Representation Form
Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan 2019-2031
The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as
amended) - Regulation 16
Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Development Plan
Horsham District Council has reviewed its protocols regarding the consultation process for
neighbourhood plans. In order to continue to progress neighbourhood plans, we have made a
decision to continue with the consultation process with measures we feel are in accordance to the
government guidelines.
Lower Beeding Parish Council has prepared a Neighbourhood Development Plan (LBNP). The Plan
sets out a vision for the future of the parish and planning policies which will be used to determine
planning applications locally. In accordance with Regulation 16 of the Neighbourhood Planning
Regulations 2012 (as amended), the LBNP and associated documents will go out to consultation
from:
5pm 17 December to midnight 11 February 2021 for 8 weeks inviting representations on the draft
submission plan, basic conditions statement, consultation statement, Habitat Regulations
Assessment and the full Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA).
Copies of the LBNP Neighbourhood Plan and supporting documents are available to view on the
Horsham District Council’s website:
https://www.horsham.gov.uk/planningpolicy/planning-policy/currentconsultations
Documents will not be made available in deposit locations due to the current COVID-19 pandemic.
If local residents have difficulty in engaging online we have provided a telephone number and email
address below. Members of the public are encouraged to leave their details for an officer to contact
them back if they need further information.
Email: neighbourhood.planning@horsham.gov.uk – SAS@southdowns.gov.uk
Telephone: 01403 215398

All comments must be received by midnight on 11 February 2021
There are a number of ways to make your comments:
1. Please click on the weblink above to view the plan and support documents;
2. Complete this form and email it to: neighbourhood.planning@horsham.gov.uk ; or
3. Print this form and post it to: Neighbourhood Planning Officer, Horsham Council, Parkside,
Chart Way, North Street, Horsham, RH12 1RL

All comments will be publicly available, and identifiable by name and (where applicable)
organisation. Please note that any other personal information provided will be processed by
Horsham District Council in line the Data Protection Act 1998 and General Data Protection

Regulations. Horsham District Council will process your details in relation to this preparation of this
document only. For further information please see the Council’s privacy policy:
https://www.horsham.gov.uk/privacy-policy
How to use this form
Please complete Part A in full, in order for your representation to be taken into account at the
Neighbourhood Plan examination.
Please complete Part B overleaf, identifying which paragraph your comment relates to by completing
the appropriate box.

PART A

Your Details

Full Name
Address
Postcode
Telephone
Email
Organisation (if applicable)
Position (if applicable)
Date

Simon Boakes
22 Blackthorns Lindfield West Sussex
RH16 2AY
07763 176727
simon@boakeslandprojects.com
Boakes Land Projects Limited
Director
10th February 2021

PART B
To which part in the plan does your representation relate?
Paragraph Number:

Section 5 Housing

Policy Reference:

Policies 6-9

Do you support, oppose, or wish to comment on this plan? (Please tick one answer)

Support

Support with Modifications

Object

Comment

X

Please give details of your reasons for support/opposition, or make other comments here:

Please see attached representations.
I have noticed that this form is headed Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan 2019-2031. Our
representations refer to the Plan as 2104-2031 as per the December 2020 Submission Plan.

What improvements or modifications would you suggest?
Please see attached representations.

(Continue on separate sheet if necessary)

If you have additional representations feel free to include additional pages. Please make sure any
additional pages are clearly labelled/ addressed or attached.
Do you wish to be notified of the local planning authority’s decision under Regulation 19 of the
Neighbourhood Plan (General) Regulations 2012 in relation to the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood
Development plan?
Please tick here if you wish to be to be notified:

X

Planning Services
Horsham District Council

Boakes Land Projects Ltd
22 Blackthorns
Lindfield
West Sussex

Sent by e mail to: neighbourhoodplanning@horsham.gov.uk

10th February 2021

Dear Sir/ Madam
Response to the Public Consultation on the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan 2014-2031 Submission
Plan (“LBNP”)
Land to the south of Handcross Road, Lower Beeding (Ref LBP 20)

These representations have been prepared in response to the Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 16
Consultation by Boakes Land Projects Limited on behalf of Mr Bernard Slade and Mrs Susan Slade who own the
land to the south of Handcross Road, Lower Beeding (designated reference LBP 20).

Overview
We support the progression of the LBNP and its intent to deliver the full indicative housing figure provided by
Horsham District Council (“HDC”). However, in consequence of the proposed allocations, the process by which
these sites were selected and our client’s site to the south of Handcross Road not being properly considered, we
do not believe that the Basic Conditions set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4(B) of the Town & Country
Planning Act (as amended) have been met. Therefore, the allocations should be reassessed and the LBNP
modified if the Examiner is to recommend that the LBNP be submitted to a referendum. In particular, we consider
that Basic Conditions 8(2)(a) and (d) have not been met.
We will go through each of these Basic Conditions in these representations after setting out the key aspects of our
concerns with the site selection process and setting out the attributes of site LBP20 which we do not believe have
been properly considered.

