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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

1.1 This Rebuttal Proof of Evidence has been prepared in response to the Proof of Evidence by 
Mr Jonathan Berry on landscape matters produced on behalf of the Appellant. 

1.2 The Rebuttal seeks to assist the Inspector by providing a written response to various points 
raised by Mr Berry in his evidence. It is not intended to cover all points in dispute and the 
absence of commentary on any part of Mr Berry’s Proof does not mean that these points are 
accepted.  

1.3 My Main Proof of Evidence sets out my professional qualifications and experience, and I 
therefore do not repeat them here.  

1.4 The contents of this Rebuttal Proof are true to the best of my knowledge and belief and the 
opinions expressed are my true and professional opinions.  
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2.0  SUMMARY REBUTTAL 

2.1 I address four overarching issues within Mr Berry’s Proof in overview now, before 

responding to the individual sections and paragraphs in Section 3 below: 

 
i) LUC Review and Note  

ii) Officer’s Report 

iii) LVIA 

iv) Maximum Effects and the “Worst Case Situations” 

 

 
  (i) LUC’s Review and Note 

 
2.2 Mr Berry makes a number of references to the two consultation documents produced by 

LUC (CD4.14 and 4.16). A recurrent theme is the suggestion that LUC’s view should be 

regarded as somehow definitive of the Council’s overall position on landscape and visual 

harm. That is plainly wrong. 

 

2.3 First, it is important to understand and appreciate the inherent limitations of LUC’s role in 

relation to giving advice on the planning application. The provision of such landscape advice 

as an external consultee on a planning application is different to the more detailed work 

required for a planning inquiry.  
 

2.4 LUC reviewed the LVIA on a desktop basis, conducted a single site visit and then issued two 

comparatively short documents. They were not able to follow up all concerns raised in 

CD4.14 and again in CD4.16. They did not address certain issues, for example in respect of 

the Appellant’s use of Viewpoint 9 as the location for the Verified View for Important View 1 

(see further below).  

 

2.5 Ultimately, Members did not agree with all of the advice provided by LUC as to the nature 

and significance of the landscape harm. They exercised their own judgement, as reflected in 

the Reason for Refusal, as they were entitled to do. 

 

2.6 Second, Mr Berry’s evidence overlooks the fact that LUC did express concerns about the 

LVIA Assessment. Contrary to Mr Berry’s suggestion at paragraph 2.28, they did not agree 
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with all aspects of it. In fact, they disagreed on several important points. 

 

2.7 In summary, their concerns included the following: 

 

a) In respect of Vista 11, they identified a major adverse level of effect – their detailed text 

merits citation in full (CD4.16 pp3-4) (with my underlined emphasis):  

 

‘Predicted magnitude of change and resultant importance of effects for Vista 11 as 

identified in the Market Bosworth Neighbourhood Plan. For ‘Vista 11’ 

photomontage viewpoint 02 indicates that, even with bungalows to the east of the 

site, views towards open countryside to the north-west are almost entirely 

restricted, leaving only a narrow view to the north. Therefore. much of the 

extensive views of north west Leicestershire for which Vista 11 is considered 

important would be lost. The TVIA assesses occupation phase effects (year 1 and 

year 15) on views available to residents on Godsons Hill and Station Road as 

being Moderate Adverse. This is based on a high sensitivity and medium 

magnitude of change. However, from our review of the photomontage, and based 

on the Tyler Grange updated methodology and criteria tables, we would suggest 

that the introduction of the proposed development would cause a high magnitude 

of change (i.e. major alteration to the key elements of the baseline view + close 

proximity + long-term/permanent) and would result in a major adverse level of 
effect (i.e. the development would be irrevocably visually intrusive and would 

disrupt fine and valued views both into and across the area).’ 

 

b) They disputed why “Moderate Adverse” was not considered as a significant effect 

(CD4.14, p7, [2.4]; p11, [3.7]; CD4.16, pp1-2) 

 

c) They noted the LVIA’s lack of consideration of National Character Area 94 Leicestershire 

Vales (CD4.14, p10, [3.2]; CD4.16) 

 

d) They observed that there would be Major Adverse landscape effects on the Site at 

Construction and noted that these and other harms would need to be considered in the 

overall assessment of harm (CD4.16, p1-2) 

 

e) Equally, they identified that there would be Major Adverse visual effects on residents to 
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the South of Station Road during Construction 

 

f) They identified that there would be Moderate Adverse visual effects on recreational 

users of footpath S70/1, users of Kyngs Golf and Country Club (future receptor) and 

transient users of Station Road at Construction 

 

g) They identified Moderate Adverse landscape effects for the Site at Year 1 Occupation  

 

h) Finally, they identified Moderate Adverse visual effects on recreational users of footpath 

S70/1, users of Kyngs Golf and Country Club (future receptor) and residents to the south 

at Year 1 Occupation. 

