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1. Introduction
1.1

This rebuttal has been prepared in response to the proof of evidence by Mr Charles
Potterton (CP) on landscape and visual matters produced on behalf of Swindon
Borough Council in relation to the proposed development of a Science Park at Inlands
Farm, The Marsh, Wanborough.

1.2

The rebuttal seeks to assist the inspector by providing a written response to some of
the points raised by Mr Potterton in his evidence. It is not intended to cover all points
and the absence of commentary on some issues does not mean that these points are
accepted. Other points may be addressed further at the Inquiry.

1.3

The following points are covered within this rebuttal:
- comments on the LVIA methodology
- comparative assessment of landscape effects
- comparative assessment of visual effect
- impact on the dark skies of the AONB
- other minor miscellaneous points
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2. Comments on the LVIA methodology
2.1

CP makes a number of comments on the methodology used in the LVIA. I address each
of these below.

2.2

The sensitivity of PRoW receptors crossing the site has been underestimated (CP para
6.12 and 6.21) - The methodology for assessing sensitivity of receptors is set out in
paras 7.59 – 7.63 of the LVIA. In accordance with GLVIA3 it considers both the value
attributed to views and the susceptibility to change of the receptors. Table 7.14 of the
LVIA provides information on how judgements on the sensitivity of receptors were
made. This concludes that PRoW within the Site (but outside the AONB) are of
Medium-High sensitivity whilst those to the south, within the AONB are of High
sensitivity. This gives appropriate recognition to the fact that PRoW users are receptors
for which views are of high importance and distinguishes between views within the
AONB, which are of the highest value and those outside the AONB, which are of lower
value. In conclusion, I do not therefore agree with CP that the LVIA has underestimated
the sensitivity of PRoW receptors crossing the site. Rather, CP has overstated the
sensitivity of these receptors.

2.3

There is no proper discussion of the overall impact of the scheme on the visual amenity
of those within the AONB as a whole (CP para 6.13) - The impact of the proposals on
the visual amenity of those within the AONB is considered within Table 7.15. This
covers the principal visual receptors within the AONB with potential to be affected. No
‘overall impact’ is provided since the impact varies across the AONB. However, it can
certainly be said that for the vast majority of the AONB the development would not be
visible and there would be no impact on the visual amenity of those within the AONB.

2.4

Combined use of receptors and individual assessment locations is confusing and
unhelpful (CP para 6.23) - It is standard practice to consider both visual receptors and
representative viewpoints. The representative viewpoints were selected as example
views to represent the experience of the visual receptors. The selection of the visual
receptors and representative viewpoints was agreed with SBC as part of the EIA
scoping exercise.

2.5

Some Representative Views are not mentioned in Table 7.15 (CP para 6.23) - Table 2.1
below provides clarification of the representative views considered for each of the
visual receptors.
Table 2.1 Representative views considered in LVIA for visual receptor
Visual receptor

Representative view

Pack Hill – road users

1, 8, 9

The Marsh – road users

1, 2, 3

Ham Road – road users

10, 11

2

A419 – road users

Agreed with SBC that no
representative view required

The Ridgeway – road users

15

PRoW users of footpaths within the Site

2

PRoW users on footpath between
Medbourne and Glebe Farm

12

PRoW users on footpaths west of The
Marsh

Agreed with SBC that no
representative view required

PRoW users on Liddington Hill public
rights of way and permissive paths
PRoW – Public footpath
Between Purley Road and Pack Hill

13, 14, 15

Warneage Wood

4

Manners Wood (referred to in the EIA as
‘Pack Hill Wood’)

Agreed with SBC that no
representative view required

Users of PRoWs on the north-western
edge of Upper Wanborough

6
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2.6

Mixing of change to character and amenity of the view (CP para 6.22) – Visual amenity
relates to a number of factors including composition, character and characteristics of a
view. The methodology used for assessment of visual effects is set out in the LVIA
including criteria for assessing the magnitude of visual effects in Table 7.7.

2.7

Cannot find an assessment or statement on magnitude of landscape effects in the
submitted LVIA (CP para 8.57) – Detailed assessment of the magnitude of landscape
effects for all the landscape receptors is provided in the LVIA in paras 7.194 – 7.243.
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3. Comparative assessment of visual effects
Errors in Table 1 of CP Proof
3.1

In Table 1 of his proof CP provides a comparison of the assessment of visual impacts
within the LVIA (chapter 7 of the ES) for representative viewpoints with his own
assessment. There are four problems with this table.

