REPRESENTOR ID: 1265&1347
MATTER: 10
WYCOMBE DISTRICT LOCAL PLAN EXAMINATION
KEEP BOURNE END GREEN
STATEMENT IN RELATION TO MATTER 10
1.

It is hoped that Keep Bourne End Green (“KBEG”) and its deep local support has been
sufficiently introduced already (hence the introductory paragraphs that appear in the
earlier Matter Statements are not repeated here).

2.

This Statement is primarily focussed on Matter 10(1)(d).

1. Are the following allocations soundly based and is there evidence that the development
of the sites is viable and deliverable?
…
d) BE2 – Hollands Farm, Bourne End & Wooburn
3.

The short, and powerful, answers are: no, the allocation is not soundly based; and, no,
there is insufficient evidence to allow a conclusion that the site is viable and deliverable,
even judged against the low bar of “reasonable prospect” for developable sites. Policy
BE2 fails the tests set by NPPF paragraph 182 by a margin.

4.

The reality is that the Council has made a mistake in proposing to release Hollands Farm
from Green Belt and allocate it. KBEG respectfully asks the Inspector to put that mistake
right by recommending the removal of Policy BE2 from the Local Plan and the retention
of Hollands Farm as Green Belt. The consequences of not doing so do not bear
contemplation: if this valuable piece of Green Belt is lost there will be no going back.

5.

Our written representations regarding Policy BE2 and associated policies have now been
supplemented by contributions at examination sessions. We will not repeat what has
already been said, in writing or orally, in particular in relation to other Matters, but
instead concentrate on particular aspects of the finer grain points concerning Policy BE2
and the proposed release of Hollands Farm from Green Belt. However, it is necessary to
put those points in context. On that basis we first briefly consider what has been revealed
or confirmed by the examination sessions so far as regards the wider themes relevant to
Policy BE2. The structure is:
(1) Wider themes: points relevant to Policy BE2 revealed/confirmed by examination
sessions so far.
(2) Particular aspects of the finer grain points concerning Policy BE2/the release of
Hollands Farm from Green Belt, covering:
•

inadequate evidence base;

•

mischaracterisation of the landscape and its value;

•

misappraisal against Green Belt purposes;
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6.

•

loss of BMV land;

•

adverse impact on the Conservation Area;

•

lack of necessary infrastructure;

•

transport impacts; and

•

delivery and viability obstacles.

We also pick up important new information regarding the Chilterns Conservation
Board’s request for extension of the AONB boundary to include all of BE2.

Wider themes: points relevant to Policy BE2 revealed/confirmed by examination
sessions so far (addressed chronologically)
7.

Breach of SEA Regulations: At the first session (Matter 1 - legal requirements), we
further explained the two principal breaches:
(1) failure to consider reasonable alternatives to the distribution of some 800 homes to
“Bourne End and Wooburn” via the (associated) release of Green Belt at Bourne
End by the release and allocation of Hollands Farm;
(2) failure to base the assessments, at least as regards Hollands Farm, on site-specific
evidence, so failing to identify likely significant effects.

8.

It was apparent that the Council had no answer to the case law relied upon by KBEG in
relation to the first breach, the decision of Mr Justice Mitting in the St Albans Green Belt
case [APP37] (as discussed, the decision of the Court of Appeal in Ashdown Forest
[2015] EWCA 681 we correctly anticipated the Council would cite in response does not
assist it: that judgment expressly approves St Albans - note, the judgment is still not in
the examination documents). The second breach is explored below.

9.

Artificiality of “Bourne End and Wooburn” construct and erroneous designation as
Tier 2 “settlement”: At the second session (Matter 2 - spatial strategy and settlement
hierarchy), we addressed the Local Plan’s flawed settlement hierarchy, its artificial
construct “Bourne End and Wooburn” and its distribution there of some 800 homes. We
explained the radical change in the approach to the villages of Bourne End and Wooburn
in the Local Plan, compared to the Core Strategy, namely the elevation of Bourne End
and Wooburn up the settlement hierarchy in the (complete) absence of any evidence to
justify the change.

10. The Council’s response revealed the lack of any evidential basis for the designation of
“Bourne End and Wooburn” and its Tier 2 allocation:
(i) the Council insisted (entirely semantically) that the current Core Strategy has no
settlement hierarchy, despite the obviously differential treatment given to the main
settlements of High Wycombe, Marlow and Princes Risborough (the subject of
settlement-specific policies CS3, CS4, CS5 and CS6), compared to that given to
“rural settlements and the rural areas”, including Bourne End and Wooburn (Policy
2

CS7), and the clear words of Policy CS2 “The principal focus for new development
will be High Wycombe… At Marlow, Princes Risborough and the other smaller
settlements identified in Policy CS 7 ‘ Rural Settlements and the Rural Areas ’,
development will be on a smaller scale…”;
(ii) the Council conceded that “Bourne End and Wooburn” fails its own criteria for
Tier 2; and
(iii) the Council instead sought to rely on job numbers (in Appendix 1 to the Spatial
Strategy Topic Paper 1) that it had dropped as a criterion from the Settlement
Hierarchy Study [SHS1].
11. Remarkably, the Council is seeking to promote the artificial construct of “Bourne End
and Wooburn” through this Local Plan, whilst insisting (rightly) in its (adopted)
Development Brief for the Slate Meadow site [RS3] that the planning performance
agreement objectives include maintaining the villages’ “separate identities” and, through
the provision of open space, contributing “to (their) separation” (page 2), and that the
“vision” is for the site to involve “the creation of multi-functional spaces that maintain
the separation between Wooburn and Bourne End…” (page 35).
12. The consequence of the Council’s unsound approach to “Bourne End and Wooburn”, in
terms of the spatial strategy and settlement hierarchy, is the unsustainable distribution of
some 800 homes to the villages, despite their obvious lack of facilities and necessary
infrastructure, as explained in the Matter 2 session.
13. Housing supply greater than Local Plan assumes: At the third session (Matter 3 housing), Mr Carter gave evidence that detailed the true (and updated) extent of the
housing land supply in Wycombe District.
14. The results of Mr Carter’s joint work with the Council to address the Inspector’s action
point are awaited. However, his numbers are sound and it is beyond doubt that there is no
need for Green Belt to be released in Wycombe to meet housing OAN, given what
Aylesbury Vale has agreed to deliver. But regardless, when considering whether
“exceptional circumstances” exist the Inspector must look not only to housing supply as
(narrowly) defined in terms of NPPF five year housing land supply. Where the reality (as
here) is that there will be delivery materially above and beyond the NPPF definition of
five year housing land supply (such as windfall from garden intensification or prior
approval, notably office to residential) that must be taken into account when assessing
the level of unmet housing need in the context of the Green Belt exceptional
circumstances test.
15. That is before we come to the fact that the NPPF gives little if any support for the
position (which underpins the Council’s approach to Green Belt release) that unmet
housing need may justify/substantially justify a finding of exceptional circumstances.
That turns NPPF paragraphs 47 and 82 on their head, but it is what the Council has done
(as discussed at Matter 6, the Council’s “criteria” (i) and (iii) for Green Belt release in
[GB1] at paragraph 2.4 are prerequisites for any major housing development, and
“criteria” (ii) is always a necessary assessment when judging Green Belt release).
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16. General (relevant) flaws in Green Belt assessment: At the sixth session (Matter 6 Green Belt), we considered how the Council’s contortions to advance the artificial
construct of “Bourne End and Wooburn” and place that construct in Tier 2, fed through
to the Green Belt assessment and informed its decision to release Hollands Farm from
Green Belt, as:
(i) the “Draft Green Belt - Part 2 Site Assessment” (June 2016) states that the Council
gave “particular attention” to land parcels abutting High Wycombe, Princes
Risborough, Marlow and Bourne End precisely because those locations “form Tier
1 and Tier 2 of the settlement hierarchy” and so on that basis were the “most
sustainable” (page 12 – note the document is not in the Local Plan evidence base);
and
(ii) when considering land against its own stated release criteria, once again the
Council was not true to those in the case of Bourne End (just as it was not true to
its criteria for Tier 2 settlements in the case of “Bourne End and Wooburn”). The
“criteria”, at [GB1] paragraph 2.4, include at (i) “must be a logical extension to an
existing settlement in Tiers 1-4 as identified in the Settlement Hierarchy”.
However the great majority of BE2 is in the Tier 6 settlement of Hedsor (see
Appendix E to the Settlement Hierarchy Study [SHS1.1]).
17. The upshot is both the Green Belt assessment and the Local Plan characterise BE2 –
Hollands Farm as within the (artificial) settlement of “Bourne End and Wooburn”, when
in fact it is mostly in Hedsor (Tier 6). Hedsor includes Hawks Hill and Harvest Hill.
Without acknowledging it, what Policy BE2 will actually do is join the separate
settlements (Kiln Lane and Grassy Lane footpath (both sunken Chiltern lanes) clearly
demonstrate the present separation).

