

identify and describe the landscape effects.  

8. The first step is to identify the elements and components of the landscape that are likely to be 

affected by the proposals referred to as landscape receptors. Potentially sensitive landscape 

receptors may include:  

• Physical influences on the constituent elements of the landscape (e.g. landform, 

topography and waterbodies);  

• Land cover of the landscape (e.g. the different types of trees and vegetation and 

patterns/types of tree cover);  



 
• Influences of human activity on the landscape (e.g. the land use and its management, the 

character of settings and buildings and the patterns and types of fields and enclosures);  

• Aesthetic or perceptual qualities of the landscape (e.g. its scale, its complexity, its 

openness, its tranquillity or its wildness); and  

• The character of the landscape (i.e. any distinctive landscape character types or areas that 

can be identified), which may include published character assessment reports and / or 

defined character areas identified as part of the assessment process.  

Identification of likely landscape effects 

9. The second step is to identify interactions between the landscape receptors and the different 

elements/components of the development at the different stages, such as construction and 

operational stages.  

10. Potential landscape effects that could occur during the construction and operational periods 

may include, but are not restricted to, the following;  

• Changes to landscape elements: the addition of new elements or the removal of existing 

landscape elements; 

• Changes to landscape qualities: degradation or erosion of landscape elements and 

patterns and perceptual characteristics, particularly those that form key characteristic 

elements of defined landscape character types or areas, or contribute to the landscape 

value; and  

• Changes to landscape character: landscape character may be affected through the 

incremental effect on characteristic elements, landscape patterns and qualities and the 

cumulative addition of new features, the magnitude of which is sufficient to alter the 

overall landscape character of a particular area.  

Sensitivity of the receptor likely to be affected 

11. For each of the landscape and visual effects identified the susceptibility of the landscape 

receptor to a specific change is to be judged as to is the value attached to the landscape and 

visual receptor. These two judgements are combined to determine the sensitivity of the 

landscape and visual receptor. The sensitivity and the judgements on susceptibility and value 

will be fully described for each of the receptors. 

 



















 
• Consideration of whether the effect changes the key characteristics of the landscape 

which are critical to its distinctive character. 

Geographical Extent 

25. This is distinct from the size or scale of effect and a range of scales that typically apply are 

listed below: 

• Large scale effects influencing several landscape types or character areas; 

• Effects at the scale of the landscape type or character areas within which the proposal 

lies; 

• Effects within the immediate landscape setting of the site; 

• Effects at the site level (within the development site itself); and 

• Effects only experienced on parts of the site at a very localised level. 

Duration and reversibility  

26. These are separate but linked considerations. Duration is judged according to the defined 

terms set out in below. Reversibility is a judgement about the prospects and practicality of the 

particular effect being reversed in, for example, a generation. The categories used in this 

assessment are set out below. 

Duration: 

• Long term (20 years+) 

• Medium to long term (10 to 20 years) 

• Medium term (5 to 10 years) 

• Short term (1 year to 5 years) 

• Temporary (less than 12 months) 

Reversibility: 

• Permanent with unlikely restoration to original state e.g. major road corridor, power 

station, urban extension etc; 



 
• Permanent with possible conversion to original state e.g. agricultural buildings, retail 

units; 

• Partially reversible to a different state e.g. mineral workings; 

• Reversible after decommissioning to a similar original state e.g. wind energy 

development; and 

• Quickly reversible e.g. temporary structures. 

 
27. With regard to Reversibility, GLVIA 3 explains that where developments have a limited life 

and could eventually be removed and/or the land reinstated the effects could be considered 

reversible. The reversibility and consideration of temporary effects is however linked to the 

duration of that effect such as short term (0-5yrs), medium term (5-10 yrs) and long term 

(20yrs).  

28. For the purpose of this assessment impacts that would be considered permanent are those 

typically occurring over the long term, such as the construction of buildings and reprofiling of 

land as these cannot practicably be reversed. Vegetation removal is also considered to be 

permanent where it cannot be planted in the same location and reach maturity over the short 

or medium term. Mitigation planting has the potential to compensate for the loss of existing 

vegetation if similar types and species are planted and could provide similar benefits over the 

medium to long term. There are instances where mitigation planting could not compensate 

for the loss of existing vegetation such as the removal of Ancient Woodland or instances 

where there are rare species which form a unique habitat.  

29. Temporary effects would typically occur over a short to medium term duration and would 

mainly occur during the construction period. Development that may result in temporary effects 

would typically include the introduction of temporary site security fencing, temporary hard 

standing areas, construction machinery, temporary buildings and compounds, haul roads, 

earthmoving and stockpiles, lighting etc.  