 

2.8 Third, following from the two issues identified above, Mr Berry’s approach fails to reflect the 

role of the Planning Committee. LUC identified gaps in the information and identified the 

potential for higher levels of harm. The Committee ultimately refused permission citing 

landscape harm.  

 

2.9 It is therefore entirely incorrect to suggest that LUC’s failure to request a document/verified 

view should prevent the Council from seeking further / additional information or further 

illustrations to assist the inquiry (contrary to Mr Berry’s para 3.62).  

 

2.10 Most notably, LUC specifically requested a verified view from Viewpoint 9. The Appellant 

instead provided one taken from Viewpoint 10. LUC did not raise this issue in their response 

at CD4.16. 

 

2.11 LUC were therefore aware of the fact that unlike an Important Vista, an Important View could 

not be isolated to a fixed location.  

 

2.12 It was further recognised in the Reason for Refusal that the landscape and visual effects 

needed to be assessed with regard to all “users”: “harmful to the character and appearance 

of the area and diminish the enjoyment users derive from the area especially in relation to 

important view 1 and vista 11 as identified in the Market Bosworth Neighbourhood Plan” 

 

The Inspector’s Main Issue 1 further identifies that the issue is to be addressed broadly, by 
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reference to character and appearance of the area, including (but not confined to) Important 

View 1 and Vista 11.  

 

2.13 On 28 September 2021, the Council’s appeal team requested that the Appellant provide 

additional verified views/ photomontages of the development along Station Road to better 

demonstrate the impact of proposed development – both to reflect the kinetic nature of View 

1 and visual effects more generally, including the experience of vehicular and pedestrian 

receptors using the road/pavement. 

2.14 This was also considered important in light of the extent of vegetation on the trees in the 

existing Photomontages, which were taken in July (i.e. the point of highest vegetation). The 

GLVIA, Landscape Institute Technical Guidance Note basis for this has been summarised in 

my Proof of Evidence. 

2.15 The Appellant has not provided these illustrations to date. Whilst reference has been made to 

the appeal timetable and the suggestion that this will simply be apparent from site visits, the 

Appellant’s refusal to provide verified views from locations closer to the residential 

development fails to reflect the extent of pedestrian use of Station Road and the nature of the 

effects.  

2.16 In summary, the request for further information was entirely consistent with several of LUC’s 

observations on the adequacy of the LVIA work. It was also fully consistent with the Reason 

for Refusal. LUC’s response could never close off the utility or relevance of further information. 

 

(ii) Officer’s Report 
2.17 Mr Berry’s Proof of Evidence also refers a number of times to the Officer’s Report. Two 

overarching points arise. 

 

2.18 First, it is trite that “officers advise, members decide”.  In this case, whatever judgements 

were reached by Officers on landscape and visual effects, Members identified a far greater 

level of harm. 

 

2.19 Second, whilst the Case Officer exercised her own judgment, she was not doing so as a 

landscape professional. The Case Officer did not accept the Appellant’s case in full on harm. 

Ultimately a separate planning balance was struck – one which Members did not agree with, 

applying their own judgement and local experience. 
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2.20 I have reached my own views, consistent with my professional expertise. All questions of the 

overall planning balance are addressed by Mr Weekes. 

 

(iii) LVIA 
 

2.21 There were a number of gaps in the LVIA work, such that it overall under-estimated the level 

of harm.  

 

2.22 The Appellant has given no consideration within either the LVIA or the Proof of Evidence to 

the National Character Area 94 – Leicestershire Vales. This should be the starting point for 

any landscape character assessment. Its omission is essentially unexplained. the 

suggestion that it covers too large an area to be relevant is wrong. 

 

2.23 Mr Berry now accepts within his Proof of Evidence that the LVIA omitted residents to the 

east of the appeal site as a key receptor.   

