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Warwick Road, Banbury - Landscape Responses from Cherwell District Council 

 

Item CDC Landscape Officer Response (Andrew Cox) – Email dated 10th August 2026 HDA Comments 

1 Having undertaken further review of the submitted LVIA, the subsequent response 
and the relevant landscape evidence base in detail, I remain concerned regarding 
both the robustness of the assessment and the reliability of the conclusions reached. 

The LVA has been based upon the latest, recognised, industry-standard guidance (GLVIA3) and supporting TGNs, and upon 
the assessor’s extensive practical experience of assessment work.  It provides judgements on the significance of landscape 
and visual effects separately, based upon the sensitivity of identified receptors (which is a product of value and susceptibility 
to change) combined with the scale or magnitude of change arising from the proposed development.  It is considered that 
the additional graphic outputs accompanying this submission support the judgements made in the LVA. 

 

2 Whilst professional judgement is an inherent part of landscape and visual 
assessment, I currently have limited confidence in the extent to which the submitted 
LVIA provides an appropriately balanced, transparent and evidence-led assessment 
of the likely landscape and visual effects arising from the proposal. 

Based upon the explanation above, it is considered that the LVA is “appropriately balanced, transparent and evidence-led” 
and it refers to the latest evidence available in terms of landscape planning documents.  The further evidence now 
submitted demonstrates that the conclusions in the LVA are reliable and robust. 

3 In particular, the basis upon which many of the conclusions have been reached 
remains unclear. For example, the assessment refers to development consisting 
predominantly of two-storey dwellings with up to 20% at 2.5 storeys, yet there is no 
clear indication of where taller built form may be located within the site, how building 
heights have been distributed across the development, or whether alternative 
approaches to height, massing or density have been explored in relation to the most 
sensitive parts of the site. 

The application is in outline, and an illustrative layout has not been produced.  However, a Framework Masterplan (Dwg No 
SK04 Rev C) and a Land Use, Building Heights and Access Parameter Plan (Dwg No PP01) are now submitted, with the 
Parameter Plan indicating the locations for 2.5 storey dwellings.  To create the requested wireframes and photomontages, a 
model has been created using the Parameter Plan to determine where the 2.5 storey units will be situated (e.g. landmark or 
highlight buildings would be concentrated towards the centre of the site and would avoid the edges of the development, 
particularly towards the northern and western parts of the site). 

4 Similarly, significant weight is placed upon future mitigation planting despite the 
application remaining in outline form and the detailed landscape proposals not yet 
having been established. 

It is possible with an outline application for the principles set out in the Illustrative Green Infrastructure Strategy plan (HDA 5) 
for the site to be agreed.  The purpose of planting and how mitigation can be achieved for identified receptors, even though 
the landscape proposals are not in detail, can still be anticipated and appropriately assessed.  The principles for the 
mitigation planting are shown in the Green Infrastructure Parameter Plan (Dwg No PP02) now submitted. 

5 More fundamentally, I consider the assessment places disproportionate emphasis 
on visibility and screening whilst giving comparatively limited consideration to 
landscape character effects arising from the urbanisation of an exposed plateau-
edge location. 

Landscape and visual effects have been assessed in similar proportions, with judgements for both set out within Sections 
6.1 and 6.2 of the LVA respectively.  The significance of effect on the landscape character of the site has been assessed as 
Substantial Adverse at construction, reducing to Moderate Adverse upon completion and then by Year 10, reducing further 
to Minor Adverse.  These judgements recognise that the plateau already possesses urbanising features (e.g. Warwick 
Road, the Roman Fields development to the south and, in the future, the building out of the consented development to the 
east).  The proposals would extend urban land uses that are already present in the immediate area with a rounding-off of 
the settlement edge.  

Notwithstanding that the officer has requested additional graphic outputs to aid his further assessment, it was anticipated 
that some indication would be given whether he agrees or disagrees with the judgements provided in the LVA.  

6 In terms of susceptibility to change, the site's position at the urban-rural interface 
does not necessarily reduce sensitivity. 