Inadequate evidence base for Hollands Farm
18. The Matter 6 session also confirmed (through the Council’s inability to answer) what
KBEG has said throughout regarding the Green Belt “assessment” of Hollands Farm: the
extraordinary truth is that 19 separate sites were visited for assessment in one day. The
Council (Mr White) could not assist the Inspector, despite having known of KBEG’s
position since paragraph 1.16 of its BE2 written representation, and could not even say
whether the visit was by the same officer or different officers. But it is obvious that the
assessment, including whatever (unspecified) overview was provided by Mr White and a
landscape officer, was inadequate. That hard reality is just one part of the explanation of
why and how the Council’s Green Belt assessment got Hollands Farm so dramatically
wrong.
19. It is also just one example of a repeated theme: the lack of an adequate site-specific
evidence base to support the Local Plan’s approach to Hollands Farm. This manifests not
just in relation to the role Hollands Farm plays within the Green Belt but also with regard
to: landscape character and visual impact assessment; the historic environment and
heritage assets and, in addition, transport/highways and related flood risk issues.
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Mischaracterisation of Hollands Farm landscape and its value
20. The Council’s mischaracterisation of the landscape of Hollands Farm is summarised at
paragraphs 2.7 – 2.11 of KBEG’s BE2 representation. The detail is in the Pegasus and
Martin Leay reports (Appendices 5 and 8). In a nutshell:
•

contrary to the Council’s appraisal, Hollands Farm is not effectively enclosed by
the nearby settlement areas, it is part of the wider countryside and possesses
strong rights of way linkages to the contiguous countryside to the north;

•

nor is Hollands Farm “more semi-urban” and “almost completely enveloped by
built form” - its overriding character is very rural and highly attractive
countryside.

21. Had the Council’s Green Belt Assessments adequately considered Hollands Farm “on the
ground”, all of this would have been appreciated, and the conclusion would have been
(or ought to have been) very different.
22. Not one but two independent landscape experts appraised Hollands Farm – Mr Andy
Cook of Pegasus and Mr Martin Leay of Martin Leay Associates – and both reached
views diametrically opposed to those of the Council. Unlike the Council, they reached
those views following suitably thorough site visits. The difference between the Council’s
characterisation and that of Messrs Cook and Leay is not a matter of reasonable
disagreement between experts. The Council’s characterisation is simply wrong, and
unsurprisingly so given the way the Council set about it.
23. The Chilterns Conservation Board’s request that Natural England redraw the boundaries
of the AONB (to include, inter alia, Hollands Farm) was also discussed at the Matter 6
session. It was only on 17 July 2018 that the Board provided KBEG with the “Case for
Reviewing the Boundary of the AONB” it submitted to Natural England in 2013
(attached). Natural England had previously indicated 2018/19 for determination.
However, as of 3 August 2018, we now understand the determination will follow the
publication of the Glover review in 2019. But whatever the timetable, the fact that
Hollands Farm has been advanced for designation as AONB by the Board speaks
volumes for its landscape quality.

Misappraisal of Hollands Farm against Green Belt purposes
24. The Council’s misappraisal of Hollands Farm’s performance against the five Green Belt
purposes is set out at our Appendices 4 and 7 and summarised at paragraphs 2.11-2.22 of
our BE2 representation. Appendices 4 and 7 (Messrs Cook/Foyn and Leay) speak for
themselves. But what is noteworthy is that had Hollands Farm been given its appropriate
score against any of the five Green Belt purposes, including at least a score 3 under
Purpose 3, it would have been sifted out on the Council’s own terms. That is before we
come to the other obvious flaws in the Council’s definition of/approach to the five
purposes, including:
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(i)

the Council’s approach to Purpose 1 (explained in [GB2]) downgrades all Green
Belt land in the District that is not around High Wycombe – on the basis that only
Green Belt around High Wycombe is meeting the purpose. That is a nonsense,
which misses the point of Purpose 1: to check urban sprawl. Hollands Farm is
plainly separating Bourne End from the surrounding settlements (immediately,
separating it from Hedsor Road and separating wooded Hawks Hill/Harvest Hill
from the industrial land to the west, but also working hard further afield). A “nil”
score is not remotely justified; and

(ii) in relation to Purpose 2 (prevent neighbouring towns merging), which [GB2]
explains is interpreted as preventing the merging of “all non-Green Belt
settlements”, both [GB2] and then [GB1] completely miss that Hollands Farm is
performing Purpose 2 by preventing the merging of Bourne End and the other
settlements around BE2. Again, a “nil” score is not remotely justified.
25. As with the Council’s mischaracterisation of Hollands Farm, the independent experts
who have had the time to adequately assess Hollands Farm have reached a radically
different view to the Council’s Green Belt assessment: Hollands Farm performs strongly
across the Green Belt purposes.
26. Note, too that the independent experts have come to conclusions that mirror those of the
Inspector, Mr Geoff Salter, who inquired into the (current) Wycombe Local Plan over
2000-2001. See Chapters 3 and 8 (housing and Green Belt) of his report [DPD7], in
particular paragraphs 3.2.6.48-49 (Jackson’s Field) and 9.2.23 ( that part of Hollands
Farm abutting the Wessex Road industrial estate).
27. On a related note, KBEG also endorse West Waddy’s objection to the Local Plan’s
failure to carry over old Policy C16 (see also 8.16.1-8.16.11 of [DPD7] there).

Loss of best and most versatile agricultural land
28. Paragraph 3.2.6.49 of Mr Salter’s report also bears on the argument (wrongly) attempted
by promoters that Hollands Farm is not BMV agricultural land. We attach the relevant
portion of the Defra MAGiC Map. We also attach MAFF maps uploaded by Natural
England in May 2016 (which they clearly consider still relevant), and the 1997 survey of
part of Hollands Farm we understand informed them.

Adverse impact on the setting of Hedsor Road and Riversdale Conservation Area
contrary to Policy BE2 paragraph 1(d)
29. Policy BE2 itself precludes the quantum of development proposed: it will inevitably
conflict with BE2, paragraph 1(b).
30. Since KBEG’s written representations, the Council has adopted a final Character
Appraisal. Although the efforts of the promoters to water down the draft Character
Appraisal are apparent in the final version, they failed (rightly) to remove the recognition
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that Area A “Upper Bourne End” “largely conserves its rural setting” thanks to Hollands
Farm. In any event, as the Pegasus Conservation Area Setting Assessment concludes,
development of BE2 for 467 residential units and a primary school would result in harm
to the Conservation Area, contrary to BE2 paragraph 1(b).
31. See also Historic England’s comments (requesting that paragraph 1(b) be strengthened)
(attached).
32. No update is required regarding the harm to the other designated heritage assets.

Lack of necessary local infrastructure
33. No update is required.

Transport impacts
34. No update is required (the drastic impact on the local road network speaks for itself).

Viability and delivery obstacles
35. Since our BE2 representation, it is now clear the Church will not sell its part of Jackson’s
Field for development (documents evidencing ownership and the resolution are
attached).
36. Also, the promoters’ representations (Savills for Catesby Estates, Planning Works for L
Noe) show they have woken up to the site access issues we raise (and see the Motion
work). However, their new proposals (Heavens Lea, Bridgestone Drive) are equally
flawed (Bridgestone Drive/Millboard Road access would involve flood zones 2 and 3
and effectively a single lane due to parked cars); Princes Road and Heavens Lea accesses
would be plainly unsuitable because of public transport issues with width and/or
visibility.
37. That there are two promoters, holding different land ownerships, advancing different
access proposals simply reinforces our view that there is also a land assembly issue.
38. The already obvious delivery and viability obstacles facing BE2 discussed in our written
representations have increased.

Conclusion
39. The release of Hollands Farm from Green Belt and site allocation Police BE2 are not
sound and the Inspector is respectfully requested to recommend the retention of Hollands
Farm as Green Belt and the removal of Policy BE2 from the Local Plan.
Keep Bourne End Green
August 2018
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Schedule of Attachments:
Chilterns Conservation “Case for Reviewing the Boundary of the AONB” submitted to
Natural England in 2013 (supplied to KBEG on 17 July 2018).
Relevant portion of the Defra MAGiC Map.
MAFF maps uploaded by Natural England in May 2016 and the 1997 survey of part of
Hollands Farm that it is understood informed those maps.
Letter from Historic England.
Documents showing the Church’s ownership of part of BE2 and its resolution not to sell the
land to be developed.
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Boundary of the AONB
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The Case for Reviewing the Boundary
of the Chilterns AONB
Summary
1.

The core of the Chiltern Hills is designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty. It covers only half of the area commonly accepted to be The
Chilterns. That part of the Chilterns not currently designated lies on the dip
slope of the Chilterns escarpment which falls south eastwards to the Thames
Valley and the Colne Valley, a tributary of the Thames. The Chiltern Hills
National Character Area (110) covers most of the wider Chilterns, the area
also covered by The Chiltern Society.

2.

A review of the AONB boundary provides a welcome opportunity to reconsider
whether more of the Chiltern Hills should be designated as AONB.

