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 ● work with schools promoters to identify and resolve key planning issues 
before applications are submitted. 

73. Access to high quality open spaces and opportunities for sport and recreation 
can make an important contribution to the health and well-being of 
communities. Planning policies should be based on robust and up-to-date 
assessments of the needs for open space, sports and recreation facilities and 
opportunities for new provision. The assessments should identify specific 
needs and quantitative or qualitative deficits or surpluses of open space, 
sports and recreational facilities in the local area. Information gained from 
the assessments should be used to determine what open space, sports and 
recreational provision is required.

74. Existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, including 
playing fields, should not be built on unless:

 ● an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open 
space, buildings or land to be surplus to requirements; or

 ● the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by 
equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable 
location; or 

 ● the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the 
needs for which clearly outweigh the loss. 

75. Planning policies should protect and enhance public rights of way and access. 
Local authorities should seek opportunities to provide better facilities for 
users, for example by adding links to existing rights of way networks 
including National Trails.

76. Local communities through local and neighbourhood plans should be able to 
identify for special protection green areas of particular importance to them. 
By designating land as Local Green Space local communities will be able to 
rule out new development other than in very special circumstances. 
Identifying land as Local Green Space should therefore be consistent with the 
local planning of sustainable development and complement investment in 
sufficient homes, jobs and other essential services. Local Green Spaces should 
only be designated when a plan is prepared or reviewed, and be capable of 
enduring beyond the end of the plan period.

77. The Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for most green 
areas or open space. The designation should only be used:

 ● where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it 
serves; 

 ● where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and 
holds a particular local significance, for example because of its beauty, 
historic significance, recreational value (including as a playing field), 
tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and

 ● where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an 
extensive tract of land.
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78. Local policy for managing development within a Local Green Space should be 
consistent with policy for Green Belts.

9. Protecting Green Belt land
79. The Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. The fundamental 

aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land 
permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their 
openness and their permanence.

80. Green Belt serves five purposes:

 ● to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;

 ● to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;

 ● to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

 ● to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and

 ● to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict 
and other urban land.

81. Once Green Belts have been defined, local planning authorities should plan 
positively to enhance the beneficial use of the Green Belt, such as looking for 
opportunities to provide access; to provide opportunities for outdoor sport 
and recreation; to retain and enhance landscapes, visual amenity and 
biodiversity; or to improve damaged and derelict land.

82. The general extent of Green Belts across the country is already established. 
New Green Belts should only be established in exceptional circumstances, for 
example when planning for larger scale development such as new 
settlements or major urban extensions. If proposing a new Green Belt, local 
planning authorities should:

 ● demonstrate why normal planning and development management policies 
would not be adequate;

 ● set out whether any major changes in circumstances have made the 
adoption of this exceptional measure necessary;

 ● show what the consequences of the proposal would be for sustainable 
development;

 ● demonstrate the necessity for the Green Belt and its consistency with Local 
Plans for adjoining areas; and

 ● show how the Green Belt would meet the other objectives of the 
Framework.

83. Local planning authorities with Green Belts in their area should establish 
Green Belt boundaries in their Local Plans which set the framework for Green 
Belt and settlement policy. Once established, Green Belt boundaries should 
only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or 
review of the Local Plan. At that time, authorities should consider the Green 
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“The	  Local	  Green	  Space	  designation	  will	  not	  be	  appropriate	  for	  most	  green	  areas	  or	  
open	  space.”	  (Para	  77)	  
	  
Taking	  this	  into	  account,	  it	  is	  essential	  that,	  when	  allocating	  Local	  Green	  Space,	  plan-‐
makers	  can	  clearly	  demonstrate	  that	  the	  requirements	  for	  its	  allocation	  are	  met	  in	  
full.	  These	  requirements	  are	  set	  out	  in	  paragraph	  77	  of	  the	  Framework	  and	  require	  
that:	  the	  green	  space	  is	  in	  reasonably	  close	  proximity	  to	  the	  community	  it	  serves;	  it	  is	  
demonstrably	  special	  to	  a	  local	  community	  and	  holds	  a	  particular	  local	  significance;	  
and	  it	  is	  local	  in	  character	  and	  is	  not	  an	  extensive	  tract	  of	  land.	  
	  
With	  regards	  the	  latter	  point,	  I	  note	  above	  that	  both	  sites	  covered	  relatively	  large	  
areas	  of	  land,	  especially	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  overall	  size	  of	  Alrewas	  village.	  In	  the	  
absence	  of	  any	  substantive	  evidence	  to	  the	  contrary,	  I	  consider	  that	  this	  introduces	  
conflict	  with	  the	  requirement	  for	  Local	  Green	  Space	  not	  to	  comprise	  an	  extensive	  
tract	  of	  land.	  	  
	  
In	  addition	  to	  the	  above,	  no	  compelling	  evidence	  has	  been	  presented	  to	  
demonstrate	  that	  each	  of	  the	  specific	  green	  areas	  are	  demonstrably	  special	  to	  the	  
local	  community	  and	  that	  each	  specific	  green	  area	  holds	  a	  particular	  local	  
significance.	  For	  land	  to	  be	  designated	  as	  Local	  Green	  Space,	  this	  must	  be	  
demonstrated.	  The	  Neighbourhood	  Plan	  fails	  to	  do	  this.	  It	  does	  not	  have	  regard	  to	  
national	  policy.	  
	  
Consequently,	  I	  recommend:	  
	  

• Delete	  Policy	  4.6	  and	  associated	  plan	  
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3.63 Policy 10: Green Infrastructure and valued landscapes. This policy reflects 

paragraph 109 in the NPPF and HDPF Policy 31 in listing those features which are 

especially valued locally. Where development is proposed any loss will need to be 

measured against the various factors listed. 

3.64 Policy 11: Local Green Spaces. Paragraph 77 of the NPPF is very specific 

about the circumstances under which it may be appropriate to consider the 

identification in a plan of Local Green Spaces. All three of the bullet points in that 

paragraph must apply and they are written in the present tense, in other words, the 

green space must already exist. Such designation is not appropriate for most areas 

of green or open space. The policy which should apply in such areas is also clearly 

spelt out: new development is ruled out except in very special circumstances 

(paragraph 76). The submitted TDNP policy would permit development related to 

public recreational use or for utility infrastructure with no justification given for such a 

stance.  The TPC have accepted this should be replaced with the national policy 

‘very special circumstances’ requirement. 

3.65 The HDC made representation that the areas shown on the Policies Map for 

LGS area (i), the Thakeham Sports Field, do not currently exist, at least in the form 

shown. The approved masterplan shows different areas. TPC have accepted that 

the area be deleted from the policy and the Policies Map. 

3.66 I visited all of the areas proposed on 27th September. The TPC have 

produced what is called an ‘appendix’ to support policy 11 and that was helpful in 

providing photographs of the areas involved. No real information is given to 

substantiate claims of wildlife or biodiversity value but, nevertheless, I am satisfied 

that the majority of them meet the criteria of paragraph 77 in the NPPF although 

there are significant differences in size, form and function. There are two 

exceptions. 

3.67 LGS area (v), the Laybrook Lakes fishing ponds are just that; they are ponds 

used by a private fishing club with a car park and small area of woodland around. 

The ponds are also a significant distance from the main settlements in the parish. I 

suspect that the ‘community’ it serves is very much wider than just that of Thakeham. 

I do not consider it to be ‘demonstrably special’. 
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3.68 LGS area (x) Hardborough/High Bar Copse is located right one the edge of 

the parish closer to West Chiltington than Thakeham. It is part of a much larger 

wooded area which is outside the Thakeham boundary which, in itself, is not that 

easily identifiable on the ground. Although the area is woodland there is no clear 

indication that it is of special wildlife or biodiversity value; indeed much of the area is 

overgrown and with pine plantations. Access appears to be limited apart from the 

bridal way leading eastwards from Threals Lane. There are some dilapidated farm 

buildings on the frontage with Threals Lane and, more significantly, there are 

dwellings situated within the area shown on the Policies Map. Although not explicitly 

stated in the NPPF it is difficult to reconcile the inclusion of existing development 

with the ‘very special circumstances’ policy. For all of these reasons, I consider that 

area (x) fails to satisfy the criteria for designation as LGS and hence fails the basic 

condition of having regard to national policy. (Recommendation 18) 

3.69 Some of the areas of Local Green Space are located outside the two larger 

scale inset policies maps. The scale is too small for the precise areas to which the 

policy relates to be identified by the plan user. Large scale insets for those areas 

need to be included in the plan. 