 

2.24 The LVIA focused on transient vehicular users, rather than recreational users. The LVIA 

grouped the sensitivity of receptor as “medium” rather than consider vehicular and 

pedestrian users separately. The failure to consider the latter as “high” sensitivity receptors.  

 

(iv) Maximum Effects and the “Worst Case Situation” 
 

2.25 GLVIA 3 paragraph 4.3 requires LVIA work to consider reasonable scenarios of maximum 

effect, otherwise termed the “‘worst case’ situation”: 

 
‘Within the defined parameters the level of detail of the proposals must be such as to 

enable proper assessment of the likely environmental effects and consideration of any 

necessary mitigation. It may be appropriate to consider a range of possibilities, including 

a reasonable scenario of maximum effects, sometimes referred to as the ‘worst case’ 

situation.’ (my emphasis) 

 
2.26 The LVIA and the subsequent Verified views provided do not provide all scenarios of 

maximum effect in order to identify the maximum adverse effects. For example, they do not 
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consider: 

 
a) High sensitivity receptors of recreational users of Station Road; 

 

b) The kinetic nature of Important View 1 and locations where greater effects will be 

experienced, for example locating the verified view/ photomontage for Important View 1 

at the LVIA’s original Viewpoint 9 rather than Viewpoint 10;  

 

c) The full viewing cone for both Important View 1 and Vista 11, in a manner which reflects 

a typical horizonal field of view. 
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3.0    DETAILED REBUTTAL COMMENTS 
 

 Section 2: Background, Context and Structure of Evidence 
 Para 2.2, 3.9 – Description of Hedgerows Surrounding the Site  

3.1 I disagree with the description of “existing scrubby hedgerow”. This is not a correct description. 

The hedge is mature and high in a number of places. It is of a height and width that would 

obscure most development behind it, leaving only rooftops visible from locations on Station 

Road.  

Para 2.6 – Amount of Open Space 

3.2 The Appellant has emphasised its calculation that 51.4 % of site will be open space. However, 

it is important to consider the extent to which this openness will actually be experienced. A 

large section of the open space will consist of a large attenuation pond with a back drop of 

residential development. The majority of the frontage to Station Road (a distance of 320m) will 

have residential development in the view considering a normal field of view. 

3.3 The development will therefore not protect the openness of the site in its current form. It will 

significantly impact upon Important View 1 and Vista 11 which seek to protect the appreciation 

of open rural countryside, changing topography and the wooded backdrop. 

Para 2.8, 2.11 – Status of Planning Application on Adjacent Site 

3.4 The planning application on the adjacent site is described as “extant”, in the same manner as 

an “extant permission”. It has merely been submitted and it is yet to be determined. 

Para 2.16, TG Insert 2 – Plan of Other Sites 

3.5 The Plan on page 7 of Mr Berry’s proof of evidence merges built, consented and unconsented 

development. It is therefore incomplete and does not reflect how the development appears 

and is experienced on the ground. 

3.6 First, the Pipistrelle Drive development was constructed in the early 2000s on a previously 

brownfield site. It is out of keeping with the surrounding rural character. This development 

does not justify further visual intrusion.   

3.7 Second, following from my earlier point, it shows a layout on the adjacent site that has not 

been consented. 

3.8 Third, the Owl Lane Development to the south-west is located on the other side of the railway 

line, south of Station Road. There is no intervisibility between these two sites. 
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Para 2.23 – Additional information 

3.9 Rather than provide information which has been requested on certain points during the course 

of the appeal, Mr Berry’s Proof of Evidence has simply stated that the information was not 

previously requested by the Council prior to the refusal of permission by the Planning 

Committee. I have already addressed this in my overarching remarks above but re-emphasise 

that references to “proportionality” or previous positions adopted by LUC are not a full answer 

to this problem. The Council’s request is in line with GLVIA and best practice, and intended 

simply to ensure that the inquiry has the best available information – which can only be 

generated by the Appellant. 

3.10 The need for additional verified views or photomontages of the scheme to represent the impact 

of proposals of the scheme from Station Road in line with good practice as set out within 

GLVIA to provide worst case situations (see para 4.3 – ‘it may be appropriate to consider a 

range of possibilities, including a reasonable scenario of maximum effects, sometimes referred 

as ‘worst case’ situations.’ The Landscape Institute Technical Guidance Note – Visual 

Representations of development proposals (Sept 2019) also in para 1.12.12 states ‘as a 

general principle, any visualisations should reasonably represent the proposals in such a way 

that people can understand the likely landscape and visual change.’ Table 1 on p. 9 also 

identified that appropriate visualisations for a public inquiry include types 2-4 which include 

wireline, photomontages and verified photomontages.  