3.2

Firstly, and most significantly, the third column of this table is a totally incorrect record
of the predicted magnitude of effect recorded in the LVIA for each of the
representative viewpoints. CP’s Table 1 incorrectly draws from Table 7.15 in the LVIA
which relates to the visual receptor groups, not the representative viewpoints.

3.3

Secondly, CP provides no supporting narrative on how his judgements were made and
why they differ from those in the LVIA.

3.4

Thirdly, the assessment table is for year 1. The effects at this point are temporary
(since the mitigation measures have not established) and are not therefore an accurate
reflection of the likely effects of the development in the medium and long term once
planting within and around the site has matured.

3.5

Finally, fourthly, Table 1 only considers representative viewpoints. Whilst these are
useful in illustrating the likely changes to visual amenity for specific point locations, this
is just a snapshot. In reality, views and visual amenity and the effect of development on
these, generally change as visual receptors move through the landscape.

3.6

As a result of the above, the inspector should not rely on Table 1 in CP’s proof. Instead,
he should refer to paragraphs 7.251 – 7.340 in the LVIA and the supporting
photographs and visualisations. This provides a detailed assessment for the key visual
receptors and for sixteen representative viewpoints, describing how the views and
visual amenity would change as a result of the proposed development. For each
viewpoint this includes a description of the likely changes to the view at year 1 and 15,
an assessment of the magnitude of change at year 1 and 15 and a conclusion on the
significance of the effect which is based on the sensitivity of the view and the
magnitude of change.

3.7

I have also provided in Table 4.1 below, a summary of my own assessment (provided in
the LVIA) of the impacts on representative viewpoints together with that provided by
CP in Table 1 in his proof.

Table 3.1 – Corrected Table 1 from CP proof showing comparison between LVIA and SBC in
assessment of impacts on representative viewpoints
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Rep
View
(RV)

LVIA
Sensitivity

LVIA
Magnitude

01

Medium

Large

02.

Large
Medium

LVIA
Significance –
(called
‘residual effect’
In 7.17)
Moderate to
major
adverse
Moderate to
major
adverse

SBC
Sensitivity

SBC
Magnitude

SBC
Significance

Medium

Major

Substantial
adverse

Medium

Major

Substantial
adverse

03.

Mediumlow

Smallmedium

Minor to
moderate
adverse

Medium

Major

Substantial
adverse

04.

Mediumhigh

Smallmedium

Moderate
adverse

High

Moderate

Substantial
adverse

05.

Mediumhigh

Small

Minor
adverse

High

Majormoderate

Very
substantial
–
Substantial
adverse

06.

Mediumhigh

Large

Major
adverse

High

Major

Very
substantial
adverse

07.

Medium

Small

Minor
adverse

High-medium

Majormoderate

Substantial
adverse

08.

Medium

Small

Minor
adverse

Medium

Moderate

Moderate
adverse

09.

Medium

Medium

Moderate
adverse

Medium

Major

Substantial
adverse

10.

Mediumhigh

Small

Minor
adverse

Medium-high

Moderate

Substantial
adverse

11.

Mediumhigh

Small

Minor
adverse

Medium-high

Moderate

Substantial
adverse

12.

High

Small

Minor to
moderate
adverse

High

Moderate

Substantial
adverse

13.

High

Small

Minor to
moderate
Adverse

High

Moderate

Substantial
adverse

High

Small

High

Minor

Moderate
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14.

15.

16.

Minor to
moderate
Adverse

adverse

Mediumhigh

Small

Minor to
moderate
Adverse

Medium-high

Moderate

High

Medium to
Large

Moderate to
major
adverse

High

Moderate

Substantial
adverse

Substantial
adverse

Differences in assessment of sensitivity of representative viewpoints
3.8

The principal differences between JE and CP in the assessment of sensitivity of
representative viewpoints relate to the public rights of way outside the AONB. CP
considers viewpoints on PROW inside and outside both to be of High sensitivity whilst I
consider those within the AONB to be of High sensitivity and those outside the AONB
to be of Medium-High sensitivity.

3.9

GLVIA3 notes that the sensitivity of visual receptors is based on both the susceptibility
of visual receptors to change and the value attached to views. My assessment that
viewpoints outside the AONB are of lower sensitivity than those within the AONB is a
reflection of the lower value that is placed on views outside the AONB compared with
those within the AONB1. CP’s assessment of sensitivity has failed to take this into
account and, as a consequence, in my opinion the sensitivity of these views has been
overstated.
Differences in assessments of magnitude of change to representative viewpoints

3.10

The magnitude of change to the view arising from the proposed development for
viewpoints 1, 2 and 6 is not disputed between CP and JE. It is agreed that there would
be a High/Major magnitude of change for viewpoints within or in close proximity to the
Site.