3.70 Policy 12: Community Facilities. For the sake of completeness I confirm that 

the plan, with this policy remaining unmodified, meets the basic conditions. 

3.71 Policy 13: Brad band and Mobile Communications. The difficulty with a policy 

of this kind is that most proposals to improve the ‘speed and quality’, especially of 

broadband services, is not a planning matter in that even ‘above ground network 

installations’ are permitted development and in some cases do not require even prior 

approval. I accept, however, that the improvement of mobile communications, that is 

cellular radio, might require the installation of additional transmitting masts. I am 

concerned, however, that requiring such installations to ‘reflect the character of the 

local area’ is something which cannot be achieved and runs somewhat counter to 

the positive support to the expansion of such networks given in section 5 of the 

NPPF.  The most that can be required is that any installations are sited in such a 

way as to minimise any visual intrusion in so far as that is consistent with the 

efficient operation of the network. The policy should be modified accordingly. 

(Recommendation 19). 
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Longbury Hill  
 
 
Land at Heath Common, Storrington 
 
 
 
 
Comments on Woodland Habitat: 
 
The area of woodland known as Longbury Hill Wood extends to some 10ha in size, situated 
in a peri-urban environment on the edge of Storrington. It is not classified as Ancient 
Woodland, nor does it show any of the characteristics associated with Ancient Woodland, 
such as indicator species or historic woodland management.  
 
Prior to 2018 the woodland had been neglected due to poor timber markets and poor 
management access. The current management access was installed in January 2018 for 
forestry purposes under Planning Permission DC/17/2117. The existing crops had been 
under-thinned and the whole woodland had become infested with invasive non-native 
Rhododendron ponticum, which has a very negative impact on native flora and fauna.  
 
The largest proportion of the woodland (Cpt. 1e 5.14ha) was mature Scots pine (Pinus 
sylvestris) plantation established approximately 50 years ago as a commercial forestry crop 
by the current owners’ father. This species is not considered site native to Southern 
England. This crop was judged ready for harvesting and was subsequently felled in February 
2018 under Felling Licence 019/180/17-18 with the resultant timber supplied to local 
sawmills. The Rhododendron was cleared as part of the timber harvesting and subsequent 
mulching to break down the brash and stumps. The Felling Licence is conditional on the area 
being restocked as per the Forestry Act, primarily with fast growing non-native coniferous 
species. There is no requirement as part of the Felling Licence or current forestry policy or 
guidelines to convert this area into native or semi-natural woodland. In theory this area 
could be replanted with species such as Lawson cypress, Western hemlock or Red cedar that 
will grow quicker and denser than the Scots pine and limit native flora and fauna nearly as 
much as the Rhododendron.  
 
The remainder of the area (Cpts. 1b & 1c) fronting onto Rock Road is overstood (neglected) 
coppice of chestnut (Castanea sativa), birch (Betulus spp.) and oak (Quercus robur). This 
area requires cutting to regenerate the woodland and coincide with Rhododendron 
clearance to improve the habitat. However, due to local opposition the Forestry Commission 
conceded to only grant permission on a very small (0.16ha) part of this area to be felled as 
part of the Felling Licence. The balance of this area has been retained complete with 
Rhododendron. Implementing the original proposals to fell and regenerate this area along 
with Rhododendron clearance would be in accordance with good woodland management 
practice.  
 

English 
Woodlands 
Forestry Ltd 
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The areas originally proposed for retention (Cpts. 1a & 1d) as part of the Felling Licence 
application are more mixed with broadleaf species as well as pine, but still largely infested 
with Rhododendron. These retentions were planned in order to provide screening for 
residents and reduce the visual impact of the timber harvesting, as well as provide wildlife 
corridors and buffer habitat to the east. This has been successful but there is potential for 
future woodland management to improve these areas, particularly through Rhododendron 
removal but also through careful selective thinning.  
 
There are no existing rights to public access on the site and measures were taken to deter 
access to site by members of the public during the forestry operations. An ecological survey 
organised by the owner showed no records or evidence of protected species on site. 
Additional checks carried out as part of the forestry operations did not identify anything of 
ecological interest.  

 
Andrew Wright BSc (Hons) Forestry MICFor Chartered Forester   12.9.2018 
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1.0    INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 Archaeology South-East (ASE), the contracting division of the University 

College London Centre for Applied Archaeology, was commissioned by 
Clarion Housing Group to undertake an archaeological assessment of an 
area of woodland at Longbury Hill, Rock Road, Storrington, West Sussex 
(NGR 511146 114927). The aim of the assessment was to identify any 
archaeological and historic landscape features surviving within the site, 
and determine their significance.  

 
1.2 Due to stringent time constraints, the assessment was rapid and does 

not constitute a full desk-based assessment of heritage issues or a 
definitive archaeological survey, but was intended to provide an overview 
of the archaeological character of the site. The work involved inspection 
of historic maps held at the West Sussex Record Office, a walkover of 
the site to identify archaeological features and research using secondary 
source material held online, at Archaeology South-East’s office and in 
the author’s personal collection. 

 
1.3 The site comprises a rectangular area of mixed woodland on Heath 

Common, located to the north-east of Storrington. It is bounded by Rock 
Road to the north, Hampers Lane to the west, an un-named track leading 
to a private residence (Rosebay) to the south, and the rear gardens of 
residential properties lining Georges Lane to the east. 

 
1.4 The woodland cover comprises Scots Pine with broadleaved trees, and 

contains a dense and largely impenetrable understorey of evergreen 
shrubs (rhododendron). Most of the site had been clear-felled at the time 
of the site visit (12th September 2018), with woodland left along the 
western and eastern edges (Plates 1 & 2). This woodland was largely 
inaccessible due to the dense understorey, and the low light levels it 
produced, so the walkover was limited to the open areas of the site.  

 
 Geology & Topography 
 
1.5 According to the British Geological Survey 1:50,000 scale geological 

mapping, the underlying bedrock is Cretaceous sandstone of the 
Folkestone Formation with no recorded superficial deposits. 

 
1.6 Topographically, the western part of the site rises to a prominent and 

narrow whale-backed hill (>85m aOD) with a lower southern spur (Plate 
3), with the ground falling away steeply on three sides. The central part 
of the site forms a shallow, N-S aligned valley, with the ground rising 
more gently to the east towards Longbury Hill proper1. The sandstone 
has been quarried in the past, as evidenced by a large quarry pit in the 
north-western corner of the site.   

                                                 
1 According to Ordnance Survey mapping, this name refers to the slope within the eastern 
part of the site, while the wider area is known as Heath Common. 
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2.0 ARCHAEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND 
 
 Recorded designated and non-designated heritage assets 
 
2.1 The site is not covered by any heritage designations as mapped on the 

National Heritage List2. It does not lie within a conservation area3, nor 
does it contain any archaeological notification areas4. 

 
2.2 Due to time constraints, it was not possible to consult the Historic 

Environment Record database held by West Sussex County Council. 
However, an online version (Heritage Gateway) was consulted,5 although 
this is not necessarily as accurate or up-to-date as the WSCC database.  

 
2.3 According to Heritage Gateway, one archaeological record exists within 

the site. This relates to a number of Mesolithic worked flints found in the 
1930s (MWS1190). As mapped, the location fits with the upper part of 
the hill within the site, although the accuracy of the location is unknown 
given the age of the record. Further findspots of Mesolithic flints are 
known from immediately south of the track bounding the southern edge 
of the property (MWS1191) and from Azalea Close, over 200m to the 
west of the site (MWS1184). In addition, a broken Middle Bronze Age 
urn, possibly a cremation vessel as it was associated with a fragment of 
calcined bone, was found during excavations for a water tank 260m 
south of the site sometime prior to 1957 (MWS1193). The record states 
that there is no evidence for an associated barrow (burial mound), 
although this area has been developed for detached residential 
properties set within landscaped grounds. 

