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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

1.1 Winchester City Council (the Council) has appointed LUC to consider 

evidence to support the definition of settlement gaps in the emerging 

Winchester Local Plan 2020-2040. This includes consideration of the potential 

for alterations of gap boundaries defined in the current Local Plan. 

1.2 In Winchester District the preservation of open areas between built-up 

settlements is a well-established spatial planning tool. These gaps are valued 

by local communities for the role they play in safeguarding the visual separation 

and distinct identity of neighbouring settlements.  

1.3 In maintaining openness between settlements, gaps also help to conserve 

the open countryside role as an important amenity for recreation and 

biodiversity, but their primary focus is on spatial separation. There are other 

policy tools targeted at other benefits provided by open land, including emerging 

Local Plan policies NE1 (Protecting and enhancing Biodiversity and the Natural 

Environment in the District), NE9 (Landscape Character), NE14 (Rural 

Character) and HE2 (All heritage assets - both designated and non-designated). 

Village Design Statements also identify valued characteristics of open land. 

1.4 The need to review the settlement gaps defined in the current Local Plan 

was set out in the Local Plan Part 1 (2013), which indicated (at paragraph 9.48) 

that “any detailed review of the boundaries of these gaps will be undertaken in 

future Local Plan Part 2 or a Neighbourhood Plan, in accordance with the 

principles contained in the PUSH Policy Framework for Gaps.”  The Local Plan 

Part 2 (2017) included a partial review of settlement gaps but the Council are 

now at a stage to be able to undertake a more comprehensive review. 
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Report structure 

1.5 This report starts by outlining the relevant policy context before summarising 

responses received in relation to Winchester’s settlement gaps, received during 

consultation on the Regulation 18 Local Plan in November and December 2022 

(Chapter 2). Chapter 3 sets out the assessment methodology. Chapter 4 

summarises the conclusions of the study. Detailed assessments of each of 

settlement gap are included in Appendix A. 

Study area 

1.6  The Winchester City Council area is located within Hampshire County 

covering 250 square miles and has a population of approximately 127,500. It 

borders Basingstoke and Deane, East Hampshire, Portsmouth City Council, 

and the boroughs of Eastleigh, Test Valley, Fareham and Havant. Part of the 

District (approximately 40% of the District) is within the South Downs National 

Park (SDNP), which is a separate planning authority and has its own Local 

Plan. This report focusses on assessing seven of the nine existing settlement 

gap designations: 

◼ Bishop’s Waltham – Swanmore – Waltham Chase – Shedfield – Shirrell 

Heath Gap. 

◼ Denmead – Waterlooville Gap.  

◼ Kings Worthy – Abbots Worthy Gap. 

◼ Otterbourne – Southdown Gap. 

◼ Winchester – Compton Street Gap. 

◼ Winchester – Kings Worthy - Headbourne Worthy Gap  

◼ Whiteley – Fareham – Fareham Western Wards (the ‘Meon Gap’) 

1.7 The remaining two settlement gaps – between Knowle, Wickham and 

Welborne, and between Winchester and Littleton – have not been assessed. 
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The Welborne settlement gap has not been included in the Settlement Gap 

Review because planning permission has already been granted for the 

Welborne development at Fareham. The land between Welborne and the 

existing settlements of Fareham, Funtley, Knowle and Wickham is designated 

as settlement buffers to be used as open green infrastructure, in accordance 

with Policies WEL5 and WEL29 (Fareham Local Plan Part 3: The Welborne 

Plan). This existing designation and planning framework ensure that the 

separation and integrity of these settlements are maintained, making further 

study of this settlement gap unnecessary at this moment in time. 

1.8 The Littleton/Winchester settlement gap has not been analysed in the 

Settlement Gap Review due to the ongoing masterplanning for the Sir John 

Moore Barracks allocations. This masterplanning process will determine the 

extent of built development, which will in turn inform any future review of the 

settlement gap, so analysing the settlement gap now would be premature. 

1.9 This study does not encompass consideration of any potential new 

settlement gaps. Some of the responses to the Regulation 18 consultation 

(carried out November 2022 – January 2023) suggested other locations for 

settlement gaps, but on the basis of distance between settlements, extent of 

current development proposals and the level of protection provided by other 

Natural Environment policies (see paragraph 1.3 above) the Council does not 

see a need at present for defining additional gaps.  

1.10 The Council will review this position if and when new development 

proposals are put forward that could inform the need for a new gap to be 

considered. Site masterplanning proposals would be taken into consideration in 

these circumstances. 