3.

The Chilterns Conservation Board requests that Natural England consider
reviewing the boundary of the Chilterns AONB in four areas covering a total of
331 sq.kms (Map 1);

4.

•

North Hertfordshire - an area to the south of Hitchin and east of Luton.
(Area1- 92 sq.kms)

•

South Buckinghamshire - the area between the River Thames, Slough
and Chalfont Common (Area 2 – 81 sq.kms)

•

Thames Valley – the area bordered to the north by the Thames and
between Cookham (north of Maidenhead) and Caversham (north of
Reading) (Area 3 – 78 sq.kms)

•

Eastern Area – the area between Chesham, Amersham, Berkhamsted
and Hemel Hempstead (Area 4 – 80 sq.kms)

It is the view of the Conservation Board and relevant partners that these areas
are worthy of consideration for designation as part of the Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty as they meet the criteria for designation, including the primary
justifications of landscape quality. They also are important as they: link local
towns and surrounding countryside; provide extensive opportunities for
recreation and environmental education, and contain significant numbers of
designated sites and areas of environmental and cultural heritage.
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5.

In selecting areas to be, potentially, considered for designation as AONB the
Board and its partners are confident they meet the criteria given in the
guidance issued by Natural England in March 2011, in particular that weight
must be given to:
Landscape Quality
Scenic Quality
Relative wildness
Relative tranquillity
Natural heritage features
Cultural heritage

6.

The Board is aware that recreational opportunities are not a reason for
designation of an AONB. However, the Conservation Board does have a
statutory purpose to promote enjoyment and understanding of its special
qualities. The reality is that the importance and popularity of the Chilterns for
recreation is considerable. It is already one of the most visited protected
landscapes in Europe with 55 million visits per annum. All four of the
proposed areas are in themselves important for their recreational
opportunities and are an integral part of the wider access networks and
appeal of the Chiltern Hills. For example, both the Chiltern Way and Chiltern
Cycleway link the AONB and the proposed areas.

7.

It is proposing these four areas the requirements set out in the letter from
Natural England of 20th June 2013 have been given considerable weight.
Ecological connectivity
Climate Change
Public Engagement with nature
Public benefits from a healthy natural environment.

Landscape Character
8.

Areas 1, 3 and 4 fall within the Chilterns National Character Area and Area 2
lies in the Thames Valley NCA. All four exhibit the typical landscape character
of the Chiltern Hills - a chalk escarpment facing north-west with a dipslope to
the south east running into the Thames Valley. The four areas proposed for
possible inclusion in the AONB fall in the transition zone of dipslope to the
Thames Valley (including the River Colne). This is an area where the
boundary is currently convoluted and long thought to have excluded areas
that should have been included at the time of the last boundary review in
1984-1990.

9.

It is notable that they are all encompassed by the area covered by The
Chiltern Society.

10.

Area 2, in South Bucks, although not in NCA 110, is the original ancient
designation of Chiltern Hundred and culturally is very much part of the
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Chilterns including the renowned Burnham Beeches National Nature Reserve.
It represents the transition between the Chilterns escarpment and the Thames
Valley.
11.

The Thames is currently the boundary for a considerable part of the AONB
but only includes one side of the river and the river valley. Inclusion of Area 3
will ensure that a more comprehensive landscape approach can be
countenanced.

Evidence Base
12.

The Board, and its partners, have based the case on the evidence provided
by the following data sets:
•

Natural Character Area Profiles

•

Landscape Character Assessments for; Buckinghamshire;
Hertfordshire; Wokingham Borough; and the Royal Borough of Windsor
and Maidenhead

•

Geology and soils maps

•

Historic Landscape Characterisation

•

Woodland including Ancient Woodland

•

Common land

•

SSSIs, NNRs and SACs

•

Registered Parks and Gardens

•

Conservation Areas

•

Listed Buildings (Grade I and Grade II*)

•

Scheduled Ancient Monuments

•

National Trust Property

•

Public Rights of Way, National Trails and promoted routes

•

Open Access Land

•

Priority Habitats

13.

To support the four proposed areas the Board and its partners have compiled
the same supporting evidence base for each.

14.

The Board is conscious that, whilst all 4 areas exhibit, strongly, various typical
characteristics of the Chilterns, they are also distinct in many ways. Whilst the
Board requests that the merits of including all four areas as a group are taken
into account, it wishes them to be considered on their individual merits too.
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The Boundary
15.

The Board notes the advice in page 10, of the Guidance for assessing
landscapes for designation as National Park or AONB - March 2011, where
Natural England states that, “It is not necessary to identify a precise ‘hard’
boundary for an area in relation to which the technical criteria are considered
at the initial stage.” This accords with our own view of the process as it would
be both impractical and undesirable to do so at this formative stage.

16.

Accordingly, the Board has deliberately not identified a precise boundary for
each area. Whilst a potential AONB extension has been identified with a
possible boundary, usually in line with the boundary of the landscape
character area units, a more in depth assessment is needed to determine the
most appropriate boundary should the Chilterns be selected as an AONB for
further boundary review work.

Consultation and Support
17.

The Board has also faced a dilemma on the extent to which it consults at this
formative stage to identify support for a review. From past experience of
sensitive geographical issues, a lesson has been not to consult too widely too
early until all the evidence has been compiled and there is a solid case to be
argued that is capable of withstanding interrogation. To consult too widely too
early, inevitably raises either expectation or fear. The review of the boundary
can be expected to exercise such emotions with camps developing both for
and against, the latter generally from landowners and developers.

18.

Those bodies consulted to date, both formally and informally, primarily the
local authorities have been supportive in principle. They too need to be party
to a much more in depth examination of the precise boundary, not least as
there are few obvious and well defined natural features to use - such is the
nature of an escarpment dipslope.

19.

The Conservation Board has assessed all areas which it wishes to be
considered for designation as AONB. This includes the councillors from
relevant local authorities who have been appointed to the Board by those
councils. This doesn’t apply to Area 4 (Thames Valley) as nearly all of it lies
within Wokingham Borough and the Royal Borough of Windsor and
Maidenhead which do not currently appoint to the Conservation Board.

Full length boundary Review and de-designation
20.

This submission is based on four relatively large areas which could,
potentially, be designated as AONB. There are a number of much smaller
areas that the Board would like to be considered. It is not clear for the
purposes of the current exercise if it is appropriate to also put them forward.

21.

Two small areas the Board request should be considered for possible
designation as AONB are Totternhoe Knolls to the west of Dunstable in
Bedfordshire (Central Bedfordshire). This is an area of approx. 100 hectares
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immediately adjacent to the AONB which contains common land, a Scheduled
Ancient monument (Norman motte) and medieval chalk quarry which is now a
county wildlife trust reserve.
OS Map
Grid Reference

Sheet 165: Aylesbury & Leighton Buzzard
SP986218

http://www.chilternsaonb.org/explore-enjoy/interactive-map.html#705
22.

A second area is Chorleywood Common near Chorleywood in Hertfordshire
(Three Rivers District) which extends to 76 hectares immediately adjacent to
the AONB. It supports rare lowland heath.
http://www.chilternsaonb.org/explore-enjoy/interactive-map.html#367
OS Map
Grid Reference

172
TQ033964

23.

Both of these areas were inexplicably left out of the last boundary review.
They contain a wealth of wildlife and historical sites with excellent public
access. They provide ideal places for quiet recreation and environmental
education. Totternhoe Knolls is owned by the National Trust, Central
Bedfordshire Council and the Bedfordshire, Wildlife Trust. Chorleywood
Common is owned by Chorleywood Parish Council.

24.

In view of the difficulties experienced when the Chilterns boundary was last
revised (1984-1990) the Board would not wish the full existing boundary to be
reviewed. Currently the Board’s aspiration is simply to request that Natural
England consider the possibility of including four adjacent areas for
designation as AONB. Neither is it the Conservation Board’s wish that there is
any consideration of de-designating existing parts of the AONB.

Benefits of Designation
25.

The location of the Chilterns in the south east, only a few miles from London
inevitably means the AONB is popular as a place to live and to visit with all
the attendant pressures of traffic and development. It is also a place where
the wider landscape is a composite of small and large land holdings often with
relatively small fragmented land management units and landscape features.
This is typified by the woodland cover which, at 21%, makes the Chilterns one
of the most wooded parts of England, and yet the typical woodland is less
than 50 hectares in extent with a large number less than 10 hectares.

26.

Similarly the agricultural land is generally Grade 3, which is not particularly
productive and thus there is a mixture of arable and pastoral farming,
changing as the agricultural economic climate fluctuates. The result is that
farms are generally small with many hobby farmers - 61% of farm holdings
are less than 50 hectares and only a small number exceed 300 hectares.
There are still a number of larger estates with a traditional approach to land
management (farming, forestry, shooting etc.) but they are not large by
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comparison with other parts of the country. Only a small number exceed
2,000 hectares.
27.