 
2.4 It has been suggested that a linear boundary marked across the site on 

Ordnance Survey mapping preserves the boundary of an Anglo-Saxon 
estate6. This feature is not identified as of archaeological interest on 
Heritage Gateway, and is not marked as an ‘antiquity’ on any Ordnance 
Survey maps, although it does follow the line of the former parish 
boundary between Thakeham and Washington on those maps and on 
the 1839 Tithe map. The parish boundary is marked by a solid line, which 
indicates a physical boundary feature, and is annotated ‘3ft F. B.’, which 
means Face of Bank, indicating an earthwork 1m high (see extract below 
from 1897 map). It is unclear to what extent Milner-Gulland traced it on 
the ground within the site, as he states that ‘the whole area is infested 
with impenetrable rhododendron scrub’. 

 

                                                 
2 https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/, accessed 13/09/2018. 
3 https://www.horsham.gov.uk/planning/design-and-conservation/conservation-
areas/conservation-area-maps, accessed 13/09/2018. 
4 https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/land-waste-and-housing/landscape-and-
environment/historic-environment-record/archaeological-notification-areas-1/, accessed 
13/09/2018. 
5 http://www.heritagegateway.org.uk/Gateway/, accessed 13/09/2018. 
6 R. Milner-Gulland, 2005. The Washington Estate: New Evidence on an Ancient 
Boundary, Sussex Archaeological Collections 143. 

https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/
https://www.horsham.gov.uk/planning/design-and-conservation/conservation-areas/conservation-area-maps
https://www.horsham.gov.uk/planning/design-and-conservation/conservation-areas/conservation-area-maps
https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/land-waste-and-housing/landscape-and-environment/historic-environment-record/archaeological-notification-areas-1/
https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/land-waste-and-housing/landscape-and-environment/historic-environment-record/archaeological-notification-areas-1/
http://www.heritagegateway.org.uk/Gateway/
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 Ordnance Survey 25” map, 1897 

 
 Archaeological and historical context 
 
2.5  For most of its history, the site has been marginal land, used as 

commonland located on sandy heath. It lies at the junction of four 
parishes (Ashington, Sullington, Thakeham and Washington), and also 
two hundreds7 (East Easewrithe and Steyning, both within the later Rape 
of Bramber). Typically, these areas of marginal heathland sandwiched 
between the chalk downland and the Wealden clay were used for 
common pasture by tenants of the manor (or of multiple manors where 
intercommoning was practiced) with tenurial rights who used them to 
supplement their incomes by pasturing stock under defined conditions. 
They often exercised other rights, some of which left an archaeological 
footprint, such as digging for stone or clay/sand, but mostly did not as 
they involved the collection of wood for fuel, cutting of bracken etc. 
Common pasture on ‘Washington Heath’ is recorded from at least the 
15th century8, and an estate map of 1707 which covers the extreme 
northern edge of the site marks it and the land to west and south as 
‘Fakham Common’ (WSRO Add MS 2155)9. By the time the Washington 
Tithe map was drawn in 1839, the site was recorded as ‘plantation’, and 

                                                 
7 Administrative division of a shire, of 10th century origin. 
8 Victoria County History of Sussex, Volume 6, Part 1. 
9 This is a reference to Thakeham, and presumably captures local pronunciation. 
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it is shown as wooded with a mix of conifer and deciduous trees on all 
Ordnance Survey editions between 1875 and 1982. The large sand 
quarry in the north-western corner was present by 1875. 

 
2.6  The history of the heathlands in the Weald often follows a similar pattern 

across the region, with early manipulation of the ecosystem by hunter-
gatherer communities in the Mesolithic resulting in a fall in soil fertility 
which encouraged the development of infertile marginal heath suitable 
only for rough pasture. Typically, therefore, the archaeological record 
comprises occasional finds of Mesolithic/early Neolithic flint tools and the 
waste from their manufacture, and then a series of undated, but usually 
medieval or post-medieval features such as trackways, quarry pits and 
occasional boundary banks/ditches. Bronze Age barrows (burial mounds) 
are often found on heathland, particularly along ridges, although these 
are often recorded on historic mapping as the marginal location 
prevented them being destroyed by ploughing so that they survived as 
upstanding monuments. The Roman Greensand Way runs to the north of 
the site on an east-west alignment.  

 
2.7  No known archaeological work has been carried out in the site prior to 

this assessment. However, Sullington Warren lies a short distance to the 
west on the same geological unit and had a similar landuse history and 
provides a useful comparative site. A survey in 199710 identified a range 
of archaeological features comprising findspots of Mesolithic flintwork, a 
number of Bronze Age barrows, quarry pits, a post-medieval windmill 
and miscellaneous features such as boundary earthworks and various 
hollows and depressions. 

 
 
 
 

                                                 
10 Ede, J., 1997. Sullington Warren, West Sussex: An Archaeological and Land Use 
History Report. National Trust. 
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3.0 THE ASSESSMENT 
 
 Methodology 
 
3.1 A walkover survey was carried out across the site on 13th September 

2018. The weather was wet with reasonable visibility in open areas of the 
site, but poor visibility in woodland. 

 
3.2 The site was until recently densely wooded, and has been used for 

plantation woodland since at least the mid-19th century, presumably with 
periodic phases of clearance. The central strip of the site has been 
cleared of trees, and there is considerable disturbance from machinery 
tracking across the site and removing trees and stumps (the inevitable 
effect of using large machinery on soft sandy soils, exacerbated by the 
removal of dense rhododendron scrub). Wide swathes of woodland 
remain on the western and eastern edges of the site, and these are 
largely inaccessible due to dense rhododendron growth. Consequently, 
the assessment was limited to the open areas of the site, which were 
systematically walked. Features of interest were recorded by photograph 
and with a smartphone GPS app. The existence of archaeological 
features within the wooded areas remains unknown – Lidar imagery 
(from open source Environment Agency data imported into ArcGIS for 
processing) was consulted, but no features of archaeological significance 
were evident, and it was clear that the dense understorey had 
compromised the results by preventing the recording of ground targets.  

 
 Results 
 
3.3 Five features of possible archaeological origin were noted within the site 

(see plan below): 
 

1. The line of the parish boundary is partly marked by a ditch. The 
southern end (NGR 511154 114787) is marked by a shallow linear 
depression 3m wide and 0.5m deep, probably a ditch, with a short 
stub of low bank surviving on its western side directly adjacent to the 
external track (Plate 4). It is barely visible running towards the NNE 
across the site towards a change in alignment marked on the map 
(Plate 5). This northern stretch is (relatively) better preserved within 
the surviving woodland edge, and is a clear ditch 3m wide and 0.75m 
deep, with just a possible hint of a bank on the western side (Plate 6) 
– the absence of any significant bank within this area left undisturbed 
by the forestry work is noteworthy. The boundary then changes 
alignment to run NW towards Rock Road – the junction between the 
two alignments (511223 114913) has been disturbed by forestry 
operations, and the continuation of the boundary beyond has been 
removed by machinery, although an ephemeral hint of a linear 
depression may be visible (Plate 7). The boundary, as mapped, then 
changes direction again, although this stretch of it has either been 
removed by the construction of the forestry loading bay or is 
inaccessible within the tangled woodland bordering Rock Road. 
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2. A linear terrace 3-4m wide is evident running on a N-S alignment 
along the eastern foot of the hill (Plate 8). It has the appearance of a 
low and wide bank defined by two shallow ditches in its central 
portion, but peters out to the south as it approaches the site 
boundary (511115 114827). Its northern extent is lost within the 
dense woodland (511147 114924), although its broad alignment is 
possibly continued further north by a broad linear depression 3m 
wide flanked to the east by a low linear rise 4-5m wide (511168 
115020 – 511179 114979). However, this latter area has been 
significantly disturbed by forestry operations and machine tracking as 
it lies close to the site entrance and loading bay, so it is not at all 
clear whether this is a feature or just an area of disturbance. 