The proximity of adjacent existing and consented housing to the site will reduce its landscape sensitivity, as the site is within 
a landscape that has already undergone change of the type proposed and those changes were considered to be to an 
acceptable level (as Roman Fields was consented).  

7 
Rather, the site contributes to the transition between Banbury and the wider 
Ironstone Plateau landscape and therefore performs an important landscape 
function in terms of settlement setting, landscape character, openness and the 
perception of urban extent.  

Where the site is adjacent to the wider Ironstone Plateau landscape (to its north and west), those interfaces have been 
designed with appropriate landscape treatments, to create new, robust settlement edges, augmenting existing landscape 
features which would be in keeping with the field pattern that contributes to the landscape character of the area.  The site 
would continue to perform a transitional function between Banbury and the wider landscape.  Although there would be loss 
of openness within the site itself, proposed development would not extend any further to the north and west than is currently 
the case (in line with adjacent existing and consented developments).   
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8 

The assessment also places considerable reliance on the presence of the Roman 
Fields development. However, that development remains relatively recent and has 
not yet had sufficient time to settle into the landscape.  Structural planting and other 
landscape components have not matured, and, in my view, there would be merit in 
considering a future baseline scenario which accounts for the establishment of 
Roman Fields and associated landscape infrastructure. 

The site and Roman Fields lie in close proximity to each other, and there is intervisibility between the two, thus it is 
reasonable to assume that this recent development is going to have an influence on the character of the site.  The effects of 
the proposed development on Roman Fields have been assessed in its current state, and thus prior to its completion and 
the establishment of its landscape infrastructure, with the intention of describing the worst-case scenario (with no mitigation 
planting established on either site).  However, it is acknowledged that a future baseline is likely to exist, where mitigation 
planting on the Roman Fields site has established by the time the subject application has been determined (if approved) 
and is being built out (Year 0).  In this scenario, the site would be less visible from Roman Fields due to intervening 
vegetation.  In views from the west at Year 0, it is assumed that development at Roman Fields would have started to be 
screened, whereas development on the site would be visible but only in the short term until mitigation planting on its 
perimeter becomes established.  Mitigation planting on both sites would lead to an improvement in landscape character 
(with the addition of more landscape features that are characteristic of the area) and in visual screening of both sites from 
identified receptors.  Given the timescales for the completion of Roman Fields and the maturing of its mitigation planting are 
subject to so many variables, a future scenario for this adjoining site has not been included on the submitted montages. 

9 The LVIA currently gives insufficient consideration to future baseline conditions and 
the cumulative influence of continued urban expansion, which is identified within the 
Council's landscape evidence base as a recognised force for change. 

As stated at #3.4.1 of the LVA, housing under construction to the south and the consented development to the east 
“contribute to the evolving residential character of the immediate area”.   

10 Accordingly, I do not consider that the current LVIA provides a sufficiently robust 
basis upon which the Council can reach a final landscape judgement. 

No commentary has been provided on the scope of additional graphics that it is proposed to produce to assist the Council in 
its judgement of the application. 

 Requirement for a Revised LVIA  

11 

In my view, a more comprehensive LVIA is required, with its scope, methodology, 
viewpoints and assessment approach agreed with the Council prior to preparation. 

Without being informed of where deficiencies in the scope, methodology, viewpoints and assessment approach within the 
LVA are perceived, it is difficult to determine what needs to be changed.  As the methodology has been provided in Appendix 
A, it was anticipated that commentary would be provided on this.  HDA’s methodology has been honed over many years and 
does not differ greatly from that used to determine the approved scheme to the south.  

The previous HDA comments set out from which viewpoints montages would be prepared and again, it was anticipated that 
agreement or otherwise would be provided on these.  

12 Importantly, the purpose of the LVIA should not simply be to assess a fixed scheme 
after it has been designed.  The assessment should actively inform the evolution of 
the scheme through an iterative mitigation-by-design process, consistent with 
established landscape assessment principles and good master-planning practice. 