Para 2.26, 2.28 – Verified Views / acceptance of comments 

3.11 Verified views were requested by LUC for viewpoint 10 and 14 (CD4.14, p13, [3.11], referring 

to CD1.11, p27 for Viewpoint 10). The Appellant did not follow that request. Mr Berry and his 

team provided a verified view for Viewpoint 9 (CD1.11, p26). This does not show a maximum 

effect or worst case situation. 

3.12 It is not correct that LUC confirmed acceptance of all comments and recommendations that 

they had raised in their original review, notably in respect of Vista 11 and magnitude of change 

and effects on residents on Station Road. I have cited the key paragraph on Vista 11 above 

and identified the other areas where they disagreed. 

3.13 In short, LUC agreed with my view that impacts would be Major Adverse and not Moderate 

Adverse as claimed in the LVIA. 
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Para 2.30 Difference in Receptor Sensitivity 

3.14 LUC classified the residents of Godson Hill and Station Road as high sensitivity receptors not 

medium sensitivity. 

3.15 Neither the LVIA nor LUC commented on the receptor of recreational users of Station Road. 

This is high sensitivity and needs to be considered separately to transient vehicle users. 

Para 2.32 Location of Important Vista 11 

3.16 The relocation of an Important Vista to a different location is not a valid way to assess the 

impact on a vista. Vista 11 has been identified within the MBNP from a specific location. Station 

Road is a busy recreation route for walkers, runners, and cyclists. It was not intended to be a 

location that could be moved and it is not a valid approach in visual assessment work to move 

a vista location.  

3.17 At the original Vista 11 location, the foreground will be dominated by residential development. 

Moving the vista into the site would simply bring it closer to the development on the golf course, 

which would have further impacts on views given the proximity and height of the view in that 

location. 

Para 2.36-2.43 – The Officers’ Report 

3.18 I disagree with Mr Berry’s reliance on the Officer’s Report as to the acceptability of the scheme 

in landscape terms. I have addressed this in the overarching issues above.  

Para 2.46 – Planning weight 

3.19 It is notable that Mr Berry covers weight to be accorded policies, notwithstanding that he 

appears as a landscape witness.  

Para 2.48 – Statement of Case 

3.20 It is incorrect to suggest that the Statement of Case did not address this issue. The Reason 

for Refusal identified the harm and to local users, i.e. both those walking along Station Road 

and residential receptors, This issue was also identified early within the Landscape Statement 

of Common Ground. 
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Section 3: Responding to the Reasons for Refusal and Disputed Matters 

Para 3.3 Landscape Character Areas 

3.21 Mr Berry has still not assessed the impact on National Character Area 94. National Landscape 

Character Assessments should always be the starting point in understanding of landscape 

character before looking at regional and local guidance. 

Para 3.10 – Description of Context 

3.22 I disagree with the term “peri-urban” context. The more accurate term is “semi-rural” context, 

reflecting that the Appeal Site is outside the edge of Market Bosworth. The wider settlement 

is well screened by woodland. Development to the south of Station Road is mainly single 

storey and set back slightly lower than the road. It is well screened by existing mature 

vegetation and trees. By contrast, the proposals on the appeal site will be mainly two storey 

development fronting onto Station Road with an open boundary and planting which will take 

many years to mature. 

Para 3.40 – Residual Landscape Impacts 

3.23 I disagree that landscape effects will be negligible at year 15. There will be a permanent loss 

of openness and the appreciation of the wooded scarp with a rural pastoral context in front of 

it. Mr. Berry does not refer to NCA 94 Leicestershire Vales within the LVIA that identifies this 

key characteristic. 

3.24 The allegation of failing to recognise the benefits is misplaced. Simply put, the work on 

landscaping will not overcome the loss of openness and the character identified in the NCA 

94 of rural character with wooded backdrop. There will still be residual impact of Minor Adverse 

not negligible. 