Land to the south of Handcross Road (“LBP 20”)
LBP 20 is approximately 8.25ha, lies on the south east side of Lower Beeding village abutting the Built Up Area
Boundary. The site is shown on the plan attached as Annexe 1. Adjacent to the northern boundary of the site is
the village recreation ground, Holy Trinity Primary School and residential development in Church Close (some
houses in private ownership and the remainder owned by housing association, Saxon Weald). The site is used for
arable farming and is predominantly one large open field gently undulating and, overall, sloping downwards to the
south and to the west.
The site is just within the High Weald AONB with the western and northern site boundaries being on the boundary
of the AONB. There is a strip of woodland along the western boundary the majority of which is replanted Ancient
Woodland. There is a strip of woodland offsite on the southern side of the southern boundary which is also Ancient
Woodland.
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The whole site was submitted in response to the May 2016 call for sites with an indication that it could
accommodate up to 90 units. Either at this time or at a subsequent exhibition it was also proposed by the
landowners that the site could accommodate the relocation of the primary school. Whilst it is now acknowledged
that it is impractical to relocate the school, the landowners’ proposal shows their willingness to make a substantial
area of land available for community purposes. This could allow the recreation ground to be enlarged (into site
LBP 20) which in turn could allow the school grounds to be extended into the recreation ground area thus giving
greater amenity to the school and facilitating future expansion and providing a larger recreation ground.
Landscape and AONB
Despite the site being in the High Weald AONB, the Horsham District Landscape Capacity Assessment 2014
(“HDC Capacity Assessment”), updated in 2020, assesses the site as having Moderate Landscape Capacity for
both small sale and medium scale housing. The assessment was therefore concluding that the site has the
capacity, at least in parts, to accommodate housing without unacceptable adverse landscape and visual impacts.
The HDC Capacity Assessment looked at area “LB1” as one discrete parcel. LB1 is entirely comprised within site
LBP 20. Only a small area in the far north east corner of the site is outside of LB1. The HDC Capacity Assessment
also looked at a larger area on the northern side of Handcross Road and western side of Leechpond Hill (“LB2”)
(which included three of the four proposed allocations) and found that LB1 had greater landscape capacity to
accommodate housing than LB2. It concluded that area LB1 had Moderate Landscape Capacity for small and
medium scale housing whereas LB2 had Low-Moderate Landscape Capacity for small scale housing and No/Low
Landscape capacity for medium scale housing.
Regarding Landscape Value, the HDC Capacity Assessment says of area LB1, “Within the High Weald AONB but
landscape value is eroded by the poor landscape quality in places of the settlement edge and large arable field”.
Regarding Landscape Capacity, the HDC Capacity Assessment says LB1, “The Landscape Capacity of the area
is assessed as moderate reflecting the moderate character, with few landscape features and qualities sensitive to
housing development. There is a moderate visual sensitivity and despite being in the AONB only moderate
landscape value.” It goes on to say that medium scale development would require careful siting and significant
landscape enhancement such as restoring historic field patterns and implementing connective green
infrastructure.
Bryant Landscape Planning have prepared a Landscape Appraisal of site LBP 20 (the “BLP Report”) which is
attached as Annexe 2. The report looks at the suitability of the site to accept “small scale” development of up to 60
dwellings (corresponding to the definition used in the HDC Capacity Assessment) without causing unacceptable
effects on landscape character or visual amenity. The survey was based on site visits in December 2020 when
visibility was at its maximum.
The report says that the site is well contained with few views into it (para 3.32), although there are views in from
properties on Church Close, from public right of way 2832 adjacent to the eastern boundary and there may be
glimpsed views of the eastern extent from Handcross Road (it is not proposed that housing is located on the
eastern half of the site) (para 3.34) and there are no longer range views into the site from footpaths or roads.
The report finds (para 4.2) that there is “a sense of connection between the western, lower extent of the site and
the adjoining settlement to the north due to the slope and the woodland belt on the southern boundary which
provides a sense of containment. The mature tree belt on the southern boundary prevents intervisibility between
the site and the wider AONB to the south, which has a more rural character, with few elements of built form
visible.” Para 4.3 states that the eastern more elevated part of the site has stronger visual links to the open
farmland to the east and to the village, however, development is not anticipated in this area.
The BLP Report finds that (para 4.4), the Landscape Character Sensitivity of the site is “low” ie its key
characterisitcs/features are less likely to be sensitive to development which could more easily be accommodated
without significantly altering the character of the landscape.” The report finds (para 4.5) that the “Visual Sensitivity”
of the site is Moderate to Low ie the general visability of development would mostly be well screened by existing
features such as trees and the topography; development may be discernible but visual impacts would be limited.
Landscape Value (para 4.6) is recorded as High to Moderate which is simply a reflection of AONB status – with
the methodology used, irrespective of landscape qualities, Landscape Value will be at least High to Moderate.
The conclusion of the BLP report is that the site has Moderate to High capacity to accommodate sensitively
located housing (para 4.9).
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The evidence provided by the BLP Report corroborates the findings of the HDC Capacity Assessment to
demonstrate that site LBP 20 can accommodate housing without adverse harm to landscape character or visual
amenity or to the character of the AONB. This is particularly so of the western area of the land adjacent to the
existing Church Close housing.
Given the particularly secluded nature of the western side of the site we would propose that any allocation could
restrict housing to this area. We would further propose that development should have an upper limit of around 50
dwellings to be proportionate to the size of Lower Beeding village. This would allow opportunity to enhance the
plantation ancient woodland on the western boundary whilst leaving generous buffers/wildlife corridors between
development and the ancient woodland on the western and southern boundaries. Even if the recreation ground is
extended into the eastern side of the site there would still be ample room for the landscape enhancement
measures in the eastern area, including restoring hedgerows, referred to in the HDC Capacity Assessment and
the BLP Report. Limiting housing to the western area would allow the recreation ground to be extended which, in
turn, would allow the school grounds to be extended.

Connectivity and access
Development of site LBP 20 would give a more a more nucleated feel to the village as it is immediately to the
south of existing housing at Church Close, Brick Kiln Close, Fir Tree Close, Bakers Mews and several other
properties on the southern side of Handcross Road. The development would also be immediately adjacent to the
recreation ground and Holy Trinity Primary School with direct access (for pedestrians and cyclists and possibly
emergency vehicles) from the site to both at the end of Church Close. Significantly, there is no need to cross the
Handcross Road to reach these facilities. Development of LBP 20 would also facilitate pedestrian access to the
countryside from the village.
There are two existing access points to the site. One in the south west corner on Leechpond Hill and the other in
the north east corner directly on to the Handcross Road. A development access to adoptable standards onto
Handcross Road would be straight forward and can be implemented within the boundaries of the site and adopted
highway. An access from Leechpond Hill at the existing access point would encroach onto ancient woodland. A
new access further north on Leechpond Hill would avoid the ancient woodland but would require the removal of a
number of trees.

The site selection process
Following the call for sites, the Steering Group, with the assistance of its consultants produced the Lower Beeding
Neighbourhood Plan Housing Land Availability Assessment (“PHLAA”) in 2017 (updated in 2018) which forms part
of its evidence base and comprises assessments of 23 sites.

Landscape and site selection:
The PHLAA assessment of each site includes a review of landscape character, sensitivity and capacity.
Surprisingly, under “Landscape Capacity”, the PHLAA assessment for site LBP 20 makes no mention of the HDC
Capacity Assessment’s finding that the site had Moderate Landscape Capacity to accommodate small and
medium scale housing development. The HDC Capacity Assessment is referred to, noting that landscape features
are moderately sensitive and adds, “The Assessment considers that there is moderate visual sensitivity and
despite being in the AONB only moderate landscape value.” We would have expected the PHLAA assessment
here to have recorded the HDC Capacity Assessments conclusion that LPB20 has Moderate Landscape Capacity
to accommodate housing as this conclusion was the purpose of the HDC Capacity Assessment and its omission
likely to distort the objectivity of the site selection process.
The PHLAA assessment of the site does not refer at all to the HDC Capacity Assessment in its comments under
Landscape Character and Landscape Sensitivity despite the HDC Capacity Assessment being of a more fine
grained nature (and therefore more relevant to allocations of the size contemplated) than the Horsham District
Landscape Character Assessment (2003) which is referred to in the PHLAA. The information recorded in these
sections of the PHLAA is not deleterious to site LBP 20’s allocation potential but the HDC Capacity Assessment’s
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conclusions on landscape character and landscape sensitivity should have been recorded. If they had been, the
site’s development potential would be more positively and accurately portrayed. Again, we feel that this must
distort objective site selection.

PHLAA assessments for LBP16, Sandygate Lane, LBP17, Trinity Cottage and LBP19, Land at Glayde Farm:
Expanding on the above comments, the PHLAA assessments for draft allocations LBP16, Sandygate Lane,
LBP17, Trinity Cottage and LBP19, Land at Glayde Farm all state under “Landscape Capacity” that “Overall
landscape capacity is identified” [in the HDC Capacity Assessment as] “Low to Moderate”. A similar statement in
the LBP 20 PHLAA assessment that site LBP 20 had “Moderate” landscape capacity would have allowed easier
direct comparison.
It would also have been helpful to making the comparison if the PHLAA assessments of the draft allocation sites
and site LBP 20 actually stated that the LB1 Capacity assessment area was wholly contained within site LBP 20.
This would have indicated to the Steering Group that site LBP 20 warranted more detailed consideration
These draft allocation PHLAA assessments all contained the same misleading misquoted comments from the
Capacity Assessment which fundamentally and critically distorted the conclusions of the HDC Capacity
Assessment. The PHLAA assessments for LBP16, LBP17 and LBP19 all contained the following wording under
“Landscape Capacity”:
“The site lies within LB2. The Assessment [the HDC Capacity Assessment] states whilst the area is of relatively
low visual sensitivity, the fine grained pattern of small hedged pasture fields are generally in good condition, and
historic features give the area a high landscape character sensitivity, which are sensitive to housing development.
This means there is only low to moderate capacity for small scale housing development.”
This is an accurate reflection of the relevant paragraph in the HDC Capacity Assessment apart from the final
sentence. Even though this final sentence does reflect the HDC Capacity Assessment’s conclusion that LB2 has
low to moderate capacity for small scale housing, the final sentence of the paragraph actually said, “This results
in only limited locations where development could be located.”
The paragraph is saying that there are only limited locations because of historic features and small hedged
pasture fields. The most significant historic feature by a margin in the village is the Holy Trinity Church. These
three draft allocation sites all are close to the Church and development would inevitably have an adverse impact
on it. These sites cannot possibly be examples of the “limited locations where development could be located”. The
area around the north of the Church also reflects the “fine grained pattern of small hedged pasture fields” referred
to in the Capacity Assessment.
Other conclusions contained in the Capacity Assessment regarding area LB2 not reflected in the PHLAA
assessments are:
•
•
•