The evolution of the scheme has involved HDA from the start and through every stage of the iterative design process.  The 
LVA was not written after the scheme was fixed. 

13 I would therefore expect any revised LVIA to be accompanied by: An addendum to the LVA, addressing the items listed below is now submitted. 

14 
. A parameter plan identifying maximum building heights and broad 

development parameters; 

This is an outline application.  It was stated in the LVA that building heights will predominantly be 2-storey with up to 20% 
being 2.5 storey (to be reflective of adjacent developments).  A Land Use, Building Heights and Access Parameter Plan is 
now submitted indicating the locations for 2.5 storey dwellings and these assumptions have been used to create the 3D 
model for the montages submitted as part of the additional graphic outputs.  

15 . Green Infrastructure and landscape parameters defining the extent, purpose 
and function of structural planting, landscape buffers and other proposed 
mitigation measures; 

In additionto updates to the Illustrative Green Infrastructure Strategy plan provided with the application (HDA 5), showing the 
additional structural planting along the western boundary of the site, a Green Infrastructure Parameter Plan is now 
submitted. . 

16 
. A clear mitigation-by-design narrative demonstrating how the findings of the 

landscape and visual assessment have influenced the disposition, scale, 
height, density and form of development; 

The final locations of dwellings on the site would be the subject of a Reserved Matters Application.  Section 5 of the LVA 
describes the form of development, e.g. that only 51% of the site area would be built development, the height parameters 
are specified, and the density would be about 35dph.  The broad objectives of the landscape proposals are described at 
#5.2.2.  A Land Use, Building Heights and Access Parameter Plan and a Green Infrastructure Parameter Plan are also now 
submitted.  
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17 . Assessment of both direct and indirect landscape effects, including 
urbanisation effects and changes to settlement setting, landscape character 
and perception; 

Section 6.2 of the LVA assesses the direct landscape effects on the site (a combination of effects on the arable field and its 
perimeter vegetation) as well as indirect effects on the two distinct character areas of the Incised Ironstone Plateau and 
settlement of Banbury adjacent to the site.  

18 

. Consideration of night-time effects, including the influence of lighting on 
landscape character, tranquillity, dark skies and settlement perception; 

Without a detailed scheme, consideration of night-time effects would be premature, however, the general effects of lighting 
within the site at night can be compared against the lighting implemented on the Roman Fields site (which would reduce as 
perimeter planting matures on both sites).  A Lighting Impact Assessment (by MEC Consulting Group) was submitted with 
the application.  It concluded (#8.4) that “the UFR (Upward Flux Ratio) and ULR (Upward Lighting Ratio) levels from the site 
will not exceed the recommended ILP (Institute of Lighting Professional) levels.  It is not anticipated that lighting from the 
site will impact the quality of dark sky around Hanwell Observatory”.   

19 
. Additional visualisation work and visibility analysis agreed with the Council. 

We have already proposed additional visualisation work and visibility analysis.  It would be most helpful if we could have 
some indication whether this approach is acceptable to the Council. 

20 Whilst I note and appreciate the offer of a joint site visit, I do not consider that a 
summer site visit would materially assist in resolving the current concerns. I would, 
however, be willing to participate in a winter or leaf-off site visit as part of an agreed 
review of the assessment methodology and the selection of representative 
viewpoints for any revised LVIA work. 

As stated previously (#5.1.1), it is considered that provision of winter photographs would be unreasonable and is not 
necessary.  As stated in LITGN-2024-01 (#6(6)) “it is within the competence of a landscape professional to be able to 
describe how the landscape and views would vary within the seasons, and to take account of these changes in their 
assessment”.   

21 Conclusion  

22 At present, I have limited confidence in the robustness of the submitted LVIA and do 
not consider it provides a sufficiently transparent or evidence-led basis for reaching 
a final landscape judgement. 

Additional graphic outputs have been suggested that will be produced to assist the Council in its final landscape judgement.   