3.11

Key differences of opinion on the predicted magnitude of change are set out below2.
These should be read alongside the baseline viewpoint photography provided in Figure
7.10 of the LVIA.

3.12

For RV3 on Marsh Lane, CP considers the impact at year 1 would be of Major
magnitude whilst I consider it would be Small-Medium. As shown in the viewpoint
photograph, at this point on Marsh Lane there is a tall and dense roadside hedgerow
which encloses the view and prevents views across the Site. This hedgerow would
remain in place with the Proposed Development and would continue to provide
effective enclosure to the view. Whilst parts of the development are likely to be visible

1

Table 7.16 in the LVIA (supported by Table 7.5 in the methodology) provides further detail on
how judgements on the sensitivity of the representative viewpoints were reached.
2
For some views (4, 8 and 14) the difference in assessment of effects is small and therefore
additional commentary has not been provided.
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beyond the hedgerow in the background, most of it would be screened by the
hedgerow (particularly in summer) and the key characteristics of an enclosed view
along a hedge-lined lane would remain. The changes to the view from this viewpoint in
my opinion are more accurately described as being of Small-Medium magnitude than
Major. As proposed planting matures the magnitude of change would reduce further.
3.13

RV5 is a glimpsed view from public footpath WA9 through a field gateway. CP considers
the impact at year 1 would be of Major-moderate magnitude whilst I consider it would
be of Small magnitude. From this location the nearest proposed buildings would be on
lower ground and at 300 – 400m from the viewpoint. Where visible, the development
would appear as a small feature in the background of the view and the foreground and
middleground of the view would be unchanged. In my opinion, to describe this as a
visual effect of Major-moderate magnitude overstates the scale of likely change to the
view. By year 15, as proposed planting matures, the magnitude of change would
reduce further.

3.14

RV7 is a glimpsed view from Church Road as it passes a gap between buildings. CP
considers the impact at year 1 would be of Major-moderate magnitude whilst I
consider it would be of Small magnitude. The vast majority of this view would be
unchanged by the development with no changes to the foreground or middleground
of the view and the treed horizon would also remain. There would be changes to a
small part of the background of the view with views of the proposed office buildings on
the northern edge of the development (c. 600m away from the viewpoint) replacing
long distance views of a small part of an arable field. (The larger scale Wasdells
buildings would be screened from sight from this viewpoint). In my opinion, to
describe this change as being of Major-moderate magnitude overstates the likely
magnitude of change. Once proposed planting has matured, the magnitude of change
would reduce even further.

3.15

RV9 is a view along Pack Hill from its midpoint. CP considers the impact at year 1
would be of Major magnitude whilst I consider it would be of Medium magnitude. At
this point, part of the eastern corner of the phase 1 building would be visible behind
the hedgerow but views along the hedge-lined Pack Hill road rising towards
Wanborough would be retained. In my opinion, to describe this as a change of Medium
magnitude is an accurate reflection of the likely scale of change.

3.16

RV10, 11 and 12 are middle distance viewpoints around Liddington. CP considers that
the magnitude of change at year 1 would be Moderate whilst I consider these would be
Small. These viewpoints are between 1.25km and 1.5km from the Site and there are
many lines of hedgerow vegetation in the intervening area which partially screen the
site. In these views, at year 1 in clear conditions, the development would be visible as a
background element in the view. Its environmental colour scheme would make it
visually recessive and make it blend with the surrounding vegetation in the background
of the view. The key characteristics of these views would be unchanged by the
development and to describe this as a change of Small magnitude is an accurate
reflection of the likely scale of change.

3.17

For RV 13 and 15 on Liddington Hill, CP considers the impact at year 1 would be of
Moderate magnitude whilst I consider the impact would be of Small magnitude. These
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viewpoints are c. 2.9km from the Site, and are long distance panoramic views towards
Swindon. At this distance, the Proposed Development would form a very small and
distant element in the view, seen in the context of other development within and
around Swindon. Its environmental colour scheme would make it visually recessive. In
clear conditions the proposed development is likely to be visible at year 1 but the
overall magnitude of change to the view would be Small (and by year 15 would be
further reduced).
Significance of visual impacts
3.18

CP’s conclusions on the significance of visual impacts (column 7 of Table 1) are derived
from his assessment of sensitivity of the viewpoint and magnitude of change. As I have
demonstrated above, the sensitivity of the viewpoints has in my opinion been
overstated for some of the viewpoints and the magnitude of change has been
overstated for many of the viewpoints.