Church Lane has a strong rural character.
Attractive views in places of Lower Beeding Church.
Landscape in good condition as the small scale historic field pattern is intact.

AONB and site selection
Of particular concern to us are the comments in the site LBP 20 PHLAA assessment under “Site Consideration”.
Under the sub heading “Constraints” is written, “The site lies within the High Weald AONB.” This is repeated under
“Comments” and followed by, “Given the constraints of the site it is not considered suitable for development. There
is no indication here (or anywhere else in the evidence bases) that the actual impact on the AONB has been
considered and taken into account. Given the clear steer in the HDC Capacity Assessment as to the relative
landscape capacity to accept housing of the draft allocation sites compared to site LBP 20 it is reasonable to
expect the Steering Group to consider the impact of development of LBP 20 on the AONB rather than dismiss the
site simply because of its AONB designation. The other benefits of the site referred to in these representations
should also have directed the Steering Group to look at the impact on the AONB of development of LBP20.
The Capacity Assessment and the Bryant Landscape Report evidence that the site can be developed for housing,
particularly the western portion of the land with an acceptable level of adverse impact on the AONB. Both reports
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identify that there is also scope for landscape mitigation and opportunity to enhance the ancient woodland and the
eastern portion of the land.
Consultation and site selection
Four public exhibitions were held through the LBNP process. The third exhibition invited visitors to vote on their
preferred sites. Site LBP 20, land south of Handcross Road was in 6th place in terms of positive votes out of 17
sites (although apparently 23 sites were displayed). Considering the site was being presented as a site for up to
95 dwellings (far higher than any other site), this was a remarkably good result. Significantly, the site scored more
positive votes than Cyder Farm, Glayde Farm and Trinity Cottage which are all draft allocations. Sandygate Lane
faired better in 4th place but, at that stage, was proposed for only 4 units. Negative votes were also counted. This
time LBP 20 came second. This is perhaps only to be expected given that it was being presented as a site of 95
dwellings. Even so, Glayde Farm came first and the other draft allocations were all in the top 5. Amalgamating the
two votes, LBP 20 came second to last but Glayde Farm came bottom, Sandygate Lane 14th and Trinity Cottage
12th. Hardly mandates for any of the sites. Given that Lower Beeding is only looking to identify 51 units with a
windfall allowance it would seem reasonable to have considered LBP20 on the basis of this lower number and, if
this had been the basis on which the site had been presented, one would expect that it would have been a more
popular choice.
One of the tables relating to the exhibition (part of Appendix 6 to the Consultation statement) states that site LBP
20 is not suitable for development. We are told in the Site Selection Timeline document (Appendix 14 to the
Consultation document) that sites were presented at the Exhibition as Policy Compliant, Non Policy Compliant or
Policy Compliant subject to reservation. This is presumably on the basis of non compliance with Horsham
Framework Plan Document Policy 4 Strategic Policy: Settlement Expansion in the case of sites not adjoining a
settlement edge. For LBP20, perhaps 95 units was considered not to comply with Policy 4 because it is
considered inappropriate expansion of Lower Beeding or that landscape/townscape character would not be
maintained and enhanced. However, the evidence suggests that a lower level of development of around 50 units,
as we have described, is likely to be policy compliant. This is also likely to have adversely affected voting for site
LBP 20.
From the PHLAA assessment it appears that the explanation for the site being assessed as Non Policy Compliant
is because it is in the AONB. The AONB is not mentioned in Policy 4 and we do not consider that a site within the
AONB can be rejected without consideration of the impact of development of the site on the AONB. As we outline
below under “Basic Conditions”, we also do not consider a smaller development of 50 units to be non compliant
with NPPF para 172.
Our view is that the Steering Group should not have presented site LBP 20 as non policy compliant, a conclusion
that it would not have reached if it had considered the impacts (and benefits) of a smaller development than 95
dwellings.