23 The basis of a number of assessment assumptions remains unclear, including:  

24 
• the distribution of building heights  

A Land Use, Building Heights and Access Parameter Plan is now submitted (with the majority of the site at 2-storey, with up 
to 20% at 2.5 storey).  The Parameter Plan has been used in the production of the 3D model for the suggested 
photomontages to show the distribution of the two proposed building heights.   

25 • the role and effectiveness of mitigation; and Proposed planting on the perimeter of the site has the role of augmenting existing on and off-site vegetation.   

26 
• the extent to which landscape considerations have informed the design of 

the scheme itself. 

The design of the scheme is an amalgamation of consideration of the site’s topography (sensitive plateau edge along the 
western boundary, with a gradual slope to the east), which in turn has determined the location of SuDS features, and where 
taller buildings will be focused.  Existing landscape features of most value are located on the perimeter of the site, and these 
have been retained and would be augmented with additional planting to ensure the dwellings are surrounded by greenery. 

27 A revised LVIA should therefore be prepared to an agreed scope and methodology, 
should demonstrably inform the evolution of the scheme through a mitigation-by-
design process, and should be accompanied by parameter plans and supporting 
design rationale that allow the Council to understand how landscape and visual 
considerations have shaped the proposed development. This work should include 
both daytime and night-time assessment and provide sufficient evidence for the 
Council to independently test and verify the conclusions reached. 

An addendum to the LVA has been prepared, focusing on the additional graphic outputs as suggested previously, including 
a Land Use, Building Heights and Access Parameter Plan and a Green Infrastructure Parameter Plan, as well as Type 2 
Wireframes and Type 3 Photomontages from Viewpoints 1, 3 and 6.  
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1a 

#3.1.3 of 
HDA 
comments 
dated 4 
July 2026 

HDA state: ‘Views from Horley Path Road are assessed as glimpses in accordance 
with the description at 4.1.3 of the LVIA and 1.8.2 of the LVA methodology…..views 
experienced, particularly by motorists, would be transient.’ 

HDA’s definition of a Glimpse is: ‘Only a minor area of the site or proposed 
development is discernible and/or the view is transient…’ 

 

1b - CDC My opinion, based on HDA’s methodology is that views are likely to be experienced 
as ‘open’ or ‘partial’ by walkers at field entrances and other breaks in hedgerow or 
any users with views over the hedge (the exact height of the hedge is likely to vary 
according to management – hedge flailing normally occurs in autumn/winter and this 
is when the site would be most visible).  

Field entrances and breaks in the hedgerow along Horley Path Road are about 4m wide and are limited in occurrence.  In addition, 
Horley Path Road is aligned north-south, thus, to view the site, receptors/people need to look perpendicular to their direction of 
travel.  The site is thus not constantly in the viewers’ sight (it is viewed intermittently).  It is not possible to see the ground surface of 
the site, as it falls away from the break in slope along the site’s western edge, across the site towards Warwick Road.  Receptors 
using Horley Path Road are also about 1km away from the site, so its prominence in views is reduced.  

2a 

#3.1.4 of 
HDA 
comments 

HDA state that: ‘Visual receptors using Horley Path Road have been assessed as 
two separate groups, motorists and non – motorised users as set out in section 4.2 
of the LVA.  The sensitivity judgements of these groups, as stated in Table 2, are 
Low and Medium-Low respectively.  If horse riders were assessed as a separate 
group, their sensitivity ranking would be elevated to Medium as they would only be 
marginally more elevated than cyclists…’ 

 

2b - CDC 

Note in Table 2 HDA have assessed sensitivity for walker and cyclists as a single 
user group and not considered other users of the lane such as horse riders.  Eye 
level height for adult pedestrians/ cyclists is likely to be 1.5-1.6m.  The eye level 
height for an adult horse rider on an adult horse is likely to be 2.5m.  I suggest this is 
more than ‘marginally more elevated’. 