3. The hilltop within the site is pronounced, almost conical. The summit 
of it appears to be capped by a low and ephemeral mound – a slight 
step in the profile is evident along the N-S axis, although the E-W 
axis merges imperceptibly with the hillslope. The mound is c.20m in 
diameter. 

4. Another low mound of similar dimensions is evident c.20m to the 
south capping a spur extending from the main hill, which gives the hill 
a stepped profile (Plate 9). 

5. A large quarry–pit has been excavated in the north-western side of 
the hill, several metres in depth, and accessed by a trackway leading 
onto Hampers Lane. 

 

 
 
 



Archaeology South-East 
Longbury Hill, Storrington, West Sussex 

 

© Archaeology South-East 

7 
 

 Discussion 
 
 Estate/parish boundary (1) 
3.4 A partial and shallow ditch is evident following the parish boundary on 

the line annotated by the OS surveyors in 1875 as being marked by a 
bank c.1m high. No such bank is now evident, even in areas where the 
ditch runs through woodland left uncleared by the recent forestry 
operations. Although parish boundaries across heathland were often not 
physically marked on the ground11 (other than by prominent markers 
such as stones where major changes of alignment occurred), the 
existence of earthworks is not uncommon. It is also quite common for 
parish boundaries, many of which were originally laid out in the 10th 
century, to follow earlier estate boundaries, and for parishes and manors 
to be co-terminous. However, there is no certain evidence for the ditch 
that partially survives being of early medieval origin, and the bank 
suggested by Milner-Gulland does not survive. In addition, while the 
parish boundary takes a prominent curve around the base of the hill, that 
curve is made up of straight alignments, so the course of the parish 
boundary on the mid to late 19th century maps could reflect a post-
medieval modification, possibly associated with the enclosure of Heath 
Common in 181612. Regardless of the date of this boundary, very little 
now survives archaeologically. 

 
 Terrace (2) 
3.5 This terrace is difficult to interpret, as the current visible form is at least 

partly due to forestry operations and there is no record of what was here 
before the clearance work. It lies off the line of the mapped parish 
boundary, but runs parallel to it. If the parish boundary on the maps is an 
early 19th century remodelling, then this could mark an earlier boundary 
line. Alternatively, given its location at the base of the steep eastern 
slope of the hill it could be of geological origin (e.g. cambering, where 
hard strata such as sandstone bends due to movement of the underlying 
clay and forming terraces). It could also be entirely the result of machine 
clearance. 

 
 Mounds (3 & 4) 
3.6 The two possible mounds are just visible on two prominent ‘summits’. As 

with the terrace, the absence of any records preceding the forestry works 
hampers any confident interpretation. It is possible that they are Bronze 
Age barrows, which are common features of heathland (as on nearby 
Sullington Common), and often found on the top of ridges and other 
eminences. The hilltop also has a direct view of Chanctonbury Ring, and, 
although the hillfort there is too late to be of relevance, there are 
contemporary barrow cemeteries along the downland scarp from which 
the hill within the site may have been visible (although the existence of a 
view does not necessarily mean that view had significance). A Bronze 
Age burial is recorded from the area south of the site. Furthermore, the 
parish boundary curves around the base of the hill – this is usually to 
avoid something of significance, which could be earlier landscape 
features such as barrows or could just be to avoid the steep hill itself. 

                                                 
11 Rackham, O., 1995. The History of the Countryside. Weidenfeld & Nicolson. 
12 Victoria County History of Sussex, Volume 6, Part 1. 
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However, this interpretation remains entirely supposition. While it is 
entirely possible that the mounds have not been recognised before due 
to their ephemeral nature and the presence of masking woodland (and 
they were not noticed by the person who found Mesolithic flintwork on 
the hill in the 1930s13, when any earthworks are likely to have been more 
visible), the hilltop has been impacted by forestry machinery so any 
visible breaks of slope are not necessarily of any antiquity – the natural 
subsoil is clearly visible also, including the ‘silver sand’ characteristic of 
the Folkestone Formation, suggesting that any surviving mound material 
would be very shallow.  

 
 Quarry (5) 
3.7 The large quarry pit is a common feature of sandstone heathlands, and 

in this case predates 1875. 
 
 
 Conclusion 
 
3.8 A rapid archaeological assessment has been made of Longbury Hill. 

Much of the site is covered in impenetrable woodland, and was not 
inspected, while a large central sector has been cleared for forestry 
operations, and has been significantly disturbed by machinery.  

 
3.9 A former parish boundary crosses the site, which has been suggested to 

be a possible Anglo-Saxon estate boundary. While the interpretation 
itself is uncontroversial, no specific evidence was found to support it, and 
the feature only partially survives as an undated shallow ditch. Part of 
this boundary line runs through the woodland edge beyond the area of 
forestry works, and no bank was evident there. A terrace further up the 
hillside may be an alternative candidate, although it may also be an 
artefact of the forestry work or a geological feature. 

 
3.10 Two low mounds may exist on the top of the hill within the site and on a 

lower spur on its south ridge. It is suggested based on the landscape 
context that these could be the remains of Bronze Age barrows, often 
found in this type of location, although this remains entirely speculative, 
as the ground has been disturbed by forestry work. 

 

                                                 
13 MWS1190. 
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Plate 1: South end of site from the hill, looking SE 
 

 
Plate 2: North end of site, looking S 
 

 
Plate 3: View of hill showing lower spur to the left, looking NW 
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Plate 4: South end of Ditch 1, looking S 
 

 
Plate 5: View along line of Ditch 1, looking N 
 

 
Plate 6: View of Ditch 1 within woodland edge, looking NE 
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Plate 7: Projected line of Ditch 1 heading towards Rock Road, looking NW 
 

 
Plate 8: View of terrace 2, looking N 
 

 
Plate 9: View of hilltop, showing two possible mounds, looking E  
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Summary 

● This report details the results of a protected species walkover survey carried out at Longbury Hill
Wood in Pulborough, RH20 3AG, grid reference TQ11171505. The site was surveyed on the 23rd

November 2017 by qualified ecologist Thomas Johnson, to assess the site for the potential
presence of any protected species and identify habitats of conservation importance.

● The estimated site footprint is approximately 1km2 in size and comprises mixed woodland with a
dominant rhododendron undergrowth.

● The site offers negligible potential to support bats, dormice or reptiles, therefore no further surveys
are required with regards to these species.

● The trees and rhododendron offer good nesting habitat for breeding birds. If any trees, hedges or
other vegetation are to be removed, it should not be undertaken between the beginning of March
and the end of August (so as to be outside of bird nesting season). If this is not possible then a pre-
works survey to check for nesting birds by an ecologist is required. No vegetation can be cleared
whilst a nest is occupied.

● The site is considered to have low potential to support terrestrial GCN though three ponds exist
within 500m and are well connected to the site. A data record search will be required to determine
whether GCN have been recorded in the local area, and assess the need for further surveys.

● No plant species listed as being of principal conservation importance in Section 74 of the
Countryside and Rights of Way Act (2000) were found on site.  No plant species included in the
local BAP were recorded on site. The Schedule 9 invasive plant Rhododendron dominated all areas
beneath the canopy. Efforts should be made to eradicate this species from the area, to allow native
species recolonisation.

This report has been prepared by AEWC Limited, with all reasonable skill, care and diligence within the terms of the 

Contract with the client. 

We disclaim any responsibility to the client and others in respect of any matters outside the scope of the above. 

This report is confidential to the client and we accept no responsibility of whatsoever nature to third parties to whom 

this report, or any part thereof, is made known.  Any such party relies on the report at their own risk. 
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1  Introduction 

1.1 This survey comprised an ecological walkover survey for all protected wildlife and 
species of conservation importance, including habitats, and was carried out by 
qualified ecologist Thomas Johnson on the 23rd November 2017. 

1.2 The purpose of this report is to give an assessment as to the potential issues and 
impacts that would be generated should the access road at Longbury Hill Wood be 
developed. 

1.3 This survey and report was carried out and produced at the request of Jules Hanbury-
Aggs.  

2  Background 

2.1 The proposed development site is Longbury Hill Wood, Rock Rd, Storrington, 
Pulborough, West Sussex, RH20 3AG, central grid reference TQ11171505.  