1.11 Figure 1.1 illustrates the location and extent of the nine existing settlement 

gaps within Winchester
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Chapter 2 

Policy Context 

2.1 The preservation of open areas of land between built-up settlements is a 

well-established spatial planning tool in Winchester. This chapter sets out 

relevant national, regional and local policy and associated guidance.   

National policy 

2.2 The Government’s National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) [See 

reference 1] does not provide specific policy on the use of settlement gaps in 

local plans, nor are settlement gaps explicitly defined within NPPF. There is 

also no reference to gaps within Planning Practice guidance (PPG). In addition, 

there are no specific requirements within NPPF to identify settlement gaps as 

part of the plan-making process and that it falls to individual Local Planning 

Authorities to determine the most appropriate approach. 

2.3 Paragraph 8 of the NPPF sets out three overarching objectives to the 

planning system, one of which is ‘an environmental objective – to protect and 

enhance our natural, built and historic environment; including making effective 

use of land …’. 

2.4 The NPPF states that: “Strategic policies…should make sufficient provision 

for …conservation and enhancement of the natural built and historic 

environment, including landscapes and green infrastructure” (paragraph 20). 

Paragraph 135 states “planning policies and decisions should ensure that 

developments…are sympathetic to local character and history, including the 

surrounding built environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or 

discouraging appropriate innovation or change (such as increased densities)”. 

Paragraph 180 states that “planning policies and decisions should contribute to 

and enhance the natural and local environment by…protecting and enhancing 

valued landscapes…(in a manor commensurate with their…identified quality in 
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the development plan [and] recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the 

countryside”. Paragraph 181 of the NPPF requires Plans to “distinguish 

between the hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites”. 

Paragraph 196 states that strategies within a plan should take into account “the 

desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character 

and distinctiveness”. 

2.5 National Planning Practice Guidance builds on the NPPF’s requirements by 

stating that local plans can include ‘nationally and locally designated 

landscapes but also the wider countryside. Where landscapes have a particular 

local value, it is important for policies to identify their special characteristics and 

be supported by proportionate evidence. Policies may set out criteria against 

which proposals for development affecting these areas will be assessed. Plans 

can also include policies to avoid adverse impacts on landscapes and to set out 

necessary mitigation measures, such as appropriate design principles and 

visual screening, where necessary. The cumulative impacts of development on 

the landscape need to be considered carefully’ [See reference 2]. 

2.6 This guidance is regularly reinforced and elaborated upon by the planning 

inspectorate through the examination of Local Plans containing local landscape 

designations. Findings include: 

◼ Supporting evidence should take into account potential new boundary 

features that may alter the risk of settlement coalescence in future (e.g. 

major infrastructure [See reference 3]. 

◼ Designations to prevent settlement coalescence should only include land 

that plays a role in maintaining settlement separation rather than other 

purposes such as protecting the setting of historic environment assets 

[See reference 4]. 

◼ Local designations that preclude certain types or scales of development 

must be based on evidence, such as a landscape sensitivity study [See 

reference 5]. 

◼ Local designations should be focussed on protecting specific areas or 

features – not all rural areas outside settlement boundaries [See 

reference 6]. 
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Regional policy 

2.7 Hampshire County Council previously designated Strategic Gaps through 

various iterations of Structure Plans. The Structure Plans stated that the 

Strategic Gaps should be reviewed within the next iteration of the plan. 

2.8 An update to the Hampshire County Structure Plan (Hampshire County 

Structure Plan 1996-2011) provided for an additional category of ‘Local Gaps’, 

to be defined in local plans. Such gaps were designed to preserve the separate 

identities of smaller settlements at risk of coalescence with other settlements. 

These should include no more land than is required to prevent coalescence and 

the loss of the separate identity of the settlements concerned.  

2.9 The Hampshire County Structure Plan Review 2000 confined strategic gaps 

to those of sub-regional importance, with the ‘Meon Gap’ being identified in 

Winchester District. However, other gaps could be carried forward in local plans 

as local gaps. 

Partnership for South Hampshire Guidance 

2.10 The Partnership for South Hampshire (PfSH) produced a Policy 

Framework for Gaps in 2008 [see reference 7] to ensure a consistent approach 

is taken across the sub-region for designating settlement gaps. The guidance 

provides the following criteria for use by local authorities to help define and 

designate settlement gaps: 

◼ the open nature/sense of separation between settlements cannot be 

retained by other policy designations; 

◼ the land to be included within the gap performs an important role in 

defining the settlement character of the area and separating settlements at 

risk of coalescence; and, 
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◼ in defining the extent of a gap, no more land than is necessary to prevent 

the coalescence of settlements should be included having regard to 

maintaining their physical and visual separation.   