3.19

The assessment of visual effects in the LVIA provides a transparent and balanced
assessment of the likely effects. I recommend that the inspector makes reference to
this when considering the scheme rather than that provided by CP in Table 1 of his
proof.
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4. Comparative Assessment of Landscape Effects
4.1

In Table 2 of his proof (p. 30) CP provides a comparison of the assessment of landscape
impacts within the LVIA (chapter 7 of the ES) with his own assessment. Similar to the
problems with CP’s Table 1, there are three problems with this table.

4.2

Firstly, and most significantly, the third column of this table has been left uncompleted,
stating that the magnitude of change is unexplained in the LVIA. This is completely
incorrect.. Detailed assessment of the magnitude of landscape effects is provided in
the LVIA in paras 7.194 – 7.243. It is a matter of concern to me that CP has missed this
section of the LVIA as this provides the detailed assessment of likely landscape effects
of the proposals.

4.3

Secondly, CP provides no supporting narrative on how his judgements on landscape
impacts were made and why they differ from those in the LVIA.

4.4

Thirdly, the assessment table is for year 1. The effects at this point are temporary
(since the mitigation measures have not established) and are not therefore an accurate
reflection of the likely effects of the development in the medium and long term once
planting within and around the site has matured.

4.5

As a consequence of the above, the inspector should not rely on Table 2 in CPs proof.
Instead, he should refer to paragraphs 7.194 – 7.243 in the LVIA and Table 4.1 below
which presents a summary of my own assessment (provided in the LVIA) compared
with that provided by CP in his proof.
Table 4.1: Corrected Table 2 from CP proof showing comparison between LVIA and
SBC in assessment of landscape impacts

Receptor

LVIA
Sensitivity

LVIA
Magnitude

LVIA
Significance

SBC
Sensitivity

SBC
Magnitude

SBC
Significance

North
Wessex
Downs AONB
LLCA1
Warmeage
Wood
LLCA2
Wanborough
and
Liddington
Villages
LLCA3 Wanborough
and
Liddington
Slopes

High

Small

Very high

Major

Medium –
high

Small

Minor to
moderate
adverse
Minor
adverse

Medium

Moderate

Very
substantial
adverse
Moderate
adverse

High

Mediumsmall

Moderate
adverse

High

Major

Very
substantial
adverse

High

Mediumsmall

Moderate
adverse

High

Major

Very
substantial
adverse
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LLCA4 Inlands Farm

Mediumhigh

Large

Major
adverse

High

Major

Very
substantial
adverse
Very
substantial
adverse

LLCA5 - River
Cole
Farmlands

N-Medium
- high
S - High

Mediumsmall

High

Major

LLCA6 –
Wanborough
Downs
Hedgerows
and trees

High

Negligible

N-Moderate
adverse
S-Moderate
adverse
Negligible

High

Moderate

Substantial
adverse

Medium

Small

Minor
adverse

High

Moderate

Substantial
adverse

Key differences in judgements on landscape effects
4.6

North Wessex Downs AONB - CP considers (within his Table 2) that the proposals would
have an impact of Major magnitude on the NWD AONB. I consider this to be a
significant overstatement of the likely effects at year 1. My full assessment of the
impact on the AONB which is provided in paras 7.194 – 7.201 of the LVIA should be
referred to. In summary, I concluded that there would be no direct effects on the
character of the AONB and that indirect effects arising from development nearby
would result in an adverse effect of small magnitude at year 1 with a further reduction
by year 15 once proposed planting (and existing planting in Manners Wood) had
matured.

4.7

In Table 2 of CP’s Appendix 1 to his proof, CP sets out key criteria for assessing the
magnitude of landscape effects. Changes of major magnitude are described as those
which would involve a ‘major alteration to or complete loss of key elements, features
and characteristics of the baseline condition’. As the Site is located beyond the AONB
there would be no changes to key elements, features or characteristics of the AONB
and the indirect effects on landscape character arising from visibility of the proposals
beyond the AONB would be small. Furthermore, visibility of Swindon from the AONB is
identified as an existing key characteristic of the AONB so the changes would be in
keeping with an existing characteristic of the AONB. CP’s conclusion that the impact on
the AONB would be of Major magnitude is significantly overstated.