There are over 2,000 hectares of common land providing a valuable and
special resource for wildlife, the historic environment, environmental
education and recreation, but are scattered across 200 sites.

28.

The aspiration to manage on a landscape scale needs a relatively high input
because of the fragmented nature of ownership and the landscape and
habitat mosaic.

29.

The desire to maintain the landscape character and special qualities enjoyed
by so many visitors requires a robust and clear stance on development and
the design of buildings. One effect of the AONB designation is to deflect
development into surrounding areas. This is both eroding the quality of those
areas and the setting of the AONB itself.

30.

Designation as AONB will confer on the proposed areas a much better
prospect of managing on a landscape scale and by ensuring development is
more appropriate in terms of scale, setting and design will conserve and
enhance the landscape of the proposed areas and the existing AONB.
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Area 1 – North Hertfordshire
Total Area – 92km2
Currently the southern boundary of the AONB follows the A505, a dual carriageway
which runs north eastwards in a more or less straight line from Luton to Hitchin. This
road does not follow any natural feature and must be considered an arbitrary
boundary. The natural landform and landscape character runs across the line of the
road from north to south following the dipslope of the Chiltern escarpment towards
the River Colne, a tributary of the Thames.
Despite the A505 being a major road it sits down in the landscape and does not
unduly affect longer views. The area put forward for consideration lies to the south of
this road. There is no discernible difference in the landscape on either side of the
road. This is borne out by a series of considerations including the: geology; soils;
landscape character, and Historic Landscape Characterisation.
The area falls between the growing towns of Luton and Hitchin and forms part of the
setting of both. All of the proposed area lies within Hertfordshire; in fact all of it lies
within North Hertfordshire district.
Landscape Quality
A relatively large area is owned by three estates which have maintained, what could
be called, a traditional approach to estate management. In addition to extensive
areas of mixed farmland there is a good network of field boundaries and woodland.
Shooting for game birds remains a high priority for each landowner. There are
relatively large areas of land in stewardship including HLS.
The extent of the area proposed for consideration as AONB is based on the
boundary of the landscape character units.
Scenic Quality
This is one of the most unspoilt parts of Hertfordshire and, whilst adjacent to Hitchin
and Luton, there are no large towns or villages within the area under consideration.
It is typified by a well-managed area of lowland mixed farming and woodland and a
network of ancient lanes. Running through the heart of the area is the Mimram
Valley, which in the southern part of the area includes the River Mimram (chalk
stream flow is erratic and often doesn’t flow the full length of the valley) . This is a
typical chalk stream and has working watercress beds at Whitwell.
Many of the villages and houses display architectural features and styles showing
their origin as estate holdings.
Relative Wildness
This has been a well-managed area for centuries largely due to the dominance by
traditionally managed estates, including the Bowes-Lyon family (the Queen’s
mother’s family). There is a notable absence of discordant features and activity
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giving a sense of getting away from it into an area of farmland still relatively rich in
wildlife .It has a timeless quality which is rare in this part of the county.
Relative Tranquillity
In the busy south east and east of England all such assessments are based on
relative perception. Compared to surrounding areas this is a haven of peace and
tranquillity. It has no large settlements or busy roads. There is an extensive network
footpaths, bridleways, cycleways and promoted routes allowing those who are
seeking the quiet enjoyment of the countryside plenty of opportunities.
Luton airport lies to the west of the area and this inevitably disturbs that sense of
tranquillity. That affects all of the existing AONB as it lies under the flight paths and
holding stacks for Luton and Heathrow airports.
Cultural Heritage
The area is notable for a number of extensive registered parks and gardens. Close
to the boundary of the proposed area is the Grade 1 Luton Hoo mansion and its
Capability Brown landscape.
Support
Support for consideration of the area as AONB is provided by a cabinet resolution
(28/09/2010) of North Herts DC; Cllr Richard Thake, Herts CC; Cllr Ian Reay appointed
to the Conservation Board by Herts CC and Liz Hamilton, chairman of the CPRE
Hertfordshire.
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Area 2 - South Bucks
Total Area - 81 sq km
Landscape Character
1.

To the north of the M40, the AONB boundary currently skirts the northern
edge of Beaconsfield and then follows minor roads to the East as far as
Chorleywood. The existing boundary cuts across the transition zone between
the Chilterns dipslope and Thames Valley.

2.

The majority of the proposed area lies within the Thames Valley NCA, with a
small area to the north being within the Chilterns NCA.

3.

The proposed area shares much of the landscape character of adjacent areas
currently within the AONB.

4.

Most of the area proposed is described in the Bucks Landscape Character
Assessment as mixed use terrace/ wooded terrace – undulating terrace
landforms formed on river terrace deposits, forming a transition zone between
the Chilterns dipslope and the Thames Valley landscapes.

5.

Inclusion of the rural northern stretch of the Lower Misbourne Valley (East of
Gerrards Cross) would provide opportunity to enhance ecological connectivity
along the river valley, linking to the Upper Misbourne Valley within the AONB
to the north. The River Alderbourne is another important chalk stream of
Chilterns character which would be included.

6.

The area to the north of the M40 (Bulstrode/ Seer Green/ Chalfonts ) is a
classic ‘dipslope’ landscape which links the area to the south of the M40 to
the existing AONB.

7.

Agriculture and woodland are the predominant land uses, along with high
level of recreational land use – particularly along the urban edge (e.g.
horsiculture, golf courses) – together with Country Parks (Black Park and
Langley Park).

Landscape quality
8.

There are significant areas of high quality, well managed landscape with the
inevitable pockets where management is lees evident and quality has suffered
as a result. All such statements are relative. This area retains a remarkable
extent of important designated sites including ancient woodlands, lowland
heath, registered parks and gardens and common land.

9.

The landscape quality varies across the area, however significant areas of
high quality landscape remain. Inevitably the M40, as a major transport
corridor has a significant impact in places on the landscape quality and
intactness. However, away from the M40 corridor the high level of woodland
cover helps to limit the extent of the impacts and create more intimate views.
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Some areas of high historic and landscape value - for example around
Jordans - are fragmented and would benefit from more co-ordinated
management.
Relative wildness
10.

The area is bisected by the M40 and close by the M25 to the east, with
Slough to the south. Nonetheless there remain tracts of semi-natural habitat
and woodland and scenic beauty where it is possible to get a sense of relative
wildness, all the more important for being adjacent to busy urban areas.

Relative tranquillity
11.

The M40 corridor and proximity of the M25 inevitably have an impact on levels
of tranquillity in parts of the area. Away from the transport corridors there are
however more tranquil areas, enhanced by the highly wooded nature of the
landscape.

Geology
12.

The underlying bedrock is primarily white chalk or sedimentary bedrock
deposits (Lambeth Group) – this is the same underlying geology as most of
the AONB. To the south around Stoke Poges/ Slough the area extends onto
London Clay.

Historic Landscape Characterisation
13.

The proposed area would extend the AONB to take in the historic area known
as the Chilterns Hundreds. References to the Chilterns Hundreds can be
found as far back as the mid-13th century when the term was used to refer to
the three hundreds of Desborough, Burnham and Stoke.1

14.

Particular features - common land, wood pasture, historic woodlands,
designed parkland.

Historic sites
15.

The area has a significant number of historic sites, notably 9 historic parks
and gardens including Cliveden (grade 1) and Bulstrode Park Camp - the
largest British encampment in Bucks.

Woodland: - including ancient woodland
16.

The Chilterns is one of the most heavily wooded areas of the country, with a
particularly high proportion (56%) of the woodland in the AONB being ancient.
The proposed extension is a continuation of this well-wooded ancient

'The three hundreds of Chiltern: Introduction and map', A History of the County of
Buckingham: Volume 3 (1925), pp. 32-34

1
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landscape, with over 4,700 hectares of woodland (58% of the area) of which
39% is ancient. Important areas of woodland include Burnham Beeches and
Stoke Wood.
Biodiversity - SSSIs/ SACs/ priority habitat
17.

The area has a high concentration of good quality priority habitat including
particular lowland mixed deciduous woodland, lowland beech and yew
woodland, and lowland heathland. There are also a number of traditional
orchard sites to the north of the M40 between Beaconsfield and Chalfont St
Giles. Statutory sites include Burnham Beeches (SAC), Stoke Common
(SSSI), Black Park (SSSI) and Littleworth Common (SSSI).

18.

Chalk river habitat is also an important feature along the Misbourne and
Alderbourne valleys.

19.

These are classic Chilterns habitats and opportunities to enhance ecological
connectivity would be increased by their inclusion within the AONB.

Support
20.

Support for consideration of this area as AONB has been provided by Alan
Goodrum, the Chief Executive of the Council, Cllr Alan Walters, appointed by
South Bucks DC to the Conservation Board and the local MP, Rt.Hon Dominic
Grieve MP
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Area 3 - Thames Valley
Total Area - 78 km2
Landscape Character
1.

This areas lies wholly within the Thames Valley NVCA, immediately to the
south of the Chilterns NCA .

2.