2.2 The site is located in a suburban area of Pulborough. The surrounding landscape 
largely comprises mixed woodland, agricultural and pastoral field and low density 
residential areas.  

2.3 The approximate proposed woodland site is 1km2 comprises entirely mixed 
woodland.  
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Figure 1: Showing the site location. 

Figure 2: The boundary for the proposed works. 

2.4 The proposed development involves constructing an access road for woodland 
maintenance covering approximately 0.037Ha. The habitats on the site will be 
affected by these proposals.  

3   Methods

3.1 An ecological walkover assessment was carried out on the 23rd November 2017 to 
evaluate the site for its potential to support protected species in addition to other 
species of conservation importance that could be relevant in respect of planning 
policies. 

3.2 Taking into consideration the geographical region and habitat type, species that could 
be encountered are:  

• bats;

• Biodiversity Action Plan Species (e.g. hedgehog);

• breeding birds;

• dormice;

• great crested newt; and

• reptiles.
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3.3 In addition, observations of any important plant communities, plant species of note, 
UK BAP Priority Habitats or other valuable ecological features will have been 
recorded and detailed.  Details of the initial survey method for each species are given 
below. 

3.4 Bats – natural features in trees such as woodpecker holes, or loose bark plates can 
be used as roost features by bats. In addition, features on buildings such as gaps in 
fascia boards, lifted or slipped roof tiles, weatherboarding, and access into available 
roof voids present features which may be used by bats. Such features are examined 
by using equipment such as a high-powered torch, binoculars, and endoscope to 
determine their suitability for bats. 

3.6 Biodiversity Action Plan Species – the habitats present on site were assessed for the 
likelihood of presence for species of regional and national importance. 

3.7 Breeding Birds - habitats were assessed for their suitability for nesting birds. This 
would centre on birds that favour hedgerows and trees.  

3.8 Dormice – scrub and areas of dense vegetation were assessed for their suitability for 
foraging and nesting dormice. Favoured berry and nut bearing species such as 
hawthorn, hazel and bramble were looked for in particular. 

3.9 Great Crested Newt - initial surveys centre on identifying suitable habitat. If breeding 
ponds (that are not isolated by unsuitable habitat or physical barriers) are within 500 
metres of the site, then Great Crested Newt (Triturus cristatus) could potentially be 
using the terrestrial habitat on the site. A Habitat Suitability Index is used to 
quantifiably assess whether a pond is suitable.  

3.10 Reptiles - the site was assessed for reptiles, with particular attention paid to those 
features that provide suitable basking areas (e.g. south-facing slopes), hibernation 
sites (e.g. banks, walls, piles of rotting vegetation) and opportunities for foraging 
(rough grassland and scrub). 

4  Constraints/Limitations 

4.1 An initial site assessment such as this is only able to act as a snapshot to record any 
flora or fauna that is present at the time of the survey. It is therefore possible that 
some species may not have been present during the survey, but may be evident at 
other times of the year. For this reason, habitats are assessed for their potential to 
support some species, even where no direct evidence (such as droppings) has been 
found. 
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5  Results

5.1 Bats 
The trees on site are largely conifer, which are generally less suitable for many bats, 
and the broadleaf trees that occur were young and lacking in features suitable for 
roosting bats. All trees surveyed were considered to offer negligible potential. 

5.3 Biodiversity Action Plan Species (Mammals) 
There is potential for the site to support BAP species such as hedgehog. The 
woodland provides some suitable foraging habitat for hedgehogs, though the 
dominating rhododendron understory and undergrowth will reduce insect species 
diversity. 

5.4 Breeding Birds 
The thick rhododendron understory and woodland within the site will offer a number 
of suitable nesting areas for breeding birds. 
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Photo 2: The woodland and dense rhododendron understory provides good nesting 
habitat for breeding birds 

5.5 Dormice 
The site provides negligible potential to support dormice, due to the lack of floral 
species diversity. 

5.6 Great Crested Newt (GCN) 
The woodland on site has low potential to support terrestrial GCN due to the low plant 
diversity, which will in turn reduce prey species diversity and foraging opportunities. 
The Ordnance Survey 1:25,000 map was reviewed for ponds within the accepted 
dispersal distance of 500m, that are not separated from the site by significant barriers 
(such as busy roads). Three ponds were located: 

• Pond 1 220m south east

• Pond 2 340m south

• Pond 3 280m south west
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Figure 3 – Ponds located within 500m of the site boundary 

5.7 Reptiles 
The woodland and dense undergrowth is suboptimal for reptile habitation due to its 
lack of sunlight and basking areas. Additionally, the rhododendron monoculture 
present on site will reduce insect prey species diversity and feeding opportunities. 

5.8 Plant species of note 
No plant species listed as being of principal conservation importance in Section 74 of 
the Countryside and Rights of Way Act (2000) were found on site.  No plant species 
included in the local BAP were recorded on site.  

The Schedule 9 invasive plant Rhododendron dominated the understory and ground 
flora of the site (see Photo 2). 

6  Conclusions & Recommendations 

6.1 Bats 
The trees within the site footprint were considered to offer negligible potential to 
support roosting bats. No further surveys are considered necessary.  
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6.3 Biodiversity Action Plan Species (Mammals) 
The poor species diversity in the woodland undergrowth offers limited foraging habitat 
for West European Hedgehogs. No further surveys are considered necessary. 

6.4 Breeding birds 
Vegetation or tree removal will be undertaken outside the breeding bird period from 
March to August. Should any vegetation clearance be scheduled to take place 
between the beginning of March and the end of August, this must be immediately 
preceded by a survey to check for nesting birds. No vegetation can be cleared whilst 
a nest is occupied, regardless of species. 

6.5 Dormice 
The site is considered to offer negligible potential to support dormice due to the lack 
suitable plant species diversity. No further surveys are considered necessary.  

6.6 Great Crested Newt (GCN) 
The woodland undergrowth provides low foraging potential for terrestrial GCN.  
Despite this, there are three ponds that occur within 500m of the site and may provide 
a breeding habitat for GCN. The last freely available record for GCN in the area 
occurred 1.6km south of the site in 1995. It is recommended that a data request is 
made to the Sussex Biodiversity Records Centre to determine whether GCN have 
been recorded in these ponds, in which case further surveys may be required.  

6.7 Reptiles 
The site is considered to have negligible potential for reptiles due to the lack of basking 
and diverse foraging habitat. Reptiles are unlikely to be present on site, but may be 
present in the wider area. No further surveys for reptiles are required. 

6.8 Plant species of note 
The invasive Rhododendron which dominates the woodland should be removed to 
allow native species recolonisation. 
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Appendix – legal protection 

General 

This section briefly describes the legal protection afforded to protected species.  It is for information 
only and is not intended to be comprehensive or to replace specialised legal advice.  It is not 
intended to replace the text of the legislation, but summarises the salient points. 

Bats 
All British bat species are fully protected under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 

1981, as amended. All bat species are also included on Schedule 2 of the Conservation of Species 

and Habitats Regulations 2010. Taken together, these pieces of legislation make it an offence to:  

• Intentionally or recklessly kill, injure or capture bats;

• Deliberately or recklessly disturb bats (whether in a roost or not); and

• Damage, destroy or obstruct access to bat roosts.

A roost is defined as 'any structure or place which [a bat] uses for shelter or protection'. As bats 

tend to reuse the same roosts, the legal standpoint is that a roost is protected whether or not bats 

are present at the time of survey. 

Barbastelle bats Barbastella barbastellus, Bechstein’s bat Myotis bechsteinii, Noctule Nyctalus 

noctula, soprano pipistrelle Pipistrellus pygmaeus, brown long-eared bat Plecotus auritus, greater 

horseshoe bat Rhinolophus ferrumequinum and lesser horseshoe hat Rhinolophus hipposideros 

are also listed as being species of principle importance to the conservation of biodiversity in 

England under Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006. 

Nesting Birds 

All species of bird are protected under Section 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 
amended).  Protection was extended by the Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act 2000. 
Under the above legislation it is an offence to intentionally: 

• kill, injure or take any wild bird;

• take, damage or destroy the nest of any wild bird while that nest is in use or being built; or

• take or destroy an egg of any wild bird.