2.11 The guidance makes it clear that gaps should not be entirely prohibitive of 

development but that development should only be permitted if: 

◼ It would not diminish the physical and/or visual separation of settlements. 

◼ It would not individually or cumulatively with other existing or proposed 

development compromise the integrity of the gap. 

2.12 In December 2023, the partnership published a Spatial Position Statement 

to provide a view on “the approach by which the partnership authorities will 

collectively deliver on the housing and employment requirements set out in 

National Planning Policy”. One of its ten ‘strategic principals for sustainable 

growth’ in the position statement suggests that ”Local Plans should consider the 

need for strategic or settlement gaps where they would be important to maintain 

the character of distinct/separate settlements or visual gaps between 

settlements”. 

Local policy 

2.13 A district-wide gaps policy was first included in the 1998 Winchester Local 

Plan. The policy stated that: 

Development which would undermine the appearance or functions of a 

Strategic Gap will not normally be permitted. The following Strategic Gaps 

are defined: 

◼ Denmead – Waterlooville 

◼ Winchester – Compton 

◼ Winchester - Kings Worthy/Headbourne Worthy 
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◼ Winchester - Littleton 

2.14 Following an update to the Hampshire County Structure Plan, two Local 

Gaps were defined within the 1998 Local Plan. These included: 

◼ Bishops Waltham – Swanmore – Waltham Chase – Shedfield – Shirrell 

heath 

◼ Otterbourne – Southdown 

2.15 The gaps policy was later reviewed within the 2006 Winchester Local Plan 

Review. This included the gaps defined within the 1998 strategic gaps policy; 

1998 local gaps policy; the Meon Strategic Gap, as defined within the 

Hampshire County Structure Plan Review 2000; and a new Kings Worthy – 

Abbots Worthy Local Gap. 

2.16 The Winchester District Local Plan Part 1 Joint Core Strategy (March 

2013) removed the ‘strategic’ and ‘local’ gap distinction and referred to them as 

settlement gaps. The Local Plan included Policy CP18 – Settlement Gaps. 

Policy CP18 carried forward a number of existing settlement gaps as well as 

defining new gaps, which included an additional gap between the proposed 

strategic development area North of Fareham (in Fareham Borough) and the 

settlements of Knowle and Wickham (in Winchester District). The wording of 

Policy CP18 is provided below: 

The Local Planning Authority will retain the generally open and 

undeveloped nature of the following defined settlement gaps: 

◼ Bishop’s Waltham – Swanmore – Waltham Chase – Shedfield – Shirrell 

Heath 

◼ Denmead – Waterlooville 

◼ Kings Worthy – Abbots Worthy 

◼ Otterbourne – Southdown 
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◼ Winchester – Compton Street 

◼ Winchester – Kings Worthy/Headbourne Worthy 

◼ Winchester – Littleton 

◼ Whiteley – Fareham/Fareham Western Wards (the ‘Meon Gap’) 

◼ Welborne Gap  

Within these areas only development that does not physically or visually 

diminish the gap will be allowed. 

2.17 To protect the individual character and identity of those settlements 

adjoining the proposed strategic development area at North Fareham, an area 

of open land is identified as a Gap to be maintained between the strategic 

development area and Knowle and Wickham (see Policy SH4). Development 

which would threaten the open and undeveloped character of this area will be 

resisted and the land should be managed to secure the long-term retention of 

its rural character. 

2.18 The strategic development area mentioned in Policy CP18 will lead to the 

delivery of around 6000 dwellings to the north of Fareham. Open areas will be 

included to ensure the separation between the new development and the 

existing settlements of Knowle and Wickham. 

The Emerging Winchester Local Plan 

2.19 The Regulation 18 Winchester Local Plan has carried forward the nine 

settlement gaps previously identified in the Core Strategy, in Policy NE7 – 

Settlement Gaps currently worded as follows: 

The Local Planning Authority will retain the generally open and 

undeveloped nature of the following defined settlement gaps: 
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◼ i) Bishop’s Waltham – Swanmore – Waltham Chase – Shedfield – 

Shirrell Heath 

◼ ii) Denmead – Waterlooville 

◼ iii) Kings Worthy - Abbots Worthy 

◼ iv) Otterbourne – Southdown 

◼ v) Winchester – Compton Street 

◼ vi) Winchester – Kings Worthy/Headbourne Worthy 

◼ vii) Winchester – Littleton 

◼ viii) Whiteley – Fareham/Fareham Western Wards (the ‘Meon Gap’) 

◼ ix) Knowle, Wickham and Welborne 

Within these areas only development that does not undermine the function 

of the gap and its intended role to define and retain the separate identity of 

settlements will be permitted. 