This area lies the the south of the River Thames. The river itself doesn’t
provide a boundary to the Chilterns which it may seem to do at first sight. The
chalk and clay cap with flints is typical of the Chilterns and extend some way
south of the Thames. It supports land uses and a landscape that
demonstrates all the typical characteristics of the Chilterns, which has been
borne out by the more detailed landscape character assessments. An
examination of the geology and soils maps shows that the river Thames
doesn’t flow to the south of the Chilterns escapement but incises it

3.

The Berkshire LCA (identifies a number of discreet areas that are in keeping
with the Chiltern AONB character – all of which are within the Chilterns NCA.
These include:
Open chalk lowland
- this “forms the southern edge of the chalk dipslope of the Chilterns”
Elevated wooded chalk slopes - “…mirroring the nearby landscape of the
Chilterns
“…Chiltern Hills, of which this landscape type could be considered an
outlier..”

4.

Long expansive views across the Thames Valley highlights the strong
landscape character of both sides- that lying within the designated AONB to
the north and the area to the south of the river

Landscape Quality
5.

The Berkshire LCA identifies a “very distinctive landscape with an overall
strong landscape character” (18.27). The condition is described as ‘good’
though landscape integrity is subject to threats similar to those of the rest of
the Chilterns (design and siting of rural buildings, new woodland, hedgerow
decline and recreational pressures).

6.

Landscape strategy calls for conservation (restoration) and enhancement.

Scenic Quality
7.

The combination of steep, wooded chalk slopes rising from the Thames
floodplain gives rise to high scenic value highlighted in the popular National
Trust owned Winter Hill which affords views across the Thames to Marlow
and into the heart of the AONB. In the opposite direction, views south from
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Cookham Dean take in the wooded escarpment of Cliveden Estate, Windsor
Castle and beyond.
Relative Tranquillity
8.

Despite being in the busy south east, beneath the Heathrow flight path, with
the A4 and M4 to the south and the A404 Marlow by-pass to the east, this
area enjoys surprising zones of tranquillity. Possibly the contrast between
these busy transport corridors serves to emphasise the tranquillity found by
entering areas such as the Wargrave Marshes adjacent to the Thames, the
numerous mature woodland or by using the historic rights of way that cross
the chalk plateau slope.

9.

As a result, the area is popular for recreational use by residents and visitors
form the surrounding urban areas.

Geology
10.

Chalk geology dominates- the same Seahaven and Newhaven Chalk
Formations as underlie the existing AONB.
Thames cuts through chalk escarpment – vagaries of the last ice age
resulted in this area being cut off from the main part of the Chilterns.
Steep slopes to Thames Valley
Dry valleys

Historic Landscape Character and Cultural Heritage
11.

Particular features include
- common land, wood pasture, historic woodlands, designed parkland.

12.

The Thames provided an important transport and trade route with riverside
settlements developing as a result (include Cookham, Bourne End, Marlow,
Wargrave and Sonning). Henley, at one time, was the highest navigable port
with trade then passing over the Chilterns to rejoin the Thames at Wallingford.
Similarly the Thames provided the route to London for the Chiltern firewood,
furniture and fruit trades.

13.

Many settlements have been important throughout early Church history Bisham Abbey, Hurley Priory, while Reading, to the west, grew up around
Reading Abbey.

14.

Pinkneys Green is a large NT owned common (2 km2) to the east of the area
bordering Maidenhead.

15.

Buildings – many of the villages have characteristic brink and flint buildings.
The clay with flints deposits on the dipslope running down through the A4
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supported an active brick and tile industry that existed well into the 20 th
century (e.g. Knowl Hill and Kiln Green).
16.

Historic Parks – widely spread across the area include Park Place, Yeldall
Manor and Hall Place (now home to Burchett’s Green agricultural college).

17.

Other cultural connections include the Hennerton Backwater north of
Wargrave (featured in Jerome’s ‘Three Men in a boat’), the hamlet of
Dunsden Green (Wilfred Owen).

Natural Heritage
18.

SSSIs include Bisham Woods (also part of the Chiltern Beechwoods SAC)
and Cock Marsh.

19.

The area contains significant priority habitats including:
Deciduous woodland;
Traditional orchards;
Lowland calcareous grassland;
Lowland fen;
Flood plain grazing meadow;
Quality semi-improved grassland.

Woodland
20.

Important areas of ancient woodland include Remenham Woods and Bisham
Woods SSSI As one of the 9 sites which together form the Chilterns
Beechwoods SAC, Bisham Woods is the only site currently outside the AONB
boundary.
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Area 4 – Eastern Area
Total Area – 80km2
Landscape quality
1.

Currently the boundary of the AONB runs to the north and west of
Berkhamsted and then around the towns of Amersham, Chesham, Little
Chalfont and Chorleywood. The area between Chesham and Chorleywood
follows much of the valley of the River Chess.

2.

Much of the gently sloping plateau that forms the dipslope from Chesham and
Berkhamsted towards the M25 is not included in the current boundary. The
proposed area forms much of the setting for Berkhamsted, Chesham, Hemel
Hempstead, Chorleywood and Rickmansworth and includes as part of the
proposed boundary the Rivers Gade and Bulbourne and Grand Union Canal
as they flow from north west to south east towards the River Colne. The
northern and eastern banks of the rivers and their associated valley sides are
generally built up throughout the area.

3.

The extent of the area proposed for consideration as AONB is generally
based on the boundary of the local landscape character units.

Scenic Quality
4.

There is no discernible difference in the landscape between the current
boundary and the proposed area. This is borne out in particular by the
geology and soils with most of the area forming part of the Chilterns NCA. It
lies within Buckinghamshire and Hertfordshire, principally covering parts of
Dacorum BC, Three Rivers DC and Chiltern DC.

5.

Many of the villages and houses display materials use and architectural
features and styles very similar to those found in the AONB.

Relative wildness
6.

The area is relatively well settled, though does include some areas of mixed
farmland, woodland, a good network of field boundaries and significant
amounts of common land. There are no truly remote parts of the area though
there are many places where a sense of isolation does occur and this is
helped by there generally being a lack of discordant features.

Relative tranquillity
7.

Despite the area being bounded by main roads and a number of towns and
large villages, and being interspersed with other smaller settlements there
remains a sense of peace and quiet in much of the area because there are no
main settlements and roads within the area itself. With some of the more
minor routes it is possible to feel isolated with the advantage that the
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tranquillity of the area is not affected. The area is also criss-crossed by
numerous rights of way including part of the Chilterns Cycleway.
Natural heritage features
8.

The area has many sites which contain priority habitats, including extensive
areas of deciduous woodland (much of it Ancient Woodland), semi-improved
grassland and traditional orchards.

Cultural heritage
9.

Though the area does not exhibit extensive numbers or areas of cultural
importance, it still has a significant area of common land on a great number of
sites, as well as important numbers of scheduled monuments and registered
parks and gardens.

Support
10.

Cllr Ian Reay appointed to the Conservation Board by Herts CC; and the
CPRE Hertfordshire
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Appendix 1
Schedule of Maps
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
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37.

Chilterns AONB + proposed extensions
National Character Areas for Chilterns and Thames Valley
Area 1 – North Hertfordshire
Area 2 – South Buckinghamshire
Area 3 – Thames Valley
Area 4 – East Chilterns
Geology- Chilterns
Geology- Area 1
Superficial Geology – Area 1
Geology – Area 2
Superficial Geology- Area 2
Geology – Area 3
Superficial Geology – Area 3
Geology – Area 4
Superficial Geology- Area 4
Landscape Character Assessment- Area 1
Landscape Character Assessment – Area 2
Landscape Character Assessment- Area 3
Landscape Character Assessment – Area 4
Nature Conservation- SSSI/NNR/SAC
Priority Habitats – Area 1
Priority Habitats – Area 2
Priority Habitats – Area 3
Priority Habitats – Area 4
Woodland
Ancient Woodland
Water Catchments
Historic Environment; SAMS/Registered Parks and Gardens
Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas – Area 1
Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas – Area 2
Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas – Area 3
Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas – Area 4
Access- National Trails and CRoW Open Access Land
Access – Public Rights of Way – Area 1
Access – Public Rights of Way – Area 2
Access – Public Rights of Way – Area 3
Access – Public Rights of Way – Area 4
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Area 1: North Hertfordshire

Area 2: South Buckinghamshire

Area 3: Thames Valley

Area 4: Eastern Area

Chiltern AONB

© Crown copyright and
database rights [2013]
Ordnance Survey
Licence no. 100044050

Potential Chiltern AONB Boundary Variations

Drawing 1: All Areas
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National Character Areas
Bedfordshire Greensand Ridge
Bedfordshire and Cambridgeshire
Claylands
Berkshire and Marlborough Downs
Chilterns
East Anglian Chalk
Midvale Ridge
Northern Thames Basin
South Suffolk and
North Essex Clayland