4.8

LLCA 1 – Warneage Wood – CP considers that the proposals would have an impact of
Moderate magnitude on the character of Warneage Wood at year 1 whilst I consider
the impact would be of Small magnitude. My detailed assessment is provided in paras
7.204 – 7.209 of the LVIA. In summary, there would be no direct effects on Warneage
Wood and most of the wood would be unaffected by the proposals. Indirect effects
would be limited to the southern edge of the wood. The magnitude of change to
Warneage Wood is therefore more accurately described as Small (and more closely
reflects the criteria for impacts of Minor magnitude provided in CP’s Table 2 in his
Appendix 1) rather than Moderate as suggested by CP.
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4.9

LLCA2 – Wanborough and Liddington Villages – CP considers the impact of the
proposals on these villages would be of Major magnitude whilst I consider them to be
Medium-small at year 1 (reducing to Small by year 15). My detailed assessment is
provided in paras 7.210 – 7.216 of the LVIA. The character of most parts of the villages
would be unaffected by the proposals and the key characteristics of the villages and
key views south from the village would be unaffected. Changes to the character of the
villages would be localised and small scale. CP’s assessment overstates the magnitude
of this effect and does not correlate with his own definition of Major magnitude
provided in Table 2 of Appendix 1 to his proof.

4.10

LLCA3 – Wanborough and Liddington Slopes - CP considers the impact of the proposals
on this area of sloping landscape would be of Major magnitude whilst I consider them
to be Medium-small at year 1 (reducing to Small by year 15). My detailed assessment is
provided in paras 7.217 – 7.223 of the LVIA. There would be no direct effects on the
landscape feature of LLCA3 and indirect effects would be limited to the areas which lie
to the north of Upper Wanborough. The impacts would be limited and localised and
would not, in my opinion, constitute an effect of Major magnitude which CP suggests.
Again, CP’s assessment does not correlate with his own definition of Major magnitude
provided in Table 2 of Appendix 1 to his proof.

4.11

LLCA4 Inlands Farm – It is agreed that the impact of the proposals on the landscape
character of this area would be Major.

4.12

LLCA5 – River Cole Farmlands - CP considers the impact of the proposals on the River
Cole Farmlands would be of Major magnitude whilst I consider them to be Mediumsmall at year 1 (reducing to Small by year 15). My detailed assessment is provided in
paras 7.232 – 7.237 of the LVIA. There would be no direct effects on the landscape
feature of LLCA5 and indirect effects would be limited to the areas which lie close to
the Site. The impacts would be limited and localised and again do not correlate with
CP’s own definition of Major magnitude. It is clear to me that the impact of the
proposals would not, constitute an effect of Major magnitude which CP suggests.

4.13

LLCA6 – Wanborough Downs - CP considers the impact of the proposals on the
Wanborough Downs would be of Moderate magnitude whilst I consider them to be
Negligible. My detailed assessment is provided in paras 7.238 – 7.243 of the LVIA. CP
does not explain how he reached this judgement. The Proposed Development is
located a considerable distance away from the Wanborough Downs (c. 2km north and
1km west from the edge of this area). Whilst at year 1 the development would be
visible in the background of some views, there would be no direct impacts on the key
elements, features or characteristics of this area. CP’s assessment therefore does not
correlate with his own definition of Moderate magnitude provided in Table 2 of
Appendix 1 to his proof.

4.14

In the LVIA I concluded that there would be no direct or indirect changes to the
landscape features or landscape character of LLCA6. In clear conditions, the Proposed
Development would be discernible in the distance, in the background of views
including in panoramic views from higher vantage points within the LLCA. However, it
would be a small element in the background of the view and would be seen in the
context of the built form of Swindon which is also present within the view. The
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presence of the Proposed Development in the background of views would not change
the character of the area or harm any of the defined special qualities of the AONB. The
effect on the character of this area would therefore be Negligible.
Significance of landscape impacts
4.15

CP’s conclusions on the significance of landscape impacts (column 7 of Table 2) are
derived from his assessments of sensitivity and magnitude of change. As I have
demonstrated above, the magnitude of change to each of the character areas has been
overstated by CP (and is often unsubstantiated) and as a result, the overall significance
of the impacts has been overstated.

4.16

The assessment of landscape effects in the LVIA provides a transparent and balanced
assessment of the likely effects. Adverse effects have been identified and are
acknowledged. I recommend that the inspector makes reference to the conclusions of
the LVIA when considering the landscape effects of the scheme rather than that
provided by CP in Table 2 of his proof.
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5. Impact on the dark skies of the AONB
5.1

The Appeal Site is currently within a dark sky area (CP para 7.1) – This is incorrect. The
Appeal Site is not within or close to an area identified as having dark skies.

