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MICHELLE BOLGER

Expert Landscape Consultancy

Methodological Approach for Landscape and Visual Assessment

Introduction

The methodology used by Michelle Bolger Expert Landscape Consultancy (MBELC) when
preparing evidence on landscape and visual issues is based on Guidelines for Landscape
and Visual Impact Assessment, Third Edition 2013 (GLVIA3) prepared by the Landscape
Institute/Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment. The methodology
also identifies where the approach adopted has been informed by the consideration of

specific landscape or visual issues by the courts or by inspectors at public inquiry.

Landscape/ townscape effects are effects on the fabric and character of the landscape/
townscape. Visual effects are effects on people and are concerned with the impact of
the proposals on the amenity of those people who will experience visual changes as a

result of the proposals.

GLVIA3 sets out the processes that should be followed in the preparation of a Landscape
and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA), required for development that is the subject of an
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), and for a Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA)
required for development that is not the subject of an EIA. With regard to the
differences between a LVIA and a LVA, GLVIA3 states that ‘the overall principles and the
core steps in the process are the same’' and sets out the differences in defined

procedures as follow:

‘As a ‘standalone’ appraisal the process is informal and there is more flexibility,
but the essence of the approach - specifying the nature of the proposed change or
development; describing the existing landscape and the views and visual amenity in
the area that may be affected; predicting the effects, although not their likely

significance; and considering how those effects might be mitigated - still applies’.?

' Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 2013 Page 26 Paragraph 3.2
2 Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 2013 Page 26 Paragraph 3.2
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Baseline Assessment

4, GLVIA3 sets out the factors that should be considered in establishing a study area and
determining the baseline conditions. (GLVIA3 Page 32 Paragraphs 3.15-3.17) ‘For the
landscape baseline the aim is to provide an understanding of the landscape in the area
that may be affected - its constituent elements, its character and the way this varies
spatially, its geographic extent, its history (which may require its own specialist study),

its condition, the way the landscape is experienced, and the value attached to it.’?

5. The value of a landscape is: ‘the relative value that is attached to different landscapes
by society, bearing in mind that a landscape may be valued by different stakeholders
for a variety of reasons...A review of existing landscape designations is usually the
starting point in understanding landscape value but the value attached to undesignated

landscapes also needs to be carefully considered’ .*

6. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (revised December 2023) in paragraph
180 states that:
‘Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and
local environment by: (inter alia)
a) protecting and enhancing valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological
value and soils (in a manner commensurate with their statutory status or

identified quality in the development plan);

7. Valued landscapes include nationally and internationally designated landscapes. The
statutory status of nationally designated landscapes is set out in the National Parks and
Access to the Countryside Act 1949 and the CROW Act 2000. This status is reflected in
NPPF Paragraph 182 and local planning policies.

8. NPPF paragraph 180 Valued Landscapes are not restricted to designated landscapes.
Technical Guidance Note 02/21 Assessing landscape value outside national designations
(TGN 02/21) issued by the Landscape Institute expands on the advice in GLVIA3. Table 1
in TGN 02/21 includes a range of Factors that can be considered when identifying
landscape value. It is useful in determining which aspects of a site /landscape are
important to protect or enhance. This builds on the assessment of value as set out in

GLVIA3 Box 5.1. It confirms that:

3 Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, Third Edition, 2013, Page 32, Paragraph 3.15
4 Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, Third Edition, 2013, Page 80, Paragraph 5.19
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‘When assessing landscape value of a site as part of a planning application or
appeal it is important to consider not only the site itself and its features/
elements/characteristics/qualities, but also their relationship with, and the role
they play within, the site’s context. Value is best appreciated at the scale at

which a landscape is perceived - rarely is this on a field-by-field basis’.*

9. Judgements about the value of a landscape are recorded on a verbal scale of high,
medium and low with an overall conclusion that if the landscape in which a site is
located has ‘high’ value this is likely to equate to a NPPF paragraph 180 ‘Valued

Landscape’.
Landscape Effects

10. Landscape effects can be effects on the fabric of the landscape or on landscape
character. Effects on landscape character often extend beyond the site itself and are a

consequence of visual changes which affect the pattern and character of the landscape.