Thames Basin Heaths
Thames Valley
Upper Thames Clay Vales
Area 1: North Hertfordshire
Area 2: South Buckinghamshire
Area 3: Thames Valley
Area 4: Eastern Area
Chilterns AONB Boundary

Potential Chiltern AONB Boundary Variations

© Crown copyright and
database rights [2013]
Ordnance Survey
Licence no. 100044050

Drawing 2: National Character Areas
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WYCOMBE DISTRICT LOCAL PLAN
Site 4, Bourne End, Buckinghamshire
Agricultural Land Classification
ALC Map and Report
December 1997

Resource Planning Team
Eastern Region
FRCA Reading

RPT Job Number: 0305/151/97
MAFF Reference: EL03/01404

AGRICULTURAL LAND CLASSIFICATION REPORT
WYCOMBE DISTRICT LOCAL PLAN
SITE 4, BOURNE END, BUCKINGHAMSHIRE

INTRODUCTION
1.
This report presents the findings of a detailed Agricultural Land Classification (/\LC)
survey of 25.6 ha of land on the south-eastern edge of Boume End in Buckinghamshire. The
survey was carried out during December 1997.
2.
The survey was undertaken by the Farming and Rural Conservation Agency (FRCA)*
on behalf of the Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (MAFF), in coimection with
MAFF's statutory input to the Wycombe District Local Plan. This survey supersedes any
previous ALC infonnation for this land.
3.
The work was conducted by members ofthe Resource Planning Team in the Eastem
Region of FRCA. The land has been graded in accordance with the pubUshed M/^FF ALC
guidelines and criteria (MAFF, 1988). A description ofthe ALC grades and subgrades is
given in Appendix I.
4.
At the time of survey the land use on the site was a mbcture of recently sown cereals
and grass. The areas mapped as 'Other land' include agricultural buildings and a dereUct and
overgrown cherry orchard.
SUMMARY
5.
The findings ofthe survey are shown on the enclosed ALC map. The map has been
drawn at a scale of 1:10,000. It is accurate at this scale but any enlargement would be
misleading.
6.
The area and proportions of the ALC grades and subgrades on the surveyed land are
summarised in Table 1.
Tablet: Area of grades and other land
Grade/Other land

Area (hectares)

% surv^ed area

% site area

2
Other land

22.5
3.1

100
N/A

87.9
12.1

Total surveyed area
Total site area

22.5
25.6

100

87.9
100

7.
The fieldwork was conducted at an average density of I boring per hectare of
agriculturalland. A total of 22 borings and 2 soU pits was described.
' FRCA is an executive agency of MAFF and the Welsh Office

8.
All ofthe agricultural land (22.5 ha) has been classified as Grade 2, very good quality
agricultural land. The lower land in the centre and west of the site comprises deep, freedraining, loamy soils which are occasionally very stony in the lower subsoUs or highly
calcareous. These may either experience a droughtiness Umitation or a chemical limitation
which imposes minor restrictions on the agricultural versatility ofthe land. The slightly higher
land in the eastem half of the site comprises heavier soUs, often with clay textures in the lower
subsoils. These may also be stony at depth which produces a slight droughtiness limitation, or
may exhibit signs of slightly impeded drainage which produce a slight wetness Umitation.
FACTORS INFLUENCING ALC GRADE
Climate
9.
Climate affects the grading of land through the assessment of an overall climatic
limitation and also through interactions with soil characteristics.
10.
The key climatic variables used for grading this site are given in Table 2 and were
obtained from the pubUshed 5km grid datasets using the standard interpolation procedures
(Met. Office, 1989).
Table 2: Climatic and altitude data
Faaor

Units

Grid reference
Altitude
Accumulated Temperature
Average Armual Rainfall
Field Capacity Days
Moisture Deficit, Wheat
Moisture Deficit, Potatoes

N/A
m, AOD
day°C (Jan-June)
mm
days
mm
mm

Overall climaUc grade

N/A

Values
SU900868
30
1497
675
142
Ul
105

SU903871
35
1473
679
143
109
103

Gradel

Gradel

11.
The climatic criteria are considered first when classifying land as climate can be
overriding in the sense that severe limitations will restrict land to low grades irrespective of
favourable site or soU conditions.
12.
The main parameters used in the assessment of an overall climatic limitation are
average annual rainfaU (AAR), as a measure of overall wetness, and accumulated temperature
(ATO, January to June), as a measure ofthe relative warmth ofa locality.
13.
The combination of rainfall and temperature at this site mean that there is no overall
climatic limitation. In addition, no local factors such as frost risk or exposure are beUeved to
be significant enough to downgrade the land. The site is climatically Grade I.
Site
14.
There are two topographic units on the site. The centre and westem half are flat, lying
at just below 30 metres; the eastem section contains higher land, ranging from 30-50 metres.

with gentle slopes. Nowhere on the site do gradient, microrelief or flooding significantly
affect the land quality.
Geology and soils
15.
The most detailed published geological information for the site (BGS, 1948) shows the
lower, flatter land in the west to comprise alluvium, with the higher, genfly sloping land in the
east shown as undivided river terrace gravels.
16.
The most detaUed published soils information for the site (SSEW, 1983 and 1984)
shows the area to comprise soUs of the Frilsham Association. These are described as "well
drained, mainly fine loamy soils over chalk; some calcareous. Shallow, calcareous, fine loamy
and fine silty soils in places." The detailed fieldwork revealed deep, calcareous loamy soUs on
the flatter land with much heavier, stony soils on the higher land.
AGRICULTURAL LAND CLASSIFICATION
17.
The details ofthe classification ofthe site are shown on the attached ALC map and the
area statistics of each grade are given in Table 1, page 1.
18.
The location ofthe auger borings and pits is shown on the attached sample location
map and the details ofthe soils data are presented in Appendix 11.
Grade 2
19.
All ofthe agricultural land has been placed in this grade, and is described as very good
quality agricultural land. Two soU pits were placed in this map unit to investigate the range of
soils that occur.
20.
Pit 1 was placed in the west of the site, on the lower-lying land, where soils proved
impenetrable to the auger at 60-70 cm. The pit revealed very stony subsoils and was only
examined to 85 cm. This confirmed soil droughtiness as the key Umiting factor. Calcareous
medium silty clay loam topsoils and upper subsoils overlie lower subsoils with a heavy clay
loam texture and 53-59% stone content. Roots were observed to penetrate into this resource,
where the subsoil stmcture has been described as 'moderate'. It is beUeved that the soU
resource continues below 85 cm, perhaps becoming stonier, and that there is therefore
sufficient available water in the profile for this pit to be classified as Grade 2 on the basis ofa
minor soil droughtiness limitation.
21.
The soils on the rest of the lower-lying land in the centre of the site are relatively
stone-free. Here, however, the subsoils are often extremely calcareous. This is judged to act
as a long-term chemical impediment which is not easily correctable by normal fertiUser
applications. As a result, this restricts the micro-nutrient availabUity to plants, thus affectmg
the crop yield and the range of crops that can be grown safely. In particular, fruit crops may
be adversely affected. Occasional borings in this area are less calcareous in the subsoil and
have therefore been classified as Grade 1 but, given the variability of the soUs on this lower
land, these have been subsumed within the Grade 2 unit.

22.
Pit 2 was located on the higher land to investigate the heavier subsoils which
sometimes showed evidence of slight soil wetness. The description of Pit 2 actually showed
that there was no significant wetness, with the subsoils being much stonier than anticipated.
Medium silty clay loam topsoils overiie upper subsoils of similar texture with approximately
20% hard rock. The texture ofthe lower subsoils is much heavier, being initially clay and then
changing into heavy clay loam, with stone contents in the range 27-35%. Some ofthe borings
in this area showed some evidence of deep gleying with potential slowly permeable clay layers
from approximately 75 cm, which would place these soils in Wetness Class II and Grade 2. At
the pit there was no gleying and the subsoil stmctural conditions have been assessed as
moderate. Soil droughtiness is, therefore, the main limiting factor. The pit was dug to 90 cm
and then augered to 100 cm before becoming impenetrable. It is believed that the soil
resource continues to depth and may be exploited by roots, so that there is sufficient available
water for this land to be classified as Grade 2. The minor soil droughtmess Umitation acts to
reduce the level and consistency of yields and, therefore, thefiexibiUtyofthe land.