Based on HDA’s methodology the sensitivity for someone riding a horse is likely to 
be High i.e. ‘an open view of the site from a viewpoint that either has a medium 
scenic value (i.e. is locally appreciated…’ 

The number of horse riders using Horley Path Road is unknown, however, it is anticipated that use of this road by equestrians would 
be low, as it is a straight and thus fast road for motorists (national speed limit), which would deter all but the most competent riders 
(who are more likely to be concentrating on the hazards of the road).  Given the site lies perpendicular to the orientation of this road, 
the site would only be viewed intermittently. 

On the assumption that a horse rider will be able to see over the hedgerows, it is not considered that their views of the site will be 
open ones, because the ground surface of the site is not visible as it falls from the break in slope towards Warwick Road.  In 
addition, the site is about 1km away and thus forms part of a wider panorama which encompasses other residential development.  A 
High sensitivity for horse riders on this road is therefore considered to be exaggerated, and it is suggested that a Medium sensitivity 
is more reasonable.  

If the sensitivity of a horse rider using Horley Path Road is assessed as High, and the same magnitude of change is applied as for 
walkers and cyclists (Medium), then the significance of effect at Year 0 would be between Substantial and Moderate Adverse, the 
same judgement as for non-motorised users of the B4100, Warwick Road, who have more open and close proximity views of the 
site.  It is unrealistic to suggest that the significance of effect at Year 0 for receptors on Warwick Road is the same as that for Horley 
Path Road. 

3a 

#4.1.1 of 
HDA 
comments 

Regarding Google Earth HDA state: ‘however, its limitations should be recognised, 
as it relies only on landform and makes no allowances for the screening qualities of 
vegetation or buildings.’ 
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3b - CDC 

Minor point, but this is factually wrong.  Google earth can be used as a bare earth 
tool or allows (broadly) for the screening of trees and buildings by activating the ‘3D 
building’ layer. 

The height data provided for buildings and vegetation within the ‘3D building’ layer in Google Earth can be variable, for example, 
data is available for the site and its immediate surroundings but not along Horley Path Road.  Viewsheds can be produced with this 
layer turned on and off to demonstrate the difference in the extent of the site’s visibility is minimal.   

A viewshed plan/ZTV is still considered to have limitations compared to the finer grain of information that is provided on the Visual 
Analysis plan (HDA 4), where the predicted visibility categories have been identified for public receptors within the site’s zone of 
visual influence.  

Furthermore, there are copyright limitations with Google Earth, so while it is a useful tool, HDA consider that refinement through 
fieldwork and plotting the outcome graphically is more user friendly and remains a worthwhile undertaking. 

4a 

#4.1.3 of 
HDA 
comments 

Modelling/ building assumptions.  

 

4b - CDC 

Suggest LVA/ wireframes need to consider worst case scenario at this outline stage 
to ensure a robust assessment – this would be 2.5 stories plus any assumptions 
(on) development platforms.   

The LVA has considered the worst-case scenario at construction and completion (Year 0), as well as at Year 10 to describe the 
anticipated effect of the maturing of the proposed planting scheme.  The same approach will be taken with the suggested 
wireframes/photomontages currently being prepared (though there has been no indication from the officer if he agrees with the 
viewpoints chosen for montages).   

The assumptions taken when creating the 3D model will be presented with the completed graphics, including the justification for the 
location of the 2.5-storey dwellings, though as a parameter, the numbers of these 2.5-storey units will not exceed 20% (thus up to 
40 units).  Assumptions regarding Finished Floor Levels of dwellings will also be stated.  

Note: If considered necessary, a model could be prepared with just 2-storey buildings and then compared against another model 
showing the 2.5 storey units. 

5a 

#4.1.4 of 
HDA 
comments 

Suggested site visit accompanied by applicant’s landscape architect.   

5b - CDC I have visited the site and drawn my own conclusions so would not benefit from 
reviewing with the applicant’s landscape architect.  

Can those conclusions be shared?  If there is an in-principle landscape objection at this stage it would be helpful to know, and if the 
conclusions are borderline and the officer thinks changes could be made to the scheme to make it acceptable, then could that be 
indicated. 

 