Basic Conditions
We consider that the draft Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan does not meet the Basic Conditions set out in the
following sub sections of para 8(2) of Schedule 4(B) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended):
Basic Condition 8(2)(a)
Para 8(2)(a) requires the Plan to have regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the
Secretary of State.
We do not consider that the draft allocations proposed in the LBNP satisfy the obligation under Chapter 2 of the
NPPF of achieving sustainable development. Our view is that site LBP 20 is a reasonable alternative to draft
allocations Policy 7: Land at Trinity Cottage, Policy 8: Land at Sandygate Lane and Policiy 9: Land at Glayde Farm
but has not been properly considered.
We believe that site LBP 20 represents a more sustainable site in terms of the social objective under NPPF para
8(b) in that it allows for growth of Lower Beeding in a more nucleated way around existing housing and the key
facilities of the primary school and the recreation ground. The development would provide good connectivity for
pedestrians and cyclists to these facilities (especially important for children in the village) and good access for
existing residents to the countryside. The development of LBP 20 could also allow for expansion of the recreation
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ground into the site thus allowing, in turn expansion of the school site into the recreation ground resulting in both
facilities being enlarged. We note that the Parish Council under Aim 5 of the draft LBNP wish to support the
expansion of the school to accommodate an increase in school children wishing to attend the school, if required.
None of the draft Plan allocations offer similar sustainability benefits or any social sustainability benefits not
provided by site LBP 20.
We consider that site LBP20 represents a more sustainable site than the draft allocations in respect of the
environmental objective under NPPF para 8(c). We have outlined in these representations the concerns in the
HDC Capacity Assessment regarding the landscape sensitivity in area LB2 to development near historic buildings
and disturbing the fine grained pattern of small hedged fields and its assessment that LB1 has greater landscape
capacity than area LB2. LB1 is entirely within site LBP20 and yet there is no evidence that it has been properly
considered as an alternative to the draft allocations. As the Bryant Land Planning report mentions, LBP 20 also
gives plenty of opportunity for enhancing the plantation ancient woodland and, on the eastern portion of the land,
enhancing and reinforcing the landscaping of the site, providing green infrastructure and providing a visual
landscape buffer to the remainder of the AONB. There is also considerable opportunity for enhancing biodiversity
on a site which is presently predominantly a single large arable field.
We do not believe that the draft Plan allocations have been selected following Secretary of State guidance. We
have gone into detail in these representations as to how key information omitted or misrepresented in the PHLAA
assessments for the draft allocation sites and site LBP 20 have affected the objectivity of the site selection
process. In particular, the omission of the HDC Capacity Assessment conclusion, in the assessments of the sites
LBP 16, LBP 17 and LBP 19, that there are very few locations in the LB2 area where development can be
accommodated gives an incorrect account of these sites’ suitability for housing. In combination, these factors
make it unlikely that a reader would be able to properly appraise the sites. There is no evidence that the individual
sites have been considered in detail as individual sites rather than as part of a larger land area. We are told that
they have been visited but the evidence base does not reveal any more detailed consideration than that contained
the PHLAA. These assess Landscape Character and Sensitivity by reference to the Horsham District Landscape
Character Assessment which assessed larger tracts of land than the finer grained assessment of the HDC
Capacity Appraisal. Clearly, for these relatively small scale allocations the finer assessment is required,
particularly where considering allocations close to historic buildings and in sensitive landscapes.
Regarding the draft allocations under Policies 7,8 and 9, the policies require development to respect the character
and setting of Holy Trinity Church. They also require retention of hedgerows. These provisions do not justify the
selection of these sites. The HDC Capacity Assessment concluded that there were only limited locations where
development could be accommodated in area LB2 given the fine grained pattern of small hedged pasture fields
and historic features. The three draft allocations are all in close proximity to the main historic feature, the Church,
and the fields described. There is no evidence that development of these sites can be adequately mitigated. The
only evidence is in the HDC Capacity Assessment which, we suggest, indicates that sites LBP 16, LBP 17 and
LBP 19 should not be allocated.
NPPG states that potential impacts upon landscapes including the effect upon landscape features, nature and
heritage conservation have to be considered in site assessments. In this case the landscape impact and historic
asset impact of the draft allocation sites have not been properly considered because the findings of the more fine
grained HDC Capacity Assessment have not been accurately reflected in the PHLAA and taken into account in
the site selection.
We do not believe that there is justification, purely on the basis of designation as AONB, for rejecting site LBP 20
given its benefits, limited impacts on landscape, townscape and on the AONB - and given the sensitivities of all of
the proposed allocations. Para 10 of the Housing and economic land availability assessment NPPG states, “An
important part of the desktop review is to identify the site and their constraints, rather than simply to rule out sites
which are known to have constraints”. The guidance says that “these constraints need to be set out clearly,
including where they severely restrict development”. In other words the constraint has to be considered.
NPPG states that sites should be considered against NPPF polices and national designations but, in the case of
AONB, NPPF para 172 does not preclude allocation of AONB sites - it states that they have great protection and
development should be limited. Site LBP 20 should be properly considered and impacts on the AONB assessed.
We consider that, in all the circumstances, development of site LBP 20 for around 50 dwellings would not exceed
NPPF para 172’s requirement that development in the AONB be limited. This is a matter of planning judgment that
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must, among other things, take into account the actual impact on the AONB. Both the HDC Capacity Assessment
and the BLP Report indicate that this would be limited.
In summary, contrary to Guidance, the PHLAA assessments for site LBP 20 and the draft allocation sites do not
properly assess the impacts of development on landscape and townscape character, visual amenity and heritage
assets. The assessments give insufficient weight to community facilities and potential to improve them and
connectivity to them. Together these factors have led to the selection of inappropriate sites.
Basic Condition 8(2)(d)
Basic condition 8(2)(d) requires the draft Plan to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. The
Basic Conditions Statement says, at para 6.5, that the Sustainability Appraisal appraises each policy against
reasonable alternatives and then compares them to sustainable objectives. As stated above, we do not believe
that this has been done in this case and, in consequence, a more sustainable site, LBP 20 has not been allocated.
The misrepresentation (on the draft allocation PHLAA assessments) of the HDC Capacity Assessment in omitting
the critical final sentence “This results in only limited locations where development could be located” stems back to
the Scoping Report for the Sustainability Appraisal (para 6.46) and is then repeated in the Sustainability Appraisal
(para 3.45) and carried forwards to the PHLAA assessments. This and site LBP 20’s designation as AONB
(irrespective of impacts of development) means that draft allocation sites LBP16, LBP 17 and LBP 19 have not
been adequately tested against reasonable alternative site LBP 20.

Site LBP 20 and Para 8(2)(e) general conformity with strategic policies in development plan
Allocations under the LBNP must be in general conformity with Horsham Development Plan Framework Document
Policy 4, Strategic Policy: Settlement Expansion. If site LBP 20 were to be proposed as an allocation in the draft
Plan for around 50 dwellings we consider that this would be in general conformity with Policy 4 as (following Policy
4 sub paragraph numbering):
1. The site adjoins an existing settlement edge.
2. The level of expansion is appropriate to the scale and function of the settlement type (ie smaller village close
to Horsham).
3. It would meet local needs for housing and will assist in the enhancement of facilities. Importantly, of 50
dwellings on site LBP 20, 18 would be affordable dwellings. Draft allocations Policy 6: Cyder Farm and Policy
7: Land at Trinity Cottage would provide no affordable dwellings and draft allocation Policy 9: Land at Glayde
Farm would only provide 3 (based on a requirement for 20%). Only Sandygate Lane would provide the full
policy quota of 35% (7) affordable units. Therefore allocating LBP 20 in place of the existing draft allocations
would result in an additional 8 affordable dwellings.
4. Impact of development does not prejudice long term development or conflict with the development strategy.
5. The development would be contained within an existing defensible boundary on the north, west and south
boundaries. The western part of the site (where housing would be sited) is largely out of sight from longer
views from the east and, in any event, landscape planting of this area would reinforce this and help restore the
undeveloped eastern part of the land to a status more in keeping with the High Weald AONB character than
the current open large field.
Available, Suitable, Achievable and Deliverable
Site LBP 20 land south of Handcross Road is owned and controlled by Mr Bernard Slade and Mrs Susan Slade.
We are not aware of any legal or ownership problems that would prevent the site coming forward for development.
As such, and taking into account the comments made regarding the site in these representations, the site is
considered available, suitable, achievable and therefore deliverable.

Conclusions
We consider that the draft Neighbourhood Plan does not meet the Basic Conditions under sub paras 8(2)(a) and
(d) of Schedule 4(B) of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990 in respect of the draft allocation policies 7: Land at
Trinity Cottage, 8: Land north of Sandygate Lane and 9: Land at Glayde Farm. These conditions have not been
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met through a failure to properly follow Secretary of State Guidance regarding site selection and a failure to
consider sustainable reasonable alternative sites such as site LBP 20, land south of Handcross Road.
Although in the AONB, development of around 50 dwellings located in the western portion of the land would have
limited impact on the AONB, be proportionate to the size of the village, sitting comfortably with existing residential
housing to the north, and allow easy connectivity with the primary school and recreation ground (and allow for the
expansion of both). There is also the opportunity for enhancement and management of the plantation ancient
woodland strip on the western boundary and for improving landscape character (and biodiversity) through planting
on the eastern area of the land currently comprising an open arable field.
We hope that these representations are clear and if any further clarification is required please contact the writer on
the telephone numbers or e mail address below.