11. The assessment of the sensitivity of the landscape is directly related to the type of
development proposed. Landscape Sensitivity is derived from: ‘combining judgements
of their [the landscape receptors’] susceptibility to the type of change or development
proposed and the value attached to the landscape’s. As identified above, the value of
the landscape is assessed as part of the baseline, whereas the assessment of the
susceptibility to change of a landscape must be tailored to individual projects and
‘should not be recorded as part of the landscape baseline but should be considered as

part of the assessment of effects’.”

12. The susceptibility to change of a landscape is: ‘the ability of the landscape receptor
(whether it be the overall character or quality/condition of a particular landscape type
or areas, or an individual element and/or feature, or a particular aesthetic and
perceptual aspect) to accommodate the proposed development without undue
consequences for the maintenance of the baseline situation and/or the achievement of
landscape planning policies and strategies’.® Judgements about the susceptibility of
the landscape are recorded on a verbal scale of high, medium and low and the basis for
the judgements is made clear and linked back to evidence from the baseline study as

required by GLVIA Para 5.43.

5 Assessing landscape value outside national designations TGN 02/21 Paragraph 2.4.5 Bullet Point 5
¢ Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 2013 Page 88 Paragraph 5.39
7 Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 2013 Page 89 Paragraph 5.42
8 Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 2013 Page 88 Paragraph 5.40
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13. Judgements about sensitivity of the landscape are a result of combining judgments
regarding value and susceptibility. This is recorded on a verbal scale of high, medium

and low and the basis for the judgements is made clear.

14. Judgements about the magnitude of change for landscape effects are recorded on a
verbal scale of high, medium, low and negligible, based on the principles set out in
GLVIA3 paragraphs 5.48-5.52 which includes a consideration of scale, geographical

extent and the duration and reversibility of the landscape effects.

15. Judgements about the overall significance®’/ importance of landscape effects, are
recorded on a verbal scale of major, moderate, minor and negligible, based on the
principles set out in GLVIA3 paragraphs 5.53-5.57. The underlying principles are
summarised in GLVIA Figure 5.10 (Page 92) which has been adapted below.

Loss of mature or diverse landscape elements,
features, characteristics, aesthetic or
perceptual qualities
More Significant
Effects on rare, distinctive, particularly /Important

. S—
representative landscape character

Loss of higher-value™ elements, features,
characteristics, aesthetic or perceptual
qualities

Loss of new, uniform, homogenous elements,

features, characteristics, qualities

Effects on areas in poor condition or of — Less Significant
degraded character /Important
Effects on lower value landscapes

Figure 1 - Scale of Significance/Importance
(Derived from GLVIA3 Figure 5.10 Page 92 Scale of Significance)

® Significance of effect is the term used when undertaking an LVIA as part of an EIA.
0 The Figure on Page 92 says ‘loss of lower-value elements’, but this is an error in the text identified in
GLVIA3 Statement of Clarification 2/13 8-07-13. It should read ‘Loss of higher-value elements’.
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16. The reasons for reaching the final judgments on landscape effects are always made clear
in the text. However, the following diagram in Figure 2 can assist in understanding the
way in which the judgments regarding landscape sensitivity and magnitude of change are

combined to reach a final judgment on the significance/importance of the landscape

effects.
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Visual Effects

17. Judgments about visual effects are derived from a consideration of the sensitivity of
visual receptors to the proposed development, and the magnitude of change to their
existing visual amenity. Changes in landscape character may also be a result of visual

changes but these are considered under landscape effects.

18. GLVIA3 provides guidance on the relative sensitivity of different visual receptors (GLVIA3

paragraphs 6.31-6.37). In summary, the most sensitive receptors are:
. Residents at home;

. People engaged in outdoor activities whose attention is focused on the

landscape and view; and

. Visitors to locations where views are an important part of the experience.
19. The least sensitive receptors are:
. People engaged in outdoor sports or activities which do not depend on an

appreciation of views; and
. People at their place of work (although this can vary).

20. The sensitivity of road users varies. People on busy or main routes are considered to
have medium or low sensitivity, whilst users of rural roads or scenic routes will have

medium or even high sensitivity.

21. Judgments are recorded on a verbal scale of high, medium and low. Visual receptors
who would be affected by the development are identified in groups and their sensitivity
assessed combining issues relating to their susceptibility and the value attached to the

views affected.

22. Judgments about the magnitude of change for visual effects are recorded on a verbal
scale of high, medium, low and negligible based on the principles set out in GLVIA3
paragraphs 6.38-6.41 which includes a consideration of scale, geographical extent and

the duration and reversibility of the visual effects.
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23.