Any development should not cause harm to the character and landscape of 

the area. Development which would threaten the open and undeveloped 

character of these gaps will be resisted and the land should be managed to 

secure the long-term retention of its rural character. 

Relevant Regulation 18 consultation responses 

received in relation to settlement gaps in the 

emerging Local Plan 

2.20 Regulation 18 consultations on the emerging Winchester Local Plan 

generated a number of representations on draft Policy NE7 (Settlement Gaps).  

There is general support for the policy but there were also some comments 
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calling for the designation of new settlement gaps judged to be sensitive by 

consultees, but not currently designated as settlement gaps in Policy NE7, and 

others calling for a review of existing gaps not judged by consultees to be as 

sensitive as Policy NE7 indicates them to be.  

Neighbourhood Plans 

2.21 Neighbourhood Plans came into force under the Localism Act 2011 and 

give local communities the ability to determine where new houses, businesses, 

shops and community facilities should be located and can allocate sites for 

development. 

2.22 Denmead Neighbourhood Plan is the only ‘made’ Neighbourhood Plan for 

which Winchester City Council is the lead planning authority. There is a ‘made’ 

Neighbourhood Plan for Twyford but this neighbourhood plan area falls within 

South Downs National Park so the National Park Authority is the lead planning 

authority. Hursley Parish Council and New Alresford Parish Council are each in 

the process of preparing a Neighbourhood Development Plan. The City Council 

has designated Hursley and New Alresford as Neighbourhood Areas for the 

purposes of producing a Neighbourhood Plan. 

Denmead Neighbourhood Plan 2011-2031 

2.23 The Neighbourhood Plan was ‘made’ as part of the Winchester District 

Development Plan on 1st April 2015. The Neighbourhood Plan contains a total 

of eight policies. Policy 1: A Spatial Plan for the Parish reasserts the definition 

of the settlement gap between Denmead and Waterlooville. The Denmead – 

Waterlooville Settlement Gap is defined within the proposals map. The gap is 

recognised as important in helping Denmead keep its rural character. There are 

a number of buildings within the gap, including an industrial estate, which are 

allowed to make small alterations to their structure provided that they do not 

compromise the integrity and nature of the gap. This gap is identified within 

Policy NE7 – Settlement Gaps of the emerging Winchester Local Plan.  
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Twyford Neighbourhood Plan 2019-2033 

2.24 The Neighbourhood Plan was ‘made’ as part of the Development Plan for 

the South Downs National Park Authority on the 10th February 2022. Policy 

LHE1 – Protected Gaps protects the Twyford and Colden Common gap and the 

Twyford and Shawford gap to prevent settlement coalescence and maintain the 

identity of Twyford. This gap falls within the South Downs National Park and 

therefore is not identified within the emerging Winchester Local Plan. A portion 

of the Twyford and Colden Common gap and the Twyford and Shawford gap fall 

within the Winchester District Local Plan boundary and therefore help to protect 

the identity of Shawford and Colden Common. Both Shawford and Colden 

Common fall within the Winchester District Local Plan boundary. 

South Downs National Park Authority  

2.25 The South Downs Local Plan 2014 – 2033 was adopted on the 2nd July 

2019. The Local Plan covers the whole of the National Park area. Part of the 

South Downs National Park falls within Winchester District. 

2.26 Policy SD25 of the South Downs Local Plan sets out a development 

strategy that maintains the character of settlements and the countryside. This 

policy defines settlement boundaries. Outside of settlement boundaries, land is 

considered as open countryside and therefore development is only permitted in 

exceptional circumstances. In addition, Strategic Policy SD4: Landscape 

Character states that development proposals should demonstrate that 

“settlement pattern and individual identity of settlements and the integrity of 

predominately open and undeveloped land between settlements will not be 

undermined”. 

2.27 South Downs National Park Authority is currently reviewing the Local Plan 

and are working towards a Regulation 18 consultation in early 2025. 
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

3.1 This chapter details the methodology used in undertaking the review of the 

current settlement gaps. 