Yours faithfully

Simon Boakes BA(Hons) Solicitor
Director
Boakes Land Projects Ltd.
T: 01444 440104 M: 07763 176727
Simon@boakeslandprojects.com
www.boakeslandprojects.com

8

Boakes Land Projects Limited 22 Blackthorns Lindfield West Sussex RH16 2AY www.boakeslandprojects.com

Appendix 1
Site Plan – Land south of Handcross Road, Lower Beeding

9

Boakes Land Projects Limited 22 Blackthorns Lindfield West Sussex RH16 2AY www.boakeslandprojects.com

Proposed access

Scale: 1:5000 @ A4

Land to South of Handcross Road, Lower Beeding
Land to South of Handcross Road, Lower Beeding

Planning
Appraisal
Address:
Land
South of Handcross Road, Lower Beeding
Date:
December
2020
Planning
Appraisal

Client: Towerstile Ltd
Client:
Ltd
Report Towerstile
Date: xx/xx/2020
Report
Date: xx/xx/2020
Reference:
Reference:
www.boakeslandprojects.com

Boakes Land Projects Ltd

simon@boakeslandprojects.com
www.boakeslandprojects.com
+ 44 (0)1444 440104
simon@boakeslandprojects.com

Registered
in England:12439982
Boakes Land
Projects Ltd

+ 44 (0)1444 440104

Registered in England:12439982

22 Blackthorns
Lindfield, West Sussex
22 Blackthorns
RH16 2AY
Lindfield, West Sussex
RH16 2AY

Appendix 2
Landscape Appraisal Land south of Handcross Road, Lower Beeding
Bryant Landscape Planning, January 2021

10

Boakes Land Projects Limited 22 Blackthorns Lindfield West Sussex RH16 2AY www.boakeslandprojects.com

Landscape Appraisal
Land south of Handcross Road,
Lower Beeding
Prepared on behalf of
Towerstile Ltd

January 2021
Ref: 114-RE-01

Bryant Landscape Planning
LAND SOUTH OF HANDCROSS ROAD, LOWER BEEDING
LANDSCAPE APPRAISAL
CONTENTS:
Page:
1. Introduction

1

2. Approach

3

3. Landscape Context – the Site and its setting

5

4. Landscape Capacity

12

APPENDICES
Appendix A:

Methodology and Definition of Terms

Land south of Handcross Road Landscape Appraisal

1.
1.1.

INTRODUCTION
This Landscape Appraisal has been prepared by Bryant Landscape Planning Ltd, specialists in
appraising the landscape and visual sensitivity of potential development sites.

1.2.

The purpose of the appraisal is to assess the capacity of a site in Lower Beeding, West Sussex
(hereafter referred to as the ‘Site’) to accept small scale housing development (defined for the
purposes of this appraisal as up to 60 dwellings of mainly two storey developments no more than
8.5m in height) without causing unacceptable effects on landscape character or on visual amenity.

1.3.

The planning authority is Horsham District Council (HDC) and the Site falls within the boundary of
the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).
Previous Assessments of Landscape Capacity

1.4.

The Site was one of several sites (Ref LB1) assessed in the Horsham District Landscape Capacity
Assessment 1 which analysed the capacity of areas around and between existing settlements in the
district to accept housing and/or employment development.

1.5.

The Site was assessed as having Moderate Landscape Capacity for small scale and medium scale
housing. The assessment of Moderate Landscape Capacity means that the Horsham Landscape
Capacity Assessment concluded that the Site is an area with the ability to accommodate
development in some parts without unacceptable adverse landscape and visual impacts.

1.6.

In addition to the Site, the Horsham Landscape Capacity Assessment assessed a second site in
Lower Beeding to the north of the village (Ref LB2); this was assessed as having only Low to
Moderate Capacity for small scale housing and No/Low Capacity for medium scale housing.

1.7.

The Horsham Landscape Capacity Assessment was updated in 2020 2. The updated Capacity
Assessment had the same conclusions as the earlier study, finding that the Site had Moderate
Landscape Capacity to accept small or medium scale housing development.

1.8.

In 2017, Lower Beeding Parish Council (LBPC) produced a Parish Housing Land Availability
Assessment 3 (PHLAA) which comprised a study of the availability, suitability and likely viability of
23 sites within the parish to accommodate housing development. The PHLAA was updated in 2018
and comprises a part of the evidence base to inform the policies and content of the emerging
Lower Beeding Neighbourhood Plan (LBNP). The PHLAA identified three indicative housing
densities - High Density (over 35 dwellings per hectare (dph)); Medium Density (25–35 dph); and

Horsham District Council (2014) Horsham District Landscape Capacity Assessment
Horsham District Council (2020) Horsham District Landscape Capacity Assessment rev B
3
Lower Beeding Parish Council (2018) Lower Beeding Parish Housing Land Availability Assessment
1
2
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Low Density (less than 25 dph). One of the site criteria considered within the PHLAA was an
assessment of Landscape/Townscape; this included a review of landscape value, sensitivity and
capacity to change public views and referred to HDC’s Landscape Character Assessment 4 and
Landscape Capacity Assessments.
1.9.

The Site is one of the sites assessed in the PHLAA (Ref. LBP20 Land South of Handcross Road); the
PHLAA concurs with the conclusions of the Horsham Capacity Assessment, finding that the Site has
‘moderate visual sensitivity and, despite being in the AONB, only moderate landscape value’. Unlike
for the other sites assessed in the PHLAA, the PHLAA does not include the conclusion of the
Horsham Capacity Assessment that the assessments of sensitivity and value for the Site lead to the
conclusion that it has Moderate capacity to accept development. The PHLAA states that the Site is
not developable due to the constraint of its location within the AONB; no further constraints are
identified within the PHLAA.

4

Horsham District Council (2003) Horsham District Landscape Character Assessment
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2.
2.1.

APPROACH
Whilst this appraisal does not constitute a detailed Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, it
has been carried out in accordance with the principles of best practice set out in the Guidelines for
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment; Third edition, 2013 (GLVIA3) published by the Landscape
Institute and IEMA 5 and An Approach to Landscape Character Assessment (2014) 6.

2.2.

The methodology adopted to assess the potential landscape capacity of the Site follows that
employed in the HDC Landscape Capacity Assessments. The assessment is based on the interaction
between the sensitivity of the landscape, the type and amount of change that is being proposed,
and the value of the landscape.

2.3.

The first step is to assess the existing landscape and visual features of the Site; this allows an
appraisal of the overall sensitivity of the Site to housing development. Sensitivity is defined in
terms of the interactions between the landscape itself (landscape character), the way it is viewed
(visibility) and the scale and character of the development type in question (i.e. housing
development).

2.4.

The second stage is to consider the landscape value of the Site, which considers issues such as
landscape designations and historic and ecological interest. The landscape value judgement is then
combined with the landscape sensitivity to provide an overall assessment of the capacity of the
Site to accommodate appropriately designed residential development without unacceptable
impact on landscape character, visual amenity or the special qualities of the AONB.

2.5.

Definitions of the terms used are set out in full in Appendix A, but in summary, for the purposes
of this appraisal, landscape sensitivity and capacity are defined as follows:
Landscape Sensitivity – ‘the relative sensitivity/vulnerability of a landscape to a specific type of
development based on judgements about landscape character sensitivity and visual sensitivity’.
Landscape Capacity – ‘the relative ability of the landscape to accommodate different amounts of
development without unacceptable adverse impacts, taking account of appropriate mitigation
measures’.

2.6.

The High Weald AONB Unit have published a guidance note on planning in the AONB 7 which
provides a template to assist in testing development proposals against the objectives of the AONB
Management Plan 8, a statutory document which formulates policy for the management of the
AONB.