Certain species are listed on Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) 
and receive protection under Sections 1(4) and 1(5).  The protection was extended by the 
Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act 2000.  There are special penalties where the offences 
listed above are committed for any Schedule 1 species and it is also an offence to intentionally or 
recklessly: 

• disturb any such bird when it is building its nest or while it is in or near a nest containing
dependant young; or

• disturb the dependant young of any such bird.

Badgers 
Legislation affording protection to badgers include the Protection of Badgers Act 1992. It is an 
offence to: 

• intentionally capture, kill or injure a badger

• damage, destroy or block access to their setts

• disturb badgers in setts

• treat a badger cruelly

• deliberately send or intentionally allow a dog into a sett

• bait or dig for badgers



      AEWC Ltd

10 

• have or sell a badger, or offer a live badger for sale

• have or possess a dead badger or parts of a badger (if you got it illegally)

• mark or attach a marking device to a badger

Great Crested Newt (GCN) 

GCN are listed on Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, which affords them 
protection under Section 9, as amended. They are also listed on Annex II of the EC Habitats 
Directive. In combination, this makes it an offence to: 

• intentionally kill, injure or take (capture etc.);

• possess;

• intentionally or recklessly damage, destroy, obstruct access to any structure or place
used by a scheduled animal for shelter or protection, or disturb any animal occupying
such a structure or place; and

• sell, offer for sale, possess or transport for the purpose of sale (live or dead animal, part
or derivative) or advertise for buying or selling such things.

Palmate Newts and Smooth Newts are also afforded protection against sale only under Schedule 
5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, as amended. 

GCN is listed as being a species of principal importance in England under Section 41 of the Natural 

Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006. 

Reptiles 

Common Lizard (Lacerta vivipara), Grass Snake (Natrix natrix), Slow-worm (Anguis fragilis), and 
Adder (Vipera berus) are listed under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 
amended), in respect of Section 9(5) and part of Section 9(1).  This protection was extended by the 
Countryside and Rights of Way (CRoW) Act 2000.  Under the legislation it is an offence to: 
intentionally or deliberately kill or injure any individual of these species; or 
sell or attempt to sell any part of these species either alive or dead. 

References 
NBN. (2017, November 24). Occurrence record 221268236 of Triturus cristatus | Great 
Crested Newt recorded on 1995 Retrieved from NBN Atlas: 
https://records.nbnatlas.org/occurrences/6db44c8f-da04-4363-89e2-328f98f088d3 
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Local	  Green	  Space	  is	  a	  restrictive	  and	  significant	  policy	  designation.	  The	  Framework	  
requires	  the	  managing	  of	  development	  within	  Local	  Green	  Space	  to	  be	  consistent	  
with	  policy	  for	  Green	  Belts.	  Effectively,	  Local	  Green	  Spaces,	  once	  designated,	  provide	  
protection	  that	  is	  comparable	  to	  that	  for	  Green	  Belt	  land.	  
	  
The	  Framework	  is	  explicit	  in	  stating	  that	  	  
	  
“The	  Local	  Green	  Space	  designation	  will	  not	  be	  appropriate	  for	  most	  green	  areas	  or	  
open	  space.”	  (para	  77)	  
	  
With	  consideration	  to	  the	  above,	  it	  is	  essential	  that,	  when	  designating	  Local	  Green	  
Space,	  plan-‐makers	  can	  clearly	  demonstrate	  that	  the	  requirements	  for	  its	  
designation	  are	  met.	  These	  requirements	  are	  that	  the	  green	  space	  is	  in	  reasonably	  
close	  proximity	  to	  the	  community	  it	  serves;	  it	  is	  demonstrably	  special	  to	  a	  local	  
community	  and	  holds	  a	  particular	  local	  significance	  (for	  example,	  because	  of	  its	  
beauty,	  historic	  significance,	  recreational	  value,	  tranquillity	  or	  richness	  of	  its	  wildlife;	  
and	  it	  is	  local	  in	  character	  and	  is	  not	  an	  extensive	  tract	  of	  land.	  
	  
The	  designation	  of	  Red	  Barn	  Field	  is	  justified	  on	  the	  basis	  that	  it	  is	  in	  close	  proximity	  
to	  the	  community,	  is	  local	  in	  character	  and	  is	  not	  an	  extensive	  tract	  of	  land.	  It	  is	  
considered	  to	  be	  demonstrably	  special	  to	  the	  local	  community	  and	  to	  hold	  a	  
particular	  significance	  due	  in	  particular	  to	  its	  recreational	  value	  and	  role	  as	  a	  nature	  
park	  and	  important	  wildlife	  habitat.	  	  
	  
Having	  considered	  the	  evidence	  and	  visited	  the	  site,	  I	  agree	  with	  each	  of	  these	  
justifications.	  Consequently,	  the	  designation	  of	  Red	  Barn	  Field	  has	  regard	  to	  the	  
Framework	  and	  meets	  the	  basic	  conditions.	  
	  
Street	  Farm	  is	  also	  held	  to	  be	  in	  close	  proximity	  to	  the	  community,	  to	  be	  local	  in	  
character	  and	  not	  to	  comprise	  an	  extensive	  tract	  of	  land.	  Whilst	  I	  agree	  with	  the	  first	  
two	  points,	  I	  find	  the	  latter	  point	  to	  be	  more	  contentious.	  	  
	  
Street	  Farm	  is	  many	  times	  larger	  than	  Red	  Barn	  Field.	  It	  stretches	  across	  an	  area	  of	  
open	  land	  which	  I	  consider	  can	  only	  be	  described	  as	  extensive.	  In	  observing	  Street	  
Farm,	  I	  noted	  that	  several	  full	  size	  football	  pitches,	  with	  land	  around	  each	  of	  them,	  
could	  easily	  fit	  within	  it.	  
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largely	  because	  of	  their	  historic	  significance.	  All	  three	  sites	  are	  in	  close	  proximity	  to	  
the	  community	  they	  serve	  and	  comprise	  land	  that	  is	  local	  in	  character	  and	  not	  
extensive.	  	  
	  
Land	  to	  the	  south	  of	  Cedars,	  Tatenhill	  and	  land	  opposite	  The	  Old	  Rectory,	  Tatenhill	  
comprise	  sites	  demonstrably	  special	  to	  the	  local	  community	  largely	  because	  of	  their	  
historic	  significance.	  The	  two	  areas	  of	  land	  are	  in	  close	  proximity	  to	  the	  community	  
they	  serve	  and	  comprise	  land	  that	  is	  local	  in	  character	  and	  not	  extensive.	  
	  
The	  two	  remaining	  sites	  comprise	  land	  to	  the	  north	  and	  south	  of	  Branston	  Road,	  
Tatenhill.	  The	  sites	  are	  immediately	  adjacent	  to	  one	  another,	  separated	  by	  Branston	  
Road.	  The	  smaller	  of	  the	  two	  sites,	  to	  the	  south	  of	  Branston	  Road,	  comprises	  4.3	  
hectares.	  Relative	  to	  the	  size	  of	  Tatenhill	  village,	  this	  is	  a	  very	  large	  site.	  	  
	  
By	  way	  of	  example,	  Policy	  H1	  of	  the	  Neighbourhood	  Plan	  refers	  to	  the	  delivery	  of	  
approximately	  25	  dwellings	  during	  the	  plan	  period.	  At	  a	  suburban	  average	  of	  30	  
dwellings	  per	  hectare,	  all	  of	  these	  dwellings	  would	  fit	  on	  to	  less	  than	  one	  third	  of	  the	  
site	  to	  the	  north	  of	  Branston	  Road.	  Furthermore,	  during	  my	  site	  visit,	  I	  estimated	  
that	  the	  site	  was	  the	  size	  of	  at	  least	  five	  full	  size	  football	  pitches	  and	  that	  the	  
majority	  of	  the	  urban	  area	  of	  Tatenhill	  village	  would	  fit	  within	  it.	  	  
	  