Approach 

3.2 There is no specific, recognised guidance for the assessment of settlement 

gaps. LUC’s approach is based on past experience of settlement gaps studies 

and is consistent with the roles of settlement gaps identified in PfSH’s 2023 

Spatial Position Statement and the 2008 Policy Framework for Gaps 

summarised in Chapter 2. The Winchester settlement gaps were appraised 

using the following approach: 

◼ Define an area of assessment encompassing all land where development 

has some degree of potential to reduce separation. This includes all land 

between settlements rather than just the land currently defined as 

settlement gaps.  

◼ Assess the strength of each gap, taking into consideration its contribution 

to settlement setting, the degree of physical and visual separation it 

provides, and the extent of urbanising influences. In doing this, take into 

consideration the likely impact of allocated and permitted developments 

(but not unallocated and unapproved proposals), and note any 

designations which may represent a constraint to development. 

◼ Identify the factors key to preserving settlement separation.  

◼ Comment on whether existing gap boundaries should be altered to either i) 

include additional land which is potentially necessary for maintaining 

settlement separation, or ii) exclude land which is not necessary for this 

purpose, or where the gap as a whole is not considered to contribute 

significantly to the distinct identity of settlements.  
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◼ With reference to the PfSH guidance (see paragraph 2.10 above) that 

mentions “including no more land than is necessary to prevent the 

coalescence of settlements”, in making these suggestions it is recognised 

that there are difficulties in defining what is ‘necessary’. A precautionary 

approach has been adopted in which suggested alterations may include 

some land where, subject to the nature of specific proposals, it may be 

possible to demonstrate that development would not significantly affect the 

key features identified as being important to settlement separation.  

◼ It is also recognised that the extent to which boundary alterations are 

warranted is also to a degree dependent on level of development pressure 

in a particular area, which is a consideration outside of the scope of this 

study. There may be reasons unrelated to settlement separation which 

mean that development proposals are unlikely to be forthcoming. 

3.3 Figure 3.1 illustrates the location and names of the seven gaps assessed in 

the study, including the additional areas currently not designated but considered 

in the assessment. 

Evaluation criteria 

3.4 A gap should provide the sense of leaving one settlement and moving 

through countryside before entering a different settlement. The analysis of gap 

strength considered settlement setting, physical and visual separation and 

urbanising influences in order to comment on the extent to which land is distinct 

from urban areas.  

3.5 The analysis included identification of the factors most important to 

maintaining separation, resulting in suggestions as to what land it is necessary 

to include in each designated gap in order to prevent significant weakening of 

the gap. 

3.6 This chapter details the methodology used in undertaking the review of the 

current settlement gaps. 
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Approach 

3.7 There is no specific, recognised guidance for the assessment of settlement 

gaps. LUC’s approach is based on past experience of settlement gaps studies 

and is consistent with the roles of settlement gaps identified in PfSH’s 2023 

Spatial Position Statement and the 2008 Policy Framework for Gaps 

summarised in Chapter 2. The Winchester settlement gaps were appraised 

using the following approach: 

◼ Define an area of assessment encompassing all land where development 

has some degree of potential to reduce separation. This includes all land 

between settlements rather than just the land currently defined as 

settlement gaps.  

◼ Assess the strength of each gap, taking into consideration its contribution 

to settlement setting, the degree of physical and visual separation it 

provides, and the extent of urbanising influences. In doing this, take into 

consideration the likely impact of allocated and permitted developments 

(but not unallocated and unapproved proposals), and note any 

designations which may represent a constraint to development. 

◼ Identify the factors key to preserving settlement separation.  

◼ Comment on whether existing gap boundaries should be altered to either i) 

include additional land which is potentially necessary for maintaining 

settlement separation, or ii) exclude land which is not necessary for this 

purpose, or where the gap as a whole is not considered to contribute 

significantly to the distinct identity of settlements.  

◼ With reference to the PfSH guidance (see paragraph 2.10 above) that 

mentions “including no more land than is necessary to prevent the 

coalescence of settlements”, in making these suggestions it is recognised 

that there are difficulties in defining what is ‘necessary’. A precautionary 

approach has been adopted in which suggested alterations may include 

some land where, subject to the nature of specific proposals, it may be 

possible to demonstrate that development would not significantly affect the 

key features identified as being important to settlement separation.  
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◼ It is also recognised that the extent to which boundary alterations are 

warranted is also to a degree dependent on level of development pressure 

in a particular area, which is a consideration outside of the scope of this 

study. There may be reasons unrelated to settlement separation which 

mean that development proposals are unlikely to be forthcoming. 