Landscape Institute and IEMA (2013) Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment; Third Edition, 2013
Natural England (2014) An Approach to Landscape Character Assessment
7
High Weald Unit (2019) Legislation and Planning Policy in the High Weald AONB
8
High Weald Joint Advisory Committee (2019) High Weald AONB Management Plan 4th Edition 2019-2024
5
6
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2.7.

The appraisal includes reference, where relevant, to published character assessments.

Assumptions and Limitations
2.8.

Field surveys and site visits were undertaken in December 2020, when, with the exception of
evergreen hedges and trees which were in leaf, visibility would be at its greatest. The appraisal
considers this ‘worst case’ scenario in terms of visibility i.e. when intervening deciduous tree cover
is not in leaf.

2.9.

Whilst this appraisal considers the relationship between the Site and any relevant heritage assets
and the value of the heritage assets is a factor in determining the value of the landscape, the
appraisal does not assess the significance and setting of the heritage assets.

Land south of Handcross Road Landscape Appraisal
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3.
3.1.

LANDSCAPE CONTEXT – THE SITE AND ITS SETTING
The Site measures approximately 8.25 hectares and is situated adjacent to the built up extent of
the village of Lower Beeding in West Sussex, 4.5 kilometres southeast of the town of Horsham.
Leechpond Hill (B2110), the main approach to Lower Beeding from the south, passes to the west
of the Site. Residential properties on Church Close and a recreation ground adjoin the Site to the
north.

3.2.

The baseline study assesses the existing Site conditions and includes consideration, as relevant, of
landscape elements and features such as landform, vegetation, historic features, key routes,
adjacent development, key views and vistas etc. Building on published landscape assessments, the
baseline study of the Site and its context considers these elements as well as aesthetic and
perceptual factors, such as the relative level of tranquillity. This allows an appraisal of the
landscape sensitivity of the Site to be made.

Published Landscape Character Assessments
National Character Areas

3.3.

At a national level the Site falls within National Character Area (NCA) Profile: 122 High Weald 9,
which in summary is described as:
“The High Weald National Character Area (NCA) encompasses the ridged and faulted sandstone
core of the Kent and Sussex Weald. It is an area of ancient countryside and one of the best surviving
medieval landscapes in northern Europe. The High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
(AONB) covers 78 per cent of the NCA. The High Weald consists of a mixture of fields, small
woodlands and farmsteads connected by historic routeways, tracks and paths. Wild flower
meadows are now rare but prominent medieval patterns of small pasture fields enclosed by thick
hedgerows and shaws (narrow woodlands) remain fundamental to the character of the
landscape.”

3.4.

NCA 122 covers a wide area from Horsham in the west to Hastings and Rye in the east, aligning
with the boundary of the High Weald AONB. Whilst it provides useful background and context to
the wider area, the scale of the Site within it is such that it is considered that there would be no
notable effects resulting from development of the Site; accordingly no further reference to the
NCA will be made within this appraisal.

9

Natural England (2013) (web based) National Character Area Profile: 122 High Weald (NE508)
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Regional Character

3.5.

The High Weald Landscape Character Assessment 10 establishes the essential components of the
landscape which produce the particular quality and character for which the AONB is valued. It subdivides the AONB into character areas based on visual and perceptive units of landscape; the Site
is located within the Western Weald Character Area.

3.6.

The area of the Western Weald Character Area adjacent to Lower Beeding where the Site is located
is recognised as having more fragmented woodland and larger fields than are found in the wider
AONB. Hedgerow trees are a more dominant visual feature in the more open landscape.
Local Character

3.7.

The characterisation of the landscape at the AONB scale in the AONB Management Plan is
supported by local landscape character assessments which provide finer grained analysis of the
local landscape. The HDC Landscape Character Assessment 11 provides a description of the
landscape character of the Horsham District and sub-divides the district into Landscape Character
Areas (LCAs). It locates the Site in LCA N1 Mannings Heath Farmlands.

3.8.

Key characteristics of LCA N1 are identified as:
•

Broad flat topped ridge and undulating valley;

•

Open character;

•

Mixed arable/pasture farmland with a fragmented hedgerow pattern;

•

Hammer ponds and field ponds;

•

Patches of remnant heathland;

•

Local historic vernacular of sandstone, tile hanging and brick; and

•

Scattered farmsteads along roads. Small linear villages/hamlets of Mannings Heath and Lower
Beeding

3.9.

The Site shares some of these characteristics. The HDC Landscape Assessment considers that the
landscape condition of LCA N1 is declining due to the extent of intensive arable agriculture, loss of
hedgerows and visual intrusion of urban development. Landscape sensitivity to change for the LCA
is assessed as moderate, reflecting moderate intervisibility and moderate landscape qualities. Key
landscape sensitivities of the LCA are identified as being to large scale recreational development,
the introduction of suburban features, infill development along roads and high density housing
development.

10
11

Countryside Commission (2003) The High Weald Exploring the landscape of the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Horsham District Council (2003) Horsham District Landscape Character Assessment
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3.10.

The desk-top study has been supplemented with field surveys to inform an understanding of the
landscape sensitivities of the Site and its setting.

The Site
Land Use

3.11.

The Site comprises a single field classed as agricultural land.
Landscape Designations

3.12.

The Site is located within the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The High
Weald AONB Management Plan identifies five key components of the natural beauty of the AONB
which make it recognisably distinct; these must not be adversely impacted by development.

3.13.

The Management Plan identifies the key characteristics of each of the five components and
provides objectives to tackle the key issues facing them. The five components are:
•

Geology, landform and water systems

•

Settlement – dispersed historic settlement including high densities of isolated farmsteads and
late Medieval villages founded on trade and non-agricultural rural industries

•

Routeways – a dense network of historic routeways (now roads, tracks and paths)

•

Woodland – abundance of ancient woodland, highly interconnected and in smallholdings

•

Field and Heath – small, irregular and productive fields, bounded by hedgerows and woods,
and typically used for livestock grazing, with distinctive zones of lowland heaths and inned
river valleys.

3.14.

These key character components have been mapped by the High Weald AONB Unit. The data sets12
show that a section of Public Right of Way (PROW) 2832 beyond the Site boundary to the southeast
is identified as an historic routeway - the High Weald Management Plan requires that the routes
of historic pattern and features of routeways are preserved (AONB Objective R1) – and that the
woodland on the southern boundary and the southern extent of the woodland on the western
boundary of the Site are Ancient Woodland (AONB Objectives W1 and W2 require that woodland,
particularly Ancient Woodland, is maintained and enhanced).

12

http://www.highweald.org/downloads/publications/parish-information.html
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C Google Earth

Aerial View of the Site
Access and Public Rights of Way

3.15.

Vehicle access to the Site is currently via field gates from Leechpond Hill at the southwestern
corner of the Site and Handcross Road at the northeastern corner of the Site.

3.16.

A bridleway (PROW 2832) passes through the easternmost extent of the Site (this stretch of the
footpath is not identified as an historic routeway). It provides access to Handcross Road to the
north and is part of a network of public rights of way in the wider area which surround the village
and provide access to the wider countryside.

3.17.

There is a gate providing pedestrian access from Church Close beside the recreation ground;
currently padlocked.
Topography and water bodies

3.18.