DE Black
Resource Planning Team
Eastem Region
FRCA Reading
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APPENDIX I
DESCRIPTIONS OF THE GRADES AND SUBGRADES
Grade 1: Excellent Quality Agricultural Land
Land with no or very minor limitations to agricultural use. A very wide range of agricultural
and horticultural crops can be grown and commonly includes top fruit, soft fruit, salad crops
and winter harvested vegetables. Yields are high and less variable than on land of lower
quality.
Grade 2: Very Good Quality Agricultural Land
Land with minor limitations which affect crop yield, cultivations or harvesting. A wide range
of agricultural or horticultural crops can usually be grown but on some land of this grade there
may be reduced flexibility due to difficukies with the production ofthe more demanding crops
such as winter harvested vegetables and arable root crops. The level of yield is generally high
but may be lower or more variable than Grade 1 land.
Grade 3: Good to Moderate Quality Land
Land with moderate limitations which affect the choice of crops, the timing and type of
cultivation, harvesting or the level of yield. When more demanding crops are grown, yields
are generaUy lower or more variable than on land in Grades 1 and 2.
Subgrade 3a: Good Quality Agricultural Land
Land capable of consistently producing moderate to high yields of a narrow range of arable
crops, especially cereals, or moderate yields ofa wide range of crops includmg cereals, grass,
oilseed rape, potatoes, sugar beet and the less demanding horticultural crops.
Subgrade 3b: Moderate Quality Agricultural Land
Land capable of producing moderate yields ofa nanow range of crops, principally cereals and
grass, or lower yields ofa wider range of crops or high yields ofgrass which can be grazed or
harvested over most ofthe year.
Grade 4: Poor Quality Agricultural Land
Land with severe limitations which significantly restrict the range of crops and/or the level of
yields. It is mainly suited to grass with occasional arable crops (e.g. cereals and forage crops)
the yields of which are variable. In moist climates, yields of grass may be moderate to high
but there may be difficulties in utilisation. The grade also includes very droughty arable land.
Grade 5: Very Poor Quality Agricultural Land
Land with severe limitations which restrict use to permanent pasture or rough grazing, except
for occasional pioneer forage crops.

APPENDIX n
SOIL DATA

Contents:
Sample location map
Soil abbreviations - explanatory note
Soil pit descriptions
Soil boring descriptions (boring and horizon levels)

s o n . PROFILE DESCRIPTIONS: EXPLANATORY NOTE

Soil pit and auger boring information collected during ALC fieldwork is held on a computer database.
This uses notations and abbreviations as set out below.
Boring Header Information
1.

GRID REF: nafional 100 km grid square and 8 figure grid reference.

2.

USE: Land use at the time of survey. The following abbreviations are used:
ARA:
CER:
OSR:
POT:
LIN:
PGR:
SCR:
DCW:
HTH:

Arable
Cereals
Oilseed rape
Potatoes
Linseed
Pennanent
pasture
Scrub
Deciduous
woodland
Heathland

WHT:
OAT:
BEN:
SBT:
FRT:
LEY:

Wheat
Oats
Field beans
Sugar beet
Soft and top fiuit
Ley grass

BAR:
MZE:
BRA:
FCD:
FLW:
RGR:

Barley
Maize
Brassiere
Fodder crops
Fallow
Rough grazing

CFW:
BOG:

Comferous woodland
Bog or marsh

OTH
SAS:

Other
Set-Aside

HRT:

Horticultural crops

PLO:

Ploughed

3.

GRDNT: Gradient as estimated or measured by a hand-held opfical clinometer.

4.

GLEY/SPL: Depth in centimetres (cm) to gleying and/or slowly permeable layers.

5.

AP (WHEAT/POTS): Crop-adjusted available water capacity.

6.

MB (WHEAT/POTS): MoisUire Balance. (Crop adjusted AP - crop adjusted MD)

7.

DRT: Best grade according to soil droughtiness.

8.

If any of the following factors are considered significant, Y* will be entered in the relevant
column:
MREL:
EXP:
CHEM:

9.

Microrelief limitation
Exposure limitafion
Chemical limitaUon

FLOOD:
FROST:

Floodrisk
Frost prone

EROSN:
DIST:

Soil erosion risk
Disturbed land

LIMIT: The main limitation to land quality. The following abbreviafions are used:
OC:
FR:
FL:
CH:
DR:
EX:

Overall Climate
Frost Risk
Flood Risk
Chemical
Drought
Exposure

AE:
GR:
TX:
WE:
ER:

Aspect
Gradient
Topsoil Texture
Wetness
Erosion Risk

ST:
MR:
DP:
WK:
WD:

Topsoil Stoniness
Microrelief
Soil Depth
Workability
Soil Wemess/Droughtiness

SoU Pits and Auger Borings
1.

TEXTURE: soU texture classes are denoted by the following abbreviations:

S:
SZL:
ZL:
SC:
P:
PL:

Sand
Sandy Silt Loam
Silt Loam
Sandy Clay
Peat
Peaty Loam

LS:
CL;
SCL:
ZC:
SP:
PS:

Loamy Sand
Clay Loam
Sandy Clay Loam
SiltyClay
Sandy Peat
Peaty Sand

SL:
ZCL:
C:
OL:
LP:
MZ:

Sandy Loam
SUty Clay Loam
Clay
Organic Loam
Loamy Peat
Marine Light Silts

For the sand, loamy sand, sandy loam and sandy silt loam classes, the predominant size of sand
fraction will be indicated by the use ofthe following prefixes:
F:
M:
C:

Fme (more than 66% ofthe sand less than 0.2mm)
Medium (less than 66% fine sand and less than 33% coarse sand)
Coarse (more than 33% ofthe sand larger than 0.6mm)

The clay loam and sUty clay loam classes will be sub-klividoi according to the clay content:
M: Medium (<27% clay) H: Heavy (27-35% clay)
2.

MOTTLE COL: Mottle colour using Munsell notation.

3.

MOTTLE ABUN: Mottle abundance, expressed as a percentage of the matrix or surfece
described:
F: few <2%

4.

C: common 2-20%

M: many 20-40% VM: verymany 40% +

MOTTLE CONT: Mottle contrast:
F:
D:

faint - indistinct mottles, evident only on close inspection
distinct - motUes are readily seen

P:

pronunent - mottling is conspicuous and one ofthe outstanding features ofthe horizon

5.

PED. COL: Ped face colour using Munsell notation.

6.

GLEY:

If the soil horizon is gleyed a'Y'wiU appear in this column. If slighfly gleyed, a n ' S '
will appear.

7.

STONE LITH: Stone Lithology - one of die following is used:
HR:
ZR:
MSST:
SI:

all hard rocks and stones
FSST: soft:, fine grained sandstone
soft, argiUaceous, or silty rocks
CH:
chalk
soft, medium grained sandstone
GS:
gravel with porous (soft) stones
soft weathered
GH:
gravel with non-porous (hard)
igneous/metamorphic rock
stones
Stone contents (>2cm, >6cm and total) are given in percentages (by voliune).

8.

9.

STRUCT; the degree of development, size and shape of soil peds are described using the
following notation:
Degree of development

WK:
ST:

weakly developed
strongly developed

MD;

moderately developed

Pedsize

F:
C:

fine
coarse

M:

medium

Ped shape

S:
GR:
SAB;
PL:

single grain
granular
sub-angular blocky
platy

M:
AB:
PR;

massive
angular b
prismatic

CONSIST; Soil consistence is described using the foUowing notation:
L; loose
VF: very friable
FR:
fiiable

FM;
firm
VM; very firm
EM: extremely firm

EH: extremely hard

10. SUBS STR; Subsoil stmctural condition recorded for the purpose ofcalculating profile
droughtiness; G: good M: moderate P: poor
11. POR; Soil porosity. If a soil horizon has less than 0.5% biopores >0.5 mm, a Y" vriU appear in
this column.
12. IMP: Ifthe profile is impenetrable to rooting a Y' will appear in this column at the appropriate
horizon.
13. SPL: Slowly permeable layer. Ifthe soil horizon is slowly permeable a Y* wiU appear in this
column.
14. CALC: Ifthe soU horizon is calcareous, a Y' will appear in this column.
15. Other notations:
APW:
APP:
MBW:
MBP:

available water capacity (in mm) adjusted for wheat
available water capacity (in mm) adjusted for potatoes
moisture balance, wheat
moisture balance, potatoes

I
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SITE 4 BOURNE END

ISAI
AMPLE
ASPEa
—WETNESS— -WHEAT- -POTSINO
GRID REF USE
GRDNT GLEY SPL CLASS GRADE AP MB AP MB

M.REL
EROSN FROST
CHEM
ALC
DRT
FLOOD
EXP
DIST
LIMIT
COmENTS

1
2
3
4
5

SU902 872
SU903 872
SU899 S71
SU900 871
SU901 871

ARA
ARA
ARA
ARA
ARA

112
1 121
103 -8 115
158 47 124
99 -12 106
159 48 122

7
8
9
12
13

SU903 871
SU899 870
SU900 870
SU898 869
SU899.869

ARA NW
ARA
ARA
LEY
PGR

101 . -10 115 10 A
105 -6 118 13 A
151 40 117 12 1
97 -14 103 -2 A
146 35 113
8 2

DR
DR
CH
DR
DR

2
2
2
3A
2

IMPQDR
vcalc
vcalc
Imp 60cm
VCALC

14
15
16
17
18

SU900 869
SU901 869
SU902 S69
SU898 868
SU899 868

PGR
ARA W
ARA W
LEY
PGR

149
115
112
105
155

VCALC

19
20
21
22
23

SU900 868
SU901 869
SU898 867
SUB99 867
SU900 867

LEY
ARA W
PGR
PGR
ARA

24
25
tP
2P

SU901 867
SU902 867
SU898 869
SU902 869

ARA W
ARA SW
LEY
ARA W

4
4

75 75
75 75

3
52

3
3
3

75
75

38 116
4 114
1 113
-6 117
44 121

16
10
19
1
17

A
A
1
A
1

DR

2

DR

2

IMPQDR
IMPQDR

CH

2

VCALC

DR

2

IMPQDR

1

CALaOP

11
9
8
12
16

1
A
A
A
1

CH
WE
OR
OR
CH

2
2
2
3A
2

155 44 120 15
152 41 115 10
93 -18 97 -8
157 46 121 16
71 -40 71 -34

1
1
A
1
B

CH

DR

2 VCALC
1
3A Imp 57cm
1
3A IMPX2

WE
DR
DR

1
2
2
2

154
114
110

43 116
3 112
-1 113

111

0 103

n 1
7 A
8 A
-2

A

DR

IMP90QDR
Imp 70cm
VCALC

IB8QSPLQDR
DEEPER
p90augl00lmp
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MOHLES
'SAMPLE