 

Para 3.49 Value of the Site 

3.25 The value of the site is not merely ordinary. The Site’s value is good because it does not have 

many incongruous elements. It provides a clear pastoral setting for Market Bosworth with the 

rural open fields providing the setting for the wooded scarp which is characteristic of the 

landscape character and the radial routes coming into Market Bosworth. 
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Para 3.54 Predicted Effects 

3.26 I agree with Mr Berry that the effects at construction will be Major Adverse but disagree with 

the predicted effects Mr Berry refers to Year 15 of Minor Adverse. My view is that these effects 

both at year 1 and year 15 will be Major/ Moderate Adverse not Minor Adverse. 

3.27 The proposed mitigation works will not mitigate against loss of openness and rural setting of 

wooded backdrop. At best, one will only see part of the wooded backdrop but in the context of 

new residential development. 

Para 3.61 Viewpoint Locations 

3.28 I agree with Mr Berry that one cannot provide continuous coverage of all potential locations. 

However, one can consider ‘worst case’ situations and make sure that for those locations, that 

one has undertaken verified views or photomontages to show the impacts of proposed 

development and for a sequence of views to express the kinetic nature of views. 

 

Para 3.62 Request for Additional Views 

3.29 The reason for refusal refers generally to harm to the character and appearance of the area 

and to the diminishing of “the enjoyment that users derive from the area”, i.e. to all users. Mr. 

Berry accepts that private views are relevant and accepts that these could have been 

assessed but were not. 

3.30 It is therefore neither unfair nor unacceptable to request additional views for consideration at 

appeal, to ensure that all relevant information is before the appeal to consider overall impacts 

of proposals.  

3.31 I have addressed the GLVIA and Landscape Institute basis for the request above, and in my 

original Proof. 

3.32 The Appellant’s refusal to provide this material has been explained by reference to the appeal 

timetable and a generalised reference to “proportionality”. This does not address the issue 

that the impacts will be greater than identified within the LVIA and in Mr Berry’s evidence. 

Para 3.77, 3.80 Sensitivity – Impact on Pedestrians 

3.33 It is necessary to consider the impact on pedestrians as a receptor separately to vehicular 

users on Station Road. Pedestrians are a high sensitive receptor, whereas vehicles will be a 

medium sensitivity receptor. One cannot average out receptors in the manner proposed. 
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3.34 The LVIA incorrectly states that there are no public rights of way in the vicinity of the site when 

Station Road footway is in close proximity to site running along its whole length. 

3.35 The LVIA has not considered recreational users of Station Road and appears to have made 

its assessment based on transient motorists. Therefore, the effects have not been considered 

correctly. 

3.36 Mr Berry appears to place greater emphasis on vehicular users and how their field of view will 

be concentrated on the road rather than looking at the site. However, as one drives east along 

Station Road one does in fact appreciate the rural setting and wooded backdrop to the north 

of Station Road, even whilst concentrating on the road. Speed limits are 30mph on this stretch 

and it extends for several hundred metres thus allowing for a longer and more extensive 

appreciation of the surroundings to the north. 

3.37 Pedestrian and other users who will be passing along Station Road even more slowly and will 

take into a much wider field of view and will be a high sensitivity receptor. In short, far too 

much emphasis has been placed on vehicular users and not on recreational users. This has 

the impact on overall assessment that it has downgraded impacts. 

Para 3.81 Set-back of New Development 

3.38 The set-back of development to the north of Station Road is limited and does not compensate 

for the loss of rural fields and openness. The set-back varies between 5 to 17 m and is not 

consistent for the whole length of the frontage. Mr Berry seems to argue that this aligns with 

Important View 1. I disagree with this for at least two reasons. First, Important View 1 is not 

from to be taken from a static position but is instead a series of kinetic views.  Second, one 

experiences a wide horizontal field of view, reflecting the nature of the receptors – especially 

recreational users of Station Road. 

Para 3.82 Set-back of existing development to south of Station Road 

3.39 Viewpoints 8, 11 and 15 in my Proof’s Appendix 3 show how existing development to the south 

of Station Road is well-screened and views to the north are not well screened and are open. 

Development to the south of Station Road is generally one storey whereas the development 

which is now proposed to the north of Station Road will be predominantly two storey. To the 

south of Station Road the mature trees and vegetation are decades old, whereas development 

to the north will be newly planted and will take many years to reach the maturity of 

development to the south of Station Road. The general appreciation of the gateway to Market 

Bosworth along Station Road apart from the Pipistrelle drive development is of a green rural 

gateway with development set back and well-screened. 
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Para 3.83 Proximity of the Golf Course 

3.40 The golf course proposals have not yet been constructed. However, they are themselves much 

further set back from Station Road (well in excess of 150 metres). Any rooftops will only just 

be visible above a mature hedge. This was noted by the Inspector on the Kyngs Golf Course 

proposal in respect of impact on Vista 11. The Appeal Proposal is entirely different, lying in 

front of that hedge and much closer to Station Road. 