The Site is gently undulating and slopes down to the south and west from the highest point of
approximately 103m Above Ordnance Datum (AOD) at the eastern boundary to approximately
92.5m AOD at the southwestern boundary. Beyond the Site, the land falls away to the south in the
wider AONB.

3.19.

There is an ephemeral pond towards the north of the Site and well-maintained field ditches to the
western and southern boundaries.
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3.20.

Mapping by the AONB of the geology within the Lower Beeding parish 13 identifies a sandstone
outcrop within the tree belt on the western boundary of the Site, which should be protected under
AONB Objective G2.
Heritage Assets

3.21.

There are no heritage assets within the Site boundary.
Vegetation and boundaries

3.22.

There are significant belts of mature trees on the southern and western Site boundaries with the
open countryside to the south and with Leechpond Hill on the western boundary. The eastern
boundary is unmarked and open to the fields to the east, save for a 75m length of field hedgerow
along its southernmost extent. The boundaries with the gardens of the residential dwellings to the
north comprise a mixture of fencing and hedging. A metal security fence with some scrub and tree
planting separates the Site from the recreation ground to the north (Photo 1).

3.23.

The tree belt on the southern boundary and part of the tree belt on the western boundary are
designated as Ancient Woodland (Photo 3). There are extensive areas of rhododendrons
(Rhododendron ponticum) within the southern tree belt, fairly common in the area and originally
planted for game cover or in gardens in the nineteenth century. Trees within the western tree belt
appear to be more recent plantation planting.

3.24.

Within the Site there is an area of scrub associated with the ephemeral pond (Photo 2).

Photo 1: Northern boundary with playing field

13

Photo 2: Area of scrub and ephemeral pond within
the Site

http://www.highweald.org/downloads/publications/parish-information.html

Land south of Handcross Road Landscape Appraisal

9

Photo 3: Ancient Woodland on the southern
boundary

Photo 4: View from southern boundary towards
Lower Beeding

Landscape setting

3.25.

The Site is located at the westernmost extent of the AONB. The land to the east and south is gently
undulating countryside; a mix of generally small scale arable and pasture and woodland.
Built form and heritage assets

3.26.

The village of Lower Beeding comprises some older properties and some 20thC development such
as on Church Close to the north of the Site. Built form is generally low-rise and the church tower
of the Parish Church of the Holy Trinity on Handcross Road is visible from several locations,
including from within the Site (Photo 4).

3.27.

There are two listed (Grade II) buildings within 500m of the Site; The Plough Inn at the junction of
Handcross Road and Sandygate Lane and the Parish Church. Consideration has been given to these
designated heritage assets in determining the value of the landscape character and visual
receptors, however the appraisal does not assess their significance and setting.
Views

3.28.

Publicly accessible locations from which the Site, and therefore any future development, may be
visible have been identified by assessing the surrounding topography and the locations of
intervening visual barriers such as built form and significant vegetation and during field surveys.

3.29.

Visibility varies dependent on proximity and the height and mass of intervening visual barriers.
Some views can be kinetic, for example for users of footpaths and roads, for whom visibility will
vary as they move around.

3.30.

Whilst the Site is not currently publicly accessible, the field surveys assessed reverse views looking
out from the Site which assisted in identifying existing views into the Site, as well as potential
viewing corridors towards the settlement and features within it, such as the church.
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3.31.

The desk-top survey revealed that the Site does not feature in any landmark views to or from
viewpoints or recreational destinations, nor within any sensitive or key views identified in relevant
planning policy or guidance.

3.32.

The Site is well-contained and there are few views into it. This is not unusual for the area since,
except for whilst walking the footpaths, the generally contained character of the landscape mean
that the majority of people only experience glimpsed views of it from roads.

3.33.

There are local views into the Site from south-facing windows and gardens for residents of
properties on Church Close to the north, from footpath 2832 where it runs along the eastern side
of the Site and from the recreation ground.

3.34.

There are likely to be glimpsed views of the eastern extent of the Site from Handcross Road for
users travelling west towards Lower Beeding. From further afield, no views from footpaths,
dwellings or roads were identified due to intervening vegetation and the undulating topography.
Although there are some longer views out from the Site looking eastwards, the Site cannot be
distinguished amongst the tree cover in views looking back towards Lower Beeding.
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4.

LANDSCAPE CAPACITY
Landscape Sensitivity to Housing Development

4.1.

The landscape sensitivity of the Site to housing development is based on an appraisal of the Site’s
landscape character sensitivity and visual sensitivity, informed by the findings of the baseline
appraisal.

4.2.

There is a sense of connection between the western, lower extent of the Site and the adjoining
settlement to the north due to the slope and the woodland belt on the southern boundary which
provides a sense of containment. The mature tree belt on the southern boundary prevents
intervisibility between the Site and the wider AONB to the south, which has a more pronounced
rural character, with few elements of built form visible.

4.3.

The eastern, slightly more elevated extent of the Site is more open and has stronger visual links
with the open farmland to the east, as well as with the village.
Landscape Character Sensitivity

4.4.

Considering the factors summarised in Table 1 and applying the criteria defined in the HDC
Landscape Capacity Assessment (Appendix A; Table A1), it is considered that the Landscape
Character Sensitivity of the Site would be Low, i.e. its key characteristics/features are less likely to
be sensitive to development which could be more easily accommodated without significantly
altering the character of the landscape.
Table 1: Assessment of Landscape Character Sensitivity

Landscape Character
Feature
Extent, pattern and
variety of semi-natural
habitat
Historic landscape
features/character
Scale/Field pattern
Landform
Landscape
Condition/Quality
Settlement Pattern
Settlement edges
Settlement Setting
Settlement Separation
Rural Character

The Site

Site does not provide a variety of interconnected
habitats

Sensitivity
Appraisal
Low

Site does not contain historic landscape features

Low

One large field so no field pattern to erode
Site has a gentle slope but no complex landform
or steep sloping valley sides
Moderate condition – no hedgerows or tree
cover
Modern development abuts the Site to the north
The existing settlement edge does not have a
clear historic or functional relationship with the
adjacent countryside.
Small contribution to the village setting but does
not provide a distinctive break between village
and countryside
Does not contribute to separation between
settlements
Has a rural character

Low
Low
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Low
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Visual Sensitivity

4.5.

Considering the factors summarised in Table 2 and applying the criteria defined in the HDC
Landscape Capacity Assessment (Appendix A; Table A2), it is considered that the Visual Sensitivity
of the Site is Moderate to Low, i.e. the general visibility of development would be mostly well
screened by existing features such as trees and the topography; development may be discernible,
but visual impacts would be limited.
Table 2: Assessment of Visual Sensitivity

Visual consideration

The Site

General potential
visibility of development

Visibility of development of the Site, particularly
the western part, would be low due to
intervening tree cover and the topography
There would be open views of development
from the stretch of the footpath on the eastern
boundary and glimpses from Handcross Road on
the approach to the village
Development would be visible in limited views
out from the settlement, none of which are
strategically significant or distinctive
The Site does not occupy a raised position

Views into the area and
views of the approaches
to the settlement
Outward views from the
settlement
Ridges and other areas
of high ground
Conspicuousness

Development of the western part of the Site
would not be located in a visually conspicuous
location.

Sensitivity
Appraisal
Low
Moderate to
Low
Low
Low
Low

Overall Landscape Sensitivity
4.6.