24.

25.

‘Significance of visual effects is not absolute and can only be defined in relation to each
development and its specific location’'. Judgments about the overall importance of
visual effects are recorded on a verbal scale of major, moderate, minor and negligible,
based on the principles set out in GLVIA3 paragraphs 6.42-6.45. The underlying

principles are summarised in Paragraph 6.44:

‘There are no hard and fast rules about what makes a significant effect, and there
cannot be a standard approach since circumstances varied the location and context
and with the type of proposal. In making a judgement about significance of visual

effects the following points should be noted:

. Effects on people who are particularly sensitive to changes in views and

visual amenity are more likely to be significant.

. Effects on people at recognised and important viewpoints or from recognised

scenic routes are more likely to be significant.

. Large-scale changes which introduce new, non-characteristic or discordant or
intrusive elements into the view are more likely to be significant than small

changes or changes involving features already present within the view.’

The reasons for reaching the final judgments on visual effects are always made clear in
the text. However, Figure 2 above can assist in understanding the way in which the
judgments regarding visual receptor sensitivity and magnitude of change are combined

to reach a final judgment on the significance / importance of the visual effects.
Final Note

Intermediate judgements such as medium/high or minor/moderate are also used in the
assessments where the judgment falls between two levels. Where such a judgement is
reached there is no intended difference to be derived from which judgment comes first -
so medium/high is the same as high/medium and moderate/major the same as major

/moderate.

Last Updated October 2022

" Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 2013 Page 115 Paragraph 6.42
2 Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 2013 Page 116 Paragraph 6.44
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Historic OS Maps
From the Appellant’s Heritage desk-based assessment (CD1.16) with the site added
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MB APPENDIX 4
The Sussex Biodiversity Opportunity Areas - River Cuckmere Habitat Link
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The Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (BOAs) are the regional priority areas of opportunity for restoration and creation of Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) habitats.
They are a spatial representation of BAP targets and are areas of opportunity, not constraint. The BOAs are the property of the South East England Biodiversity
Forum www.sebiodiversity.org.uk. Contains Ordnance Survey data Crown copyright and database right 2010

River Cuckmere habitat link has been recognised as a Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA)
as it represents a priority area for the delivery of Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) targets.
This is one of 75 such areas across Sussex. The BOA covers approximately 200 hectares.

This BOA follows the mid reaches of the River Cuckmere, eastward towards the Pevensey
catchment covering the natural floodplain of the river.

BAP Habitat

Coastal and floodplain grazing marsh
Lowland fens
Woodland

MB Appendices 2-4 Page 18



BAP Species 11 species recorded, with the following in the last ten years:

Species Habitat Requirements

Lesser Redpoll Carduelis Birch and Alder woods, most common in the north in the summer
cabaret

Cuckoo Cuculus canorus Woodland, scrub, marshes, heathland, reedbed

Yellowhammer Emberiza Open countryside, scrubby areas, woodland edges, hedgerows,
citrinella insect-rich grassland, seed-rich areas

Reed Bunting Emberiza Wetlands including reedbeds, tall rushes and wet grassland with
schoeniclus good vegetation cover, gardens, farmland, hedgerows, ditches
Spotted Flycatcher Open woodland and woodland edges, parks and gardens
Muscicapa striata

Shoulder-striped Wainscot Gardens, damp habitats, marshes and fens, Cock’s-foot.
Mythimna comma

House Sparrow Passer Urban areas, farmland, hedgerows

domesticus

Turtle Dove Streptopelia

turtur Woodland edges, hedgerows and open land with scattered bushes

Invasive Non-native Species two species recorded, with the following in the last
ten years

Himalayan Balsam Impatiens glandulifera
American Mink Mustela vison

Designated Sites

Michelham Priory SNCI supports a mosaic of wildlife habitats including grassland, semi-
wooded areas and of particular interest the moat, which contains diverse marginal
vegetation. The site supports a good range of lichens, Odonata and birds.

Opportunities Identified

» Access management
» Policy integration
= Wetland habitat management, restoration and creation

Sussex Biodiversity Partnership
c/o Sussex Wildlife Trust, Woods Mill, Henfield, West Sussex, BN5 9SD.

www.biodiversitysussex.org
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