Taking	  all	  of	  the	  above	  into	  account,	  it	  is	  my	  view	  that,	  relative	  to	  the	  
Neighbourhood	  Area,	  the	  proposed	  Local	  Green	  Space	  to	  the	  south	  of	  Branston	  Road	  
comprises	  an	  extensive	  tract	  of	  land.	  Consequently,	  its	  designation	  fails	  to	  meet	  all	  
of	  the	  tests	  set	  out	  in	  the	  Framework	  and	  does	  not	  meet	  the	  basic	  conditions.	  	  
	  
The	  proposed	  Local	  Green	  Space	  to	  the	  north	  of	  Branston	  Road	  is	  more	  than	  twice	  as	  
large	  as	  that	  to	  the	  south.	  There	  is	  no	  doubt	  whatsoever	  that	  this	  is	  an	  extensive	  
tract	  of	  land.	  In	  addition,	  it	  is	  located	  some	  considerable	  distance	  away	  from	  the	  
community	  that	  it	  “serves.”	  The	  proposed	  designation	  of	  land	  to	  the	  north	  of	  
Branston	  Road	  fails	  to	  meet	  all	  of	  the	  tests	  set	  out	  in	  the	  Framework	  and	  does	  not	  
meet	  the	  basic	  conditions.	  	  
	  
Whilst	  for	  the	  reasons	  given	  above,	  the	  designation	  of	  these	  two	  sites	  fails	  to	  meet	  
the	  basic	  conditions,	  I	  am	  also	  concerned	  with	  the	  reasoning	  behind	  the	  
“justification”	  for	  the	  proposed	  designation	  of	  these	  two	  sites.	  	  
	  
National	  policy	  is	  unambiguous	  in	  establishing	  that	  the	  Local	  Green	  Space	  
designation	  will	  not	  be	  appropriate	  for	  most	  green	  areas	  or	  open	  space.	  Much	  of	  the	  
case	  for	  both	  sites	  being	  demonstrably	  special	  to	  the	  local	  community	  appears	  to	  be	  
founded	  on	  the	  land	  being	  undeveloped	  and	  providing	  a	  “buffer”	  to	  the	  nearby	  
settlement	  of	  Burton	  on	  Trent.	  Indeed,	  the	  justification	  refers	  specifically	  to	  “visual	  
separation.”	  However,	  the	  land	  is	  not	  unique	  in	  this	  regard,	  as	  there	  are	  many	  
hectares	  that	  “visually	  separate”	  Tatenhill	  from	  Burton.	  
	  
Furthermore,	  the	  Framework	  provides	  specific	  examples	  of	  why	  a	  site	  might	  hold	  a	  
particular	  local	  significance	  –	  because	  of	  its	  beauty,	  historic	  significance,	  recreational	  
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“By	  designating	  land	  as	  Local	  Green	  Space	  local	  communities	  will	  be	  able	  to	  rule	  out	  
new	  development	  other	  than	  in	  very	  special	  circumstances”	  (Paragraph	  76)	  	  
	  
and	  goes	  on	  to	  state,	  explicitly,	  that	  	  
	  
“The	  Local	  Green	  Space	  designation	  will	  not	  be	  appropriate	  for	  most	  green	  areas	  or	  
open	  space.”	  (Paragraph	  77)	  
	  
Consequently,	  when	  designating	  Local	  Green	  Space,	  plan-‐makers	  must	  clearly	  
demonstrate	  that	  the	  requirements	  for	  its	  designation	  are	  met	  in	  full.	  These	  
requirements	  are	  that	  the	  green	  space	  is	  in	  reasonably	  close	  proximity	  to	  the	  
community	  it	  serves;	  it	  is	  demonstrably	  special	  to	  a	  local	  community	  and	  holds	  a	  
particular	  local	  significance;	  and	  it	  is	  local	  in	  character	  and	  is	  not	  an	  extensive	  tract	  of	  
land.	  Furthermore,	  identifying	  Local	  Green	  Space	  must	  be	  consistent	  with	  the	  local	  
planning	  of	  sustainable	  development	  and	  complement	  investment	  in	  sufficient	  
homes,	  jobs	  and	  other	  essential	  services.	  
	  
Whilst	  Policy	  10	  is	  poorly	  conceived	  and	  drafted,	  I	  recognise	  that	  there	  is	  community	  
support	  for	  the	  designation	  of	  Local	  Green	  Space.	  Consequently,	  with	  the	  exception	  
of	  the	  areas	  identified	  in	  the	  Appendices	  as	  D1	  to	  D4,	  Green	  Gap	  –	  an	  entirely	  
separate	  designation	  to	  Local	  Green	  Space	  and	  the	  subject	  of	  a	  separate	  Policy	  in	  the	  
Neighbourhood	  Plan	  (and	  which,	  I	  note,	  mainly	  comprise	  extensive	  tracts	  of	  land,	  
designated	  for	  the	  purpose	  of	  providing	  “visual	  and	  physical	  separation”)	  –	  I	  have	  
considered	  whether	  each	  of	  A1-‐A2,	  B1-‐B5	  and	  C1-‐C4	  meet	  the	  Local	  Green	  Space	  
tests	  set	  out	  in	  the	  Framework.	  
	  
Of	  these,	  A1-‐A2,	  B1-‐B4	  and	  C1-‐C4	  all	  meet	  the	  tests	  set	  out	  in	  the	  Framework,	  
including	  being	  demonstrably	  special	  for	  reasons	  of	  beauty,	  recreational	  value,	  
tranquillity	  and	  richness	  of	  wildlife.	  	  
	  
However,	  I	  note	  that	  B5	  is	  some	  considerable	  distance	  from,	  rather	  than	  within	  
reasonably	  close	  proximity	  to,	  the	  community	  it	  serves.	  Furthermore,	  it	  comprises	  an	  
extensive	  tract	  of	  land.	  On	  further	  assessment	  of	  B5,	  I	  note	  that	  large	  areas	  of	  
farmland	  are	  included	  in	  the	  proposed	  designation,	  as	  well	  as	  a	  cricket	  ground.	  For	  
these	  reasons	  and	  in	  the	  absence	  of	  detailed	  and	  substantive	  evidence	  to	  the	  
contrary,	  I	  am	  not	  satisfied	  that	  the	  proposed	  designation	  of	  B5	  has	  regard	  to	  the	  
Framework.	  The	  designation	  of	  B5	  as	  Local	  Green	  Space	  does	  not	  meet	  the	  basic	  
conditions.	  
	  
The	  Framework	  requires	  the	  managing	  of	  development	  within	  Local	  Green	  Space	  to	  
be	  consistent	  with	  policy	  for	  Green	  Belts.	  Effectively,	  Local	  Green	  Spaces,	  once	  
designated,	  provide	  protection	  that	  is	  comparable	  to	  that	  for	  Green	  Belt	  land.	  
Further,	  the	  Framework	  is	  explicit	  in	  stating	  that	  the	  development	  of	  Local	  Green	  
Space	  will	  only	  be	  permitted	  in	  very	  special	  circumstances.	  	  
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Local	  Green	  Spaces	  
	  
	  
The	  Framework	  enables	  local	  communities	  to	  identify,	  for	  special	  protection,	  green	  
areas	  of	  particular	  importance	  to	  them.	  It	  goes	  on	  to	  state	  that	  
	  
“By	  designating	  land	  as	  Local	  Green	  Space	  local	  communities	  will	  be	  able	  to	  rule	  out	  
new	  development	  other	  than	  in	  very	  special	  circumstances.”	  (Para	  76)	  
	  
The	  Neighbourhood	  Plan	  identifies	  two	  areas	  of	  Local	  Green	  Space	  –	  Farleigh	  Fields	  
and	  Moor	  Lane	  Fields.	  	  
	  
Local	  Green	  Space	  is	  a	  restrictive	  and	  significant	  policy	  designation.	  The	  Framework	  
requires	  the	  managing	  of	  development	  within	  Local	  Green	  Space	  to	  be	  consistent	  
with	  policy	  for	  Green	  Belts.	  Effectively,	  Local	  Green	  Spaces,	  once	  designated,	  provide	  
protection	  that	  is	  comparable	  to	  that	  for	  Green	  Belt	  land.	  
	  