5.2

A study on dark skies and light pollution within the UK was undertaken in 2016 by Land
Use Consultants on behalf of CPRE3. This used analysis of night light imagery from
satellites to create a UK-wide light pollution map. The resultant mapping for the
NWDAONB and surrounding area is included in Appendix 1 and an extract is provided
below. This shows that the Site and surrounding landscape is not an area of dark sky
and nor is the area of the AONB which lies closest to the site. Dark skies are therefore
not a special quality of the AONB in the part of the AONB which the Site is close to.

Figure 5.1: Extract from Map of England’s Light Pollution and Dark Skies prepared by
Land Use Consultants. Site location identified with red triangle. Full map for
NWDAONB is provided in Appendix 1. (Source: https://nightblight.cpre.org.uk/maps/)
5.3

Further information is contained in the ‘Dark Skies of the North Wessex Downs’ leaflet
published by the North Wessex Downs AONB (included in Appendix 1). As the extract in
Figure 5.2 below shows, the areas of dark skies lie a considerable distance away to the
south and east of the Site. These areas of dark skies within the AONB are sufficiently
distant from the Site that they would not be affected by the Proposed Development.

3

‘ England’s Light Pollution and Dark Skies’ (LUC, 2016)
(https://nightblight.cpre.org.uk/images/resources/Englands_Light_Pollution_and_Dark_Skies_
LUC_Report.pdf)
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Figure 5.2: Extract from ‘Dark Skies of the North Wessex Downs’ published by the
NWDAONB (Source:
https://www.northwessexdowns.org.uk/uploads/Dark%20Skies/Leaflet_MEDRES.pdf)
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6.

Other minor miscellaneous points

6.1

At para 2.5 CP notes that the Proposed Development ‘Is on land designated as a ‘noncoalescence area’ . Point of clarification – only part of the Site falls within the noncoalescence area (see Figure 6.1 and 6.2 below).

Figure 6.1: Extract from Swindon Local Plan showing extent of Non-coalescence area
and New Eastern Villages (source:
https://www.swindon.gov.uk/info/20113/local_plan_and_planning_policy/635/swindo
n_local_plan) (Approximate site location shown in red. Blue line indicates zone of
greatest importance for maintaining sense of separation between Wanborough and
the NEV)
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Figure 6.2 Enlarged extract of Figure 6.1 showing relationship of site boundary with
area of non-coalescence
6.2

The area of non-coalescence relates to Local Plan policy NC3 which seeks to preserve
the separation and separate identity of Wanborough (and South Marston and Bourton)
from the New Eastern Villages. In my opinion, the principal area where this sense of
separation will be primarily experienced from is the Wanborough Road (identified in
blue on figure 6.1 above). This is the area of countryside of greatest importance for
retaining the separate identity of Wanborough and of greatest important to protect.
The Proposed Development is c. 0.8km from this route, with Warneage Wood and
substantial mature field hedgerows present in the intervening area. The character and
key characteristics of this part of the NCA would be unaffected by the proposals.

6.3

At para 3.5 CP notes ‘Wanborough is located approximately 0.2km to the east’. In
terms of distances between existing development in Wanborough and proposed
development on the Site, the closest proposed building to Lower Wanborough is 290m
and the closest to Upper Wanborough is c. 450m.

6.4

At para 8.2 CP considers the 1.8m mesh fence around Phase 1 as ‘definitely not
acceptable’. The fence would be set back from the road beyond a 30m deep belt of
mixed trees and shrubs and close to the proposed phase 1 building. Where visible it
would be seen in combination with the proposed building and would not appear
unduly prominent. I do not agree that the fence is an unacceptable element of the
proposals.

6.5

At para 8.16 CP says that the Site ‘is partially covered by Area 6C of the NWDAONB’.
This is incorrect. In the NWD AONB Integrated Landscape Character Assessment, Area
6C extends to the AONB boundary along Pack Hill and does not include the Site.

6.6

At para 8.25 CP refers to a Table as being ‘unbalanced’. It is assumed that he is
referring to Table 7.11 in the LVIA. I disagree that Table 7.11 provides an unbalanced
assessment; it provides a fine grained analysis and assessment of the landscape within
and around the Site. Six different local areas with different characteristics and
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character were identified and the impact of the Proposed Development on each of
these was assessed. Trees and hedgerows were identified as a specific landscape
feature within the Site and were therefore assessed separately as a further receptor.
These seven landscape receptors were agreed with SBC as part of the EIA scoping
process.
6.7

At para 8.63 CP considers the tranquillity of the Site and concludes that ‘it is currently
a quiet landscape with little noise or movement’. I disagree, the Site lies only 220m
from the A419 at its closest and the noise and movement of traffic along this route is
very evident on Site, particularly on the western side of the Site. This contrasts with the
landscape further south within the AONB which is remote from roads and other
development and where the landscape is of high tranquillity.