3.8 Figure 3.1 illustrates the location and names of the seven gaps assessed in 

the study, including the additional areas currently not designated but considered 

in the assessment. 

Evaluation criteria 

3.9 A gap should provide the sense of leaving one settlement and moving 

through countryside before entering a different settlement. The analysis of gap 

strength considered settlement setting, physical and visual separation and 

urbanising influences in order to comment on the extent to which land is distinct 

from urban areas.  

3.10 The analysis included identification of the factors most important to 

maintaining separation, resulting in suggestions as to what land it is necessary 

to include in each designated gap in order to prevent significant weakening of 

distinction between settlements. 
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3.11 It is important to note that gap strength is not the same as gap importance. 

A strong gap typically has more scope for development than a weak gap – 

unless it is so weak that open land within it is not considered important to a 

settlement’s distinct character – but even in a strong gap there may be little 

scope for development without compromising features on which that gap 

strength is dependent. The lists of key separating features can also be used as 

an ongoing development management tool, to inform judgements as to whether 

development in a particular location within the gap would significantly affect 

settlement separation. The evaluation for each gap uses professional 

judgement to weigh up three aspects of settlement separation: 

◼ Settlement setting. 

◼ Physical and visual separation. 

◼ Urbanising influences.  

3.12 The analysis approach for each of these criteria is described in the 

paragraphs below. The resulting analysis was structured around these criteria, 

with concluding comments on gap strength, a list of key elements in preserving 

distinction between settlements, and commentary regarding gap boundaries. 

The contribution made by a particular landscape element to gap strength will to 

a degree depend on overall gap strength: a feature which in a fragile, narrow 

gap may be considered important to separation could be less important if 

located in a stronger, wider gap. 

3.13 Gaps were assessed on the assumption that allocated sites will be 

developed in accordance with Local Plan policies. Where development has 

been consented, consideration was given to any masterplans when assessing 

the role of boundary features in maintaining settlement separation.   

Settlement setting 

3.14 This considers the extent to which land in the gap contributes to the setting 

of the settlement(s). Land in a gap is likely to be playing a more significant role 
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if it forms a distinctive feature in a settlement’s setting. This might be a 

distinctive landform or land use prominent in views to or from the settlement, or 

on arrival/departure, such as a hill or valley. It might also be a consistent, 

longstanding boundary that has historically influenced settlement form, such as 

a river, major road or woodland.   

Physical and visual separation 

3.15 The assessment of physical and visual separation considers gap size, the 

nature of land cover, topography and connecting routes between the 

settlements. 

3.16 All other things being equal, a wider gap will provide greater protection 

against coalescence than a narrower gap, but other factors will affect the 

perception of separation. A gap is likely to be stronger if: 

◼ There is a strong physical boundary feature that separates it from the 

settlement edge. The strongest type of boundary feature would be 

something which forms a physical and visual barrier, such as a woodland. 

A major road or river would not be visual barrier but could still be strong, 

consistent edge, forming a barrier to movement. A hedgerow or garden 

fences would be weaker boundary features. A very visible, strongly 

defined development edge would not typically be considered a strong 

boundary to further development, but if it was a consistent boundary over 

some distance that would increase its contribution.  

◼ It has landforms and/or land cover which give a sense of passing through 

a landscape which is distinct from the settlements. Landforms and 

landcover which prevent intervisibility between settlements and also limit 

urban views from within the gap are likely to provide the strongest 

separation, but there may still be a sense of separation if land has a 

distinctive character even though there may be visual openness across 

much of the gap. 

◼ There are no direct vehicular routes between the settlements. A gap is 

more readily perceived as being narrow if it can be crossed rapidly, so if 
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there are no roads, or only indirect links, perception of separation will be 

greater.  

Urbanising influences 

3.17 The assessment of urbanising influences considers the extent and 

character of any existing development within the gap. 

3.18 A gap is likely to be stronger if: 

◼ It has little residential or employment development, or if any built 

development is rural rather than urban in character/form. 

◼ It is not dominated by infrastructure associated with human activity, such 

as roads, electricity substations, pylons and overhead lines or sewage 

works. Where there are roads, those with lighting and pavements will 

typically have a greater association with urban areas than rural lanes that 

have neither. 

◼ It retains a rural character and is not dominated by land uses typically 

associated with urban edges, such as horse paddocks or formal 

recreational facilities. 

◼ It has semi-natural land uses, such as woodland or marshland.  
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