The	  Framework	  is	  explicit	  in	  stating	  that	  	  
	  
“The	  Local	  Green	  Space	  designation	  will	  not	  be	  appropriate	  for	  most	  green	  areas	  or	  
open	  space.”	  (Para	  77)	  
	  
Taking	  all	  of	  the	  above	  into	  account,	  it	  is	  essential	  that,	  when	  allocating	  Local	  Green	  
Space,	  plan-‐makers	  can	  clearly	  demonstrate	  that	  the	  requirements	  for	  its	  allocation	  
are	  met	  in	  full.	  These	  requirements	  are	  that	  the	  green	  space	  is	  in	  reasonably	  close	  
proximity	  to	  the	  community	  it	  serves;	  it	  is	  demonstrably	  special	  to	  a	  local	  community	  
and	  holds	  a	  particular	  local	  significance;	  and	  it	  is	  local	  in	  character	  and	  is	  not	  an	  
extensive	  tract	  of	  land.	  
	  
I	  observed	  the	  two	  sites	  allocated	  as	  Local	  Green	  Space	  and	  the	  topic	  was	  considered	  
in	  some	  detail	  at	  the	  Neighbourhood	  Plan	  Hearing.	  Moor	  Lane	  Fields	  extends	  away	  
from	  the	  western	  side	  of	  Backwell	  and	  Farleigh	  Fields	  is	  located	  on	  the	  eastern	  side	  
of	  the	  settlement.	  Farleigh	  Fields	  is	  relatively	  unusual	  in	  that,	  whilst	  outside	  the	  
settlement	  boundary	  of	  Backwell,	  it	  is	  surrounded	  by,	  largely	  ribbon,	  development	  
on	  all	  sides.	  
	  
Whilst	  both	  included	  attractive	  countryside	  and	  contained	  public	  foopaths,	  I	  
observed	  that	  the	  most	  striking	  thing	  about	  Farleigh	  Fields	  and	  Moor	  Lane	  Fields	  was	  
their	  substantial	  size.	  In	  this	  regard,	  it	  was	  established	  at	  the	  Hearing	  that	  Farleigh	  
Fields	  comprises	  at	  least	  19	  hectares	  and	  Moor	  Lane	  Fields,	  at	  least	  32	  hectares.	  
Taking	  the	  latter	  of	  these	  first,	  there	  is	  no	  doubt	  in	  my	  mind	  that	  an	  area	  covering	  
some	  32	  hectares	  is	  “an	  extensive	  tract	  of	  land.”	  	  
	  
Consequently,	  the	  proposed	  allocation	  of	  Moor	  Lane	  Fields	  does	  not	  have	  regard	  to	  
national	  policy,	  which	  states	  that	  the	  Local	  Green	  Space	  designation	  should	  only	  be	  
used	  where	  the	  area	  concerned	  “is	  not	  an	  extensive	  tract	  of	  land.”	  
	  



Backwell	  Neighbourhood	  Plan	  -‐	  Examiner’s	  Report	  	  	  	  	  www.erimaxltd.com	   35	  
	  

I	  note	  that,	  in	  support	  of	  both	  of	  the	  Local	  Green	  Space	  designations,	  Backwell	  Parish	  
Council	  considers	  that	  the	  sites	  are	  not	  extensive	  “relative	  to	  the	  rural	  or	  semi-‐rural	  
area	  in	  which	  they	  are	  located.”	  However,	  the	  Framework	  does	  not	  make	  any	  such	  
distinction	  –	  it	  does	  not	  state,	  for	  example,	  that	  Local	  Green	  Spaces	  should	  not	  be	  
extensive,	  except	  in	  rural	  or	  semi-‐rural	  areas.	  
	  
In	  the	  case	  of	  Farleigh	  Fields,	  it	  is	  my	  view	  that	  19	  hectares	  also	  comprises	  an	  
extensive	  tract	  of	  land.	  To	  provide	  some	  perspective,	  at	  least	  twenty	  three	  full	  size	  
football	  pitches	  would	  easily	  fit	  into	  an	  area	  of	  this	  size6.	  	  
	  
Given	  that	  the	  Framework	  is	  not	  ambiguous	  in	  stating	  that	  a	  Local	  Green	  Space	  
designation	  is	  not	  appropriate	  for	  most	  green	  areas	  or	  open	  space,	  it	  is	  entirely	  
reasonable	  to	  expect	  compelling	  evidence	  to	  demonstrate	  that	  any	  such	  allocation	  
meets	  national	  policy	  requirements.	  Specific	  to	  demonstrating	  that	  Farleigh	  Fields,	  
and	  Moor	  Lane	  Fields	  are	  not	  extensive	  tracts	  of	  land,	  no	  substantive	  or	  compelling	  
evidence	  has	  been	  presented.	  
	  
A	  wide	  variety	  of	  arguments	  were	  put	  forward,	  both	  in	  favour	  of	  and	  in	  objection	  to	  
the	  Local	  Green	  Space	  allocations.	  Whilst	  I	  acknowledge	  these,	  I	  find	  that	  the	  direct	  
conflict	  with	  national	  policy,	  above,	  means	  that	  the	  Local	  Green	  Space	  Policy	  does	  
not	  meet	  the	  basic	  conditions.	  Furthermore	  in	  this	  regard,	  I	  am	  mindful	  that	  
nowhere	  does	  national	  policy	  suggest	  that	  a	  failure	  to	  meet	  policy	  requirements	  
should	  be	  balanced	  against	  other	  considerations	  when	  designating	  Local	  Green	  
Space.	  Plainly,	  the	  fact	  that	  there	  may	  be	  other	  benefits	  arising	  from	  a	  Local	  Green	  
Space	  designation	  does	  not	  mitigate	  against,	  or	  overcome	  a	  failure	  to	  meet,	  a	  policy	  
requirement.	  
	  
Notwithstanding	  the	  above	  and	  my	  decision	  below,	  I	  do	  recognise	  that	  an	  enormous	  
amount	  of	  work	  has	  gone	  into	  considering	  Farleigh	  Fields	  and	  Moor	  Lane	  Fields.	  It	  is	  
clear	  from	  the	  evidence	  provided	  that	  both	  areas	  include	  attractive,	  sensitive	  and	  
well-‐loved	  areas	  of	  land	  and	  there	  is	  no	  doubt	  in	  my	  mind	  that	  there	  are	  parts	  of	  
both	  areas	  that	  have	  been	  demonstrated	  to	  be	  special	  to	  a	  local	  community,	  for	  a	  
variety	  of	  reasons.	  In	  seeking	  to	  designate	  Local	  Green	  Space,	  the	  Neighbourhood	  
Plan	  was	  responding	  to	  local	  support	  –	  evidenced	  through	  a	  robust	  consultation	  
process	  -‐	  for	  the	  protection	  of	  green	  areas	  and	  open	  space,	  regarded	  as	  special.	  
Whilst	  individually,	  or	  together,	  these	  factors	  do	  not	  overcome	  the	  failure	  to	  meet	  a	  
specific	  policy	  requirement,	  they	  are	  nevertheless	  important	  local	  considerations	  
that	  have	  emerged	  through	  the	  Neighbourhood	  Plan	  process.	  	  
	  
My	  recommendation	  below	  does	  not	  mean	  that	  the	  areas	  for	  which	  Local	  Green	  
Space	  designations	  were	  sought	  will	  automatically	  become	  available	  for	  
development.	  National	  and	  local	  planning	  policy	  protects	  the	  countryside	  from	  
inappropriate	  development.	  As	  pointed	  out	  by	  North	  Somerset	  Council,	  this	  
examination	  only	  considers	  the	  merits	  of	  Farleigh	  Fields	  and	  Moor	  Lane	  Fields	  as	  
Local	  Green	  Spaces	  –	  not	  as	  potential	  housing	  sites.	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6	  Based	  around	  FIFA	  standards,	  at	  0.62	  ha	  (30	  pitches	  would	  fit	  into	  19	  ha)	  at	  0.82	  ha	  (23	  pitches	  would	  fit	  
into	  19	  ha).	  
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