6.8

At para 9.3 CP describes a ‘change in character of the Appeal Site from agricultural
fields to a residential development’ . The scheme contains no residential development.

6.9

At para 8.39 CP states that it is ‘hard to believe that it is (conveniently) only the Appeal
Site itself that is considered to be of low value’. The fact that the Proposed
Development is located in the area of lowest landscape value is not a matter of
convenience or coincidence. It is the result of careful analysis and planning; the
Proposed Development was located in the area considered to be of lowest value and
sensitivity.

6.10

Landscape Value - At para 8.40 CP states he does not agree with my assessment that
the Site is of Low/Ordinary to Medium Value and at 8.5 he considers that the Site
should be considered as a Valued Landscape (under paragraph 170a). My assessment
of landscape value of the Site and surrounding area is provided in Table 7.11 of the
LVIA and I provide analysis within my proof of evidence which leads to a conclusion
that the Site should not be considered as forming part of a valued landscape.

6.11

Since completing my proof of evidence the Landscape Institute has provided further
guidance on valued landscapes - TGN02/21: ‘Assessing landscape value outside
national designations’. This is now provided as CDJ-6. In this, the definition of ‘Valued
Landscapes’ is given as:
‘an area identified as having sufficient landscape qualities to elevate it above other
more everyday landscapes’.

6.12

The TGN4 notes that landscape qualities are the ‘characteristics/features of a landscape
that are valued’ and that these should not be confused with landscape characteristics
which are defined as ‘elements or combinations of elements which make a particular
contribution to landscape character’.

6.13

The TGN includes a Table5 which sets out the range of factors that can be considered
when identifying landscape value. This broadly follows the same factors as Box 5.1 in
GLVIA3 but includes a few changes. One of these is the inclusion of a new factor
‘function’ which addresses the value attached to landscapes which perform a clearly

4
5

Text box on page 3 of TGN02/21
Table 1, page 7
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identifiable and valuable function, particularly in the healthy functioning of the
landscape. It includes areas such as floodplains, significant carbon sinks and pollinatorrich habitats, none of which are relevant to the Appeal Site. It also includes ‘Landscapes
and landscape elements that have strong physical or functional links with an adjacent
national landscape designation, or are important to the appreciation of the designated
landscape and its special qualities’. Whilst the Site is close to the AONB and the AONB
can be seen from within the Site, there are not strong or functional links between the
two and the Site does not contain features or characteristics which are important to
the appreciation of the AONB landscape and its special qualities.
6.14

The TGN notes that ‘It would be expected that a ‘valued landscape’ would demonstrate
the presence of a number of indicators of landscape value, as set out in Table 16’ and
also that ‘The identification of landscape value needs to be applied proportionately
ensuring that identification of ‘valued landscape’ is not over used7’. In relation to the
latter, it seems to me that, whilst the Site does have some pleasant attributes, these
are not present to such an extent that the landscape is special enough to be considered
a Valued Landscape. To define the Site as a Valued Landscape would be an
inappropriate use of the term and would suggest that other huge areas of landscape
with views towards the AONB should fall into the same category. To me, this would
indeed represent over use of the term.

6.15

I have reviewed the TGN and remain of the opinion that the Site and its surrounding
local context to the north, east and west does not have sufficient landscape qualities to
elevate it above other more ordinary landscapes and it does not have sufficient special
qualities that would justify it being considered as a Valued Landscape.

6
7

TGN02-21 Para A4.2.12, 3rd bullet point
TGN02-21 Para A4.2.12, 4th bullet point
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Each pixel shows the level of radiance
(night light) shining up into the night
sky. These have been categorised into
colour bands to distinguish between
different light levels. The percentage of
pixels that fall within each band is
shown as a % in the chart above.

Local

Dark Skies
of the

North Wessex Downs

Rediscover
your sense of wonder
Looking up at a starry
sky or across a moonlit
landscape is a memorable
and magical experience.

15%

of the North Wessex
Downs’ skies are as dark
as any in the country
An additional

58%

are significantly dark

Dark skies add to the beauty, tranquillity
and sense of remoteness of a place.
The North Wessex Downs is designated
as an Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB) for its distinct landscape
rich in biodiversity and cultural
heritage. It has significant areas of dark
skies with some that are as dark as
any in the country. Whilst the land has
legal protection, the sky above is not
protected in the same way.