30. The characteristics of the proposals and the nature of landscape and visual effects arising will 

vary throughout the different phases of the lifecycle of the project. LVIA undertaken as part of 

an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) is required to include an assessment of effects 

at different stages of the life-cycle of the development, and commonly includes: 

• Construction effects; and 

















 
• The nature of views at the viewpoints.  

 

Viewpoints 

41. The selection of viewpoints will be based on the following criteria:  

• The requirement to provide an even spread of representative viewpoints within the visual 

envelope, and around all sides of the Proposed Development;  

• From locations which represent a range of near, middle- and long-distance views;  

• Whilst private views are relevant, public viewpoints i.e. from roads and public rights of 

way and other area of open public access, will be selected since they are the most 

significant in term of the number of receptors affected;  

• Views from sensitive receptors within designated landscapes  

42. In accordance with the GLVIA3, the viewpoints that will be selected take account of: 

• The potential number and sensitivity of viewers who may be affected;  

• The viewing direction, distance (i.e. short, medium and long-distance views) and 

elevation;  

• The nature of the viewing experience (for example static views, views from settlements 

and views from sequential points along routes);  

• The view type (for example panoramas, vistas, glimpses); and 

• The potential for cumulative views of the proposed development in conjunction with other 

developments.  

43. The findings and conclusion of this assessment assume that all existing vegetation located 

outside the site would be retained unless otherwise identified for removal. 

44. The assessment of visual effects was undertaken on the basis of viewpoint analysis as 

recommended in best practice guidelines. The viewpoints which are in different directions 

from the site and are at varying distances and locations were selected to represent a range 

of views and visual receptor types.  















 
• Primary measures, developed through the iterative design process, which have become 

integrated or embedded in to the project design;  

• Standard construction and operational management practices for avoiding and reducing 

environmental effects;  

• Secondary measures designed to address any residual adverse remaining after primary 

measures and standard construction practices have been incorporated into the scheme.  

57. Strategies to address likely negative (adverse) effects include:  

• Avoid impact by changing the proposal; 

• Reduce the impact by changing the proposals; 

• Remediation of the impact by screen planting for example; 

• Compensation for the impact, for example replacement of removed trees with new tree 

planting; and 

• Enhancement, for example creation of a new landscape or habitat. 

Guidelines for mitigation 

• Landscape mitigation measures should be designed to suit the existing landscape 

character and needs of the locality, respecting and building on local landscape 

distinctiveness and helping to address any relevant existing issues in the landscape. 

• It must be recognised than many mitigation measures, especially planting, are not 

immediately effective. Where planting is intended to provide a visual screen for the 

development, it may also be appropriate to assess the effects for different seasons and 

periods of time, such as day of opening and Year 15 and potentially other periods in line 

with phasing. In such projections the assumptions made about growth rates should be 

clearly stated on the proposed landscape plans;  

• Use of appropriate form, material and design of buildings. It is not always practical or 

desirable to screen buildings and associated development. In these cases, the scale, 

design, colour and texture of buildings/ structures should be carefully considered to aid 

integration with the surroundings; 

• Alterations to landforms (including creation of bunds or mounds) together with structure 

planting and/ or off-site planting;  



 
• Minimising light pollution and avoiding or reducing obtrusive light; and 

• Planting: Structural planting can help to integrate and ‘soften’ development as well as 

being of potential value as a wildlife habitat. Offsite planting should also be considered 

where it could be of benefit to screen the proposed development from sensitive 

landscape and visual receptors.  

 

 













Google Streetview Images 2009 – 2024 
 
July 2009 
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Google Streetview Images 2009 – 2024 
 
 

September 2011 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Google Streetview Images 2009 – 2024 
 
October 2022 

 

 

 Post and wire fence visible across the N-W site corner  



Google Streetview Images 2009 – 2024 
 
June 2024 

 

 

 



Google Streetview Images 2009 – 2024 
 
 





Appendix 8 - Google Earth Images 2001 - 2025 

March 2012 

 

 

September 2012 

 



Appendix 8 - Google Earth Images 2001 - 2025 

June 2013 

 

 

April 2015 

 



Appendix 8 - Google Earth Images 2001 - 2025 

September 2015 

 

 

August 2018 

 



Appendix 8 - Google Earth Images 2001 - 2025 

April 2020 

 

 

February 2021 

 



Appendix 8 - Google Earth Images 2001 - 2025 

March 2022 

 

 

June 2025 
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