Combining the assessments of landscape character and visual sensitivity (Appendix A; Table A3),
the overall landscape sensitivity of the Site is assessed as Low. Generally, more weight should be
given to the landscape character sensitivity of the AONB and of sites within it than to the visual
sensitivity since potential effects on the landscape character of the AONB can be greater than
visual effects; this is because there are often few views into the AONB.
Landscape Value

4.7.

The tree belt on the western boundary of the Site is a valuable landscape feature; no further
landscape features of value were identified within its boundaries.

4.8.

Applying the criteria for defining landscape value in the HDC Capacity Assessment (Appendix A;
Table A4), it is considered that the Landscape Value of the Site is High to Moderate; the Site’s
landscape value is judged to be High to Moderate rather than High because, whilst acknowledging
that it provides some amenity value by way of views, is relatively tranquil with a sense of
naturalness and lies within a designated landscape, its localised character and scenic value is less
distinctive than that of the wider AONB to the south and east.
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Landscape Capacity
4.9.

Combining the assessment of landscape sensitivity with the assessment of landscape value
(Appendix 1; Table A5) shows that the Site has a Moderate to High capacity to accommodate
sensitively located and well-designed housing development.

4.10.

This means that the Site has the ability to accommodate small to medium scale housing
development in some parts - the west of the Site - without resulting in unacceptable adverse
landscape or visual effects on the wider landscape of the AONB or on the character of residential
Lower Beeding.

4.11.

It is the conclusion of this appraisal that development of the Site could occur without the loss of
any natural or historic features such as trees, woodland, hedgerows, historic routeways or historic
water systems.

4.12.

The Site has few visual receptors and there are no viewpoints from which built form would be seen
against the horizon. Whilst views from some locations closeby, such as from the footpath and from
dwellings on Church Close, would undergo some change, this is symptomatic of the Site’s
sustainable location adjacent to a settlement.
Development Principles

4.13.

Whilst the character and appearance of the Site would change, there is potential to set
development within a robust green framework, allowing it to be integrated into the existing village
without resulting in unacceptable adverse effects or causing any substantial landscape impact
beyond the Site’s boundaries.

4.14.

A landscape-led design using the landscape as a framework to understand the Site and formulate
a design response would ensure that development of the Site would not compromise Lower
Beeding’s identity as a village or harm its character by inappropriate new development.

4.15.

Any development should acknowledge the village setting and respect its character by reflecting
the height, scale, spacing, layout, orientation, design and materials of the area. Development
proposals should be informed by the character of the Site’s context and avoid generic layouts or
designs which fail to respond to or reinforce the character of the AONB. The AONB Unit have
published a Housing Design Guide 14 and any future development should follow the guidance within
it and should not dominate the ‘parent’ settlement of Lower Beeding.

4.16.

Where development would form a new edge to the countryside to the east, the transition should
be soft so that the development sits appropriately in the landscape. The new settlement boundary

14

High Weald Unit (2019) High Weald Housing Design Guide
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should be defined by new green infrastructure consistent with the local landscape character, using
native planting which creates a soft edge to the countryside, rather than presenting hard building
fronts, streets or infrastructure. Development proposals should incorporate a minimum 15 m
buffer kept free of development adjacent to the Ancient Woodland on the western and southern
boundaries.
4.17.

There is potential to provide public access from Leechpond Hill through the Site to the wider
countryside and to create a significant area of publicly accessible, multi-functional green space,
providing ecological and community benefits, in the eastern area of the Site. The development
area should also incorporate swales and other surface drainage features as part of a
comprehensive sustainable drainage strategy.

4.18.

A landscape and visual impact assessment of any future development proposals must assess the
development proposals against the AONB template provided in the Advice Note ‘Legislation and
Planning Policy in the High Weald AONB’ to demonstrate that relevant objectives of the AONB
Management Plan are being met. The assessment of landscape and visual effects must
acknowledge that although development may not be highly visible, it cannot be assumed that
there is therefore no resultant harm to the intrinsic character of the AONB; this is of particular
relevance in landscapes which are largely enclosed, such as the High Weald AONB.
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APPENDIX A - Methodology and Definitions of Terms

METHODOLOGY & TERMS FOR ASSESSING LANDSCAPE CAPACITY

Landscape Character Sensitivity
Factors considered in appraisal of Landscape Character Sensitivity:
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.
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.as

The definitions and criteria of ‘Landscape Character Sensitivity’ are as follows:
Table A1

Landscape
Sensitivity
High
High to Moderate

Moderate

Moderate to Low

Low

Criteria
Key landscape characteristics/features are highly vulnerable to the
development type.
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
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.
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.
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.

Visual Sensitivity
Factors considered in appraisal of visual sensitivity:
1. 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. ‘Conspicuousness’- 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.
The definitions and criteria of ‘Visual Sensitivity’ are as follows:
Table A2

Visual Sensitivity
High

High to Moderate

Criteria
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.
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.

Moderate

Moderate to Low

Low

Provides views into and out of settlements are of some importance which
are difficult to mitigate.
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.
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.
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.

Landscape Sensitivity
The overall sensitivity of the landscape is derived by combining the assessments of Landscape
Character Sensitivity and Visual Sensitivity as follows:
Table A3
High

Landscape
Character
Sensitivity

High

High

High

High

High

High to
Moderate

High to
Moderate

High to
Moderate

High to
Moderate

High to
Moderate

High to
Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate
to Low

Moderate
to Low

Moderate
to Low

Moderate
to Low

Moderate
to Low

Moderate
to Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Moderate
to Low

Moderate

High to
Moderate

High

Low

Visual Sensitivity

Landscape Value
The ‘Value’ of the landscape is defined as follows and considers any relevant designation or local
recognition:
Table A4

Value

Level of importance/rarity

High

Lies wholly within or adjacent to a designated landscape where scenic value
and 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.
High to
Lies wholly within a designated landscape where localised character and
Moderate
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.
Moderate
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.
Moderate to 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.
Low

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
The landscape capacity is derived by combining the assessments of Landscape Sensitivity and
Landscape Value as follows:

Table A5
High

Overall
Landscape
Sensitivity

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

High to
Moderate

Moderate
to Low

Moderate
to Low

Moderate
to Low

Moderate
to Low

Moderate
to Low

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate
to Low

High to
Moderate

High to
Moderate

High to
Moderate

High to
Moderate

High to
Moderate

High

High

High

High

High

Moderate
to Low

Moderate

High to
Moderate

Low

Low

High

Landscape Value

Definitions of Landscape Capacity:
Table A6

Landscape
Capacity
None/Low

Definition

The area is unable or only has very limited potential 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.
Moderate to Low The area only has potential 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.
Moderate
This area has an ability to accommodate development in some parts without
unacceptable adverse landscape and visual impacts or compromising the
values attached to it, taking account of any appropriate mitigation There is a
need for each proposal to be considered on its individual merits to ensure
there are no unacceptable adverse impacts.
Moderate to
The area is likely to be able accommodate a significant proportion of
High
development without unacceptable adverse landscape and visual impacts or
compromising the values attached to it, taking account of any appropriate
mitigation.
High
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.

Prepared by Bryant Landscape Planning Ltd
Tel: 07729 765612
Email: liz.bryant@bryantlandscapeplanning.co.uk
www.bryantlandscapeplanning.co.uk
A Registered Practice of the Landscape Institute
Registered in England. Company Number:12449955
Registered Address: 12 Oldfield Road,
Hampton, Middlesex TW12 2AE

© Bryant Landscape Planning Ltd