As many as

The more of us that experience the
magic of the night sky, the more value
we place on it and want to protect it for
future generations.

stars can be seen from
the darkest areas

So, look up! Dark skies are definitely
outstanding, natural and beautiful…

3000

Light pollution
We all rely on artificial
light to live our lives.
But light shining where
or when it is not needed
pollutes our dark skies.
Dark skies are important for our health,
nature and preserving the character and
beauty of rural landscapes.
Too much light can disrupt our sleep
and potentially lead to more serious
health issues. It also plays havoc with
the feeding and breeding cycles of birds,
bats, insects and nocturnal animals too.
Wasting light, wastes energy, money and
adds to the impact of climate change.
The human eye can pick out light from
a distance of about two miles on a flat
landscape, so light can have far reaching
visual effects beyond that intended.
OFF

YOU CAN HELP Turn off outdoor lights

when not needed, point them downwards and use
bulbs under 500 lumens.

ST

get the best from the night skies

How to stargaze

«
«
«
«

«
«

Adjust – take about 20 minutes for your
eyes to adjust to the dark
Wear warm clothes – it gets very cold
standing or sitting still
Snacks – take some food and a hot flask
Seating – take a chair to be comfortable, or
a blanket to sit on
Stay safe – don’t go alone, always tell
someone where you are going, and take a
fully charged mobile phone
Take a torch – with red film across the lens
or use a red bike light
Take binoculars (if you have them) – they
will show 25 to 50 times more than the
naked eye.

The position of the stars and planets is
constantly changing with time and location.
To plan your trip, download a Starchart or
App to show you what is visible when. The
best time are the days before, during and
soon after each new moon, when the skies
are darkest. Never look at a bright full moon
without a filter, it is very harmful to your eyes.
Of course, a cloudless sky is best, otherwise
you are going to see very little!
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When to stargaze

If you
could travel
at the speed of light
(186,000 miles per
second) it would take
100,000 years to cross
our galaxy, the
Milky Way
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Stargazing is easy – with a bit of information
and advice, going out on a clear night to see
the stars can be a truly magical experience:
«
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Stargazing spots
Darkest areas
North Wessex Downs AONB
A roads
B roads

Stargazing spots in the North Wessex Downs
1

Wittenham Clumps car park, near
Little Wittenham – SU567923

6

Pewsey Downs car park for Alton
Barnes White Horse – SU115638

10

Barbury Castle (main car park shut at
night) – SU157761

2

Bury Down car park, Ridgeway
National Trail – SU479840

7

East Kennett, on road near Boreham
– SU132663

11

Uffcott, on road between Uffcott and
Broad Hinton – SU117771

3

White Hill car park, near Kingsclere –
SU516565

8

12

Ashbury Hill, parking area, Ridgeway
National Trail – SU273843

4

Combe Gibbet and Walbury Hill car
park – SU369620

Occasional stargazing events at
Avebury World Heritage Site, see
National Trust website – SU099696
Hackpen White Horse car park –
SU129747
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9

Regular stargazing events at
Uffington White Horse Hill, see
National Trust website – SU293865

5

Wilton Windmill – SU276617

Where to stargaze
With the lovely chalk hills and open views in the North Wessex Downs, there are plenty of ‘big skies’.
Head for one of the Stargazing Spots shown on the map, or find a safe, dark place away from the glare of lights.

Find out more
at northwessexdowns.org.uk
Other useful websites:
«
«
«
«
«
«
«

British Astronomical Association: workshops, tutorials, and information – britastro.org
Commission for dark skies: campaign and promote good lighting – britastro.org/dark-skies
CPRE Night Blight: maps of light pollution and dark skies – nightblight.cpre.org.uk
Dark Skies Discovery: star maps, information and tips – darkskydiscovery.org.uk
Go Stargazing: promote events and astronomy widely – gostargazing.co.uk
Skymaps: see what’s happening to the sky each month – skymaps.com
Stellarium: open source planetarium for computer and mobile – stellarium.org

Meet new friends!
« Local astronomical societies are a great source
of advice, find your nearest one: Wiltshire,
Newbury, Swindon Stargazers, Reading or
Friends of the Marlborough Telescope.

Take action!
« Why not nominate the best stargazing place
where you live as a Dark Sky Discovery Site? See
darkskydiscovery.org.uk

For the latest info on dark skies, sign-up to our e-newsletter
at northwessexdowns.org.uk and follow us on social media
@NorthWessexAONB
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