Para 3.86 Familiarity and Acceptability 

3.41 I disagree with Mr Berry’s assertion that ‘over time users become more familiar with the 

development …’. This is not consistent with GLVIA or standard practice. The implication that 

people simply get accustomed to seeing development over time and forget about it being rural 

countryside, does not remove the visual intrusion and adverse impacts that will occur. 

3.42 A key characteristic of Market Bosworth is that there is one sided development on radial routes 

which will be lost in this location if this development was to be built out. 

Para 3.88, No Need to provide Additional Views 

3.43 I have addressed this point above. 

Para 3.94, 3.96 Missing Viewpoints from Private Dwellings to the East of the Site 

3.44 Mr Berry has accepted that these were omitted although they are a relevant receptor. The 

Woodlands residential property has a glass gable window and first floor balcony overlooking 

the site. Impacts are likely to be Major/ Moderate Adverse and should be taken into 

consideration. 

Para 3.101, 3.125 Assessment of Significance 

3.45 Moderate Adverse effects are capable of being significant. GVLIA identifies in table 3.1 that 

identification and description of effects should be considered. LUC agreed (CD 4.14 and 4.16). 

Para 3.105 Description of adjacent Planning Application 

3.46 I have addressed this issue above. The application has merely been submitted, the term 

“extant” is misplaced.  

Para 3.110 Verified Views 

3.47 I have addressed this above. There is a significant difference between viewpoint 9 and 10 in 

the LVIA. LUC’s request was not met. 
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Para 3.114 Landscape Mitigation 

3.48 A planning condition to agree landscape mitigation will not overcome the Major Adverse 

impacts for recreational users of Station Road and loss of openness. 

Para 3.119 Forward Visibility to Wooded Hilltop 

3.49 I do not agree with the assessment of moderate/ minor adverse impacts as stated in Mr Berry’s 

proof. My view is those impacts will be major/ moderate adverse and will have greater adverse 

impacts than stated on the rural edge of Market Bosworth, the wooded backdrop and on 

Important View 1. 

3.50 Additional visualisations would have been helpful to consider impacts more clearly and aid all 

parties and the inspector to assess overall impacts. As has already been identified, kinetic 

views have not been taken into consideration as the Appellant has taken Important View 1 to 

be a fixed location. 

Para 3.120 Loss of Openness 

3.51 Maturing trees and hedgerows will not assist with the loss of openness of existing rural pastoral 

fields. 

Para 3.123 Views of Consented development 

3.52 The consented development of Kyngs Golf Course is an outdoor sporting / recreational use 

and will be recognisable as such. It will be well set back from Station Road. 

Para 3.124 Impacts on Important View 1 

3.53 I disagree with Mr Berry’s assessment of impacts on Important View 1. Reflecting the kinetic 

nature of Important View 1, my assessment is Major Adverse residual impacts rather than 

Minor Adverse as Mr Berry states. 

Para 3.134, 3.137, 3.138 Impacts on Vista 11 

3.54 I disagree with Mr Berry’s assessment of impacts on Important Vista 11. Considering the very 

narrow field of view considered within the LVIA my assessment is Major Adverse residual 

impacts rather than Minor Adverse because the wider views to the rural countryside of north 

west Leicestershire will be interrupted by residential development in close proximity to the 

view from Vista 11. This aligns with LUC’s views.  

3.55 As I have set out above, one cannot simply move a vista that has been identified within a 

neighbourhood plan in order to justify the harm that has arisen. This misses the point that the 
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locations were chosen in the first place because of the elevated position on a route that is well 

used by recreational and transient users of Station Road and Godson’s Hill. 

 

Section 4: Policy Compliance 

Para 4.4 - 4.6 Residual Effects on Landscape Character  

3.56 I have addressed above the fact that both LVIA and Mr Berry’s Proof have failed to consider 

NCA Character Area 94 – Leicestershire Vales. 

3.57 I disagree with Mr Berry’s assessment of residual impact as Negligible. My assessments of 

residual impacts on LCA is Minor Adverse as set out in my Proof of Evidence. 

 