1

2

3

4

5

7

12

13

14

15

DEPTH

TEXTURE

COLOUR

MCL

1OYR52

32-60

MZCL

10YR62

60-75

MZCL

10YR52

0-32

0-32

MCL

10YR43

32-52

MCL

10YR54

52-70

MCL

10YR63

0-35

MZCL

10YR52

35-65

MZCL

10YR62

65-120

MZCL

lOYRSl

0-30

MZCL

10YR42

30-60

MZCL

10YR62

0-32

MZCL

1OYR52

32-55

MZCL

10YR62

55-80

MCL

10YR62

80-120

HCL

1DYR71

0-30

MCL

10YR43

30-48

HCL

10YR44

48-72

C

1OYR54

0-30

MZCL

10YR42

30-70

MZCL

10YR61

0-29

MZCL

10YR43

29-47

MZCL

10YR64

47-120

MZCL

10YRS2

0-27

MZCL

10YR42

27-60

MZCL

10YR62

0-32

MZCL

10YR43

32-38

MZCL

10YR53

38-120

MZCL

10YR81

0-29

MZCL

10YR42

29-49

HZCL

1OYR54

49-120

MZCL

10YR72

0-30

MCL

10YR43

30-50

MCL

1OYR54

50-60

HCL

1OYR54

60-75

C

75YR44

75-90

c

75YR53

COL

ABUN

PED
CONT COL.

SITE 4 BOURNE END

STONES

0
0
0

0 HR

1
0
0

0 HR

0
0
0

0 HR

0
0

0 HR

0
0
0
0
1
0
0

OOOCOO

C

STRUCT/

GLEY >2 >6 LITH TOT CONSIST

0 CH
0 CH

0 CH
0 CH

0 CH
0 CH

0 CH

0 HR
0 CH
0 CH
0 CH

0 HR
0 HR
0 HR

0
0

0 HR

0
0
0

0 HR

0 CH

0 CH
0 CH

0
0

0 HR

0
0
0

0 HR

0
0
0

0 HR

0 CH

0 CH
0 CH

0 CH
0 CH

3 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0

HR
HR

2
2
2
4
1
5
1
2
20
1
2
1
5
5
5
4
2
2
3
20
3
10
30
2
15
2
5
45
3
10
40
7
1
0
0
0
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-STONES- —

STRUCT/
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SUBS
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0-30

MCL

10YR42

1

0 HR

4

30-40

HCL

75YR44

0

0 HR

5

M

40-75

C

75YR44

0

0 HR

5

75-90

C

75YR53

OOOCOO

C

0

0 HR

5

M
P

90-91

C

75YR53

OOOCOO

C

0

0

0

P

Y

Y

0-27

MZCL

10YR42

0

0 HR

2

27-70

MZCL

10YR71

0

0 CH

20

0-31
31-55

MZCL

10YR42

0

0 HR

2

MZCL

10YR53

0

0 CH

5

M

Y

55-120

MZCL

10YR71

0

0 CH

20

M

Y

M

Y

Y

0-30

MZCL

10YR42

0

0

0

30-45
45-65

MCL
HCL

10YR44

0

0 CH

2

M

1OYR54

0

0 CH

65-120

MZCL

10YR73

0

0 CH

2
25

M
M

0-30

MCL

10YR43

1

0 HR

4

30-60

MCL

10YR54

0

0 HR

2

M

60-120

HCL

10YR54

0

0 HR

2

M

0-30
30-37

MZCL

10YR42

0

0 HR

MZCL

10YR63

0

0 CH

3
10

37-57

MZCL

10YR72

0

0 CH

25

M
M

MZCL

10YR42

0

0 HR

MZCL

10YR63

0

0 CH

2
10

M

HZCL

10YR62

0

0 CH

2

M

0-28
28-40

MZCL

10YR42

1

0 HR

MZCL

10YR54

0

0 HR

4
5

M

C

F

O73O

MCL

10YR42

1

0 HR

MCL

10YR54

0

0 HR

2
1

M

70-120

HCL

10YR64

0

0

0

M

0-30

MCL

10YR42

2

0 HR

5

30-45

0

0 HR

45-75

MCL
HCL

10YR54

0

0 HR

5
5

75-88

C

75YR53

0

0 HR

5

00X00

C

Y
N

Y

Y

M
P
Y

0-28

MZCL

10YR42

0

0 HR

2

MZCL

10YR62

0

0 CH

5

60-75

HCL

25Y 62

0

0 HR

59

M

75-85

HCL

10YR53

0

0 HR

53

M

C

Y
Y
Y

M

28-60

10YR56

Y

Y

30-70

1OYR54

Y

Y

0-27
27-52
52-120

•10YR56

Y

MCSAB

Y

FR M

Y
N

Y

N

0-25

MZCL

10YR42

2

0 HR

7

25-50

MZCL

75YR44

0

0 HR

19

MDCSAB FR M

N

50-75

C

75YR54

0

0 HR

75-100

HCL

10YR64

0

0 HR
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Our ref:
Your ref:

HD/P5136/

Telephone
Fax

01483 252040
30th July 2018

Dear Mr Sharman,
Wycombe District Local Plan –
Policy BE2 Hollands Farm, Bourne End and Wooburn
Thank you for your telephone call of 21st July regarding the above and for driving me
around Bourne End on 25th July.
As you are aware I commented on the Wycombe District Local Plan on behalf of
Historic England in November 2017. In respect of Policy BE2 I commented:
“Our records show no designated assets on this site, but the southern end is
adjacent to the Hedsor Road and Riversdale, Bourne End, Conservation Area. The
Policy should protect the special interest, character and appearance of the
conservation area commensurate with the protection of the significance of
designated heritage assets in the National Planning Policy Framework and as part of
the positive and clear strategy for the conservation, enjoyment and enhancement of
the historic environment required by paragraphs 126 and 157 of the Framework.
Historic England therefore supports clause 1b) of the Policy.
However, we would welcome the strengthening of this protection by adding “or
otherwise on the special interest, character and appearance” between “…….the
setting” and “of Hedsor Road and……”.
Unfortunately the consultation on the Wycombe Local Plan coincided with a busy
time for me with a number of local plan consultations at the same time. That meant
that I was not able to consider each housing allocation in the Wycombe Local Plan,
including Hollands Farm, in the detail that I ideally should have. Consequently I did
not look at the then draft Riverside and Hedsor Road Conservation Area Appraisal.
You have invited me to reconsider the potential impacts of housing on the proposed
allocation site on the Conservation Area, including the potential impact of any
consequential road works at the junction of the proposed access to the site with
Hedsor Road (currently the access to Hollands Farm) and the junction of Hedsor
Road with Ferry Lane, both within the Conservation Area, with the benefit of the
Conservation Area Appraisal and a visit to the Conservation Area.

Historic England, Eastgate Court, 195-205 High Street, Guildford GU1 3EH
Telephone 01483 25 2020 HistoricEngland.org.uk
Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy.
Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.

-2As noted in our comments, Policy BE2 states:
“Development of the site is required to:…….
b) Not have an adverse impact on the setting of Hedsor Road and Riversdale Bourne
End and Wooburn Conservation Area”.
In addition, the illustrative layout included in the Local Plan shows a proposed tree
belt and potential footpath along the rear boundaries of the properties on the north
side of Hedsor Road and therefore along the boundary of the Conservation Area. If
the actual development of this site is in accordance with the illustrative layout, there
would therefore be some separation between the Area and the new development.
Historic England has generally limited engagement with conservation areas as
regards planning policy, as such areas are designated by the local authority rather
than ourselves or the Secretary of State. However, as a general principle, we wish to
see proposed new developments not have any adverse impact on the special
interest, character or appearance of a conservation area, whether that development
is within a conservation area or within the setting of one.
As regards this proposed allocation, the special interest of the Hedsor Road and
Riversdale Conservation Area is explained in the recently-published Riverside and
Hedsor Road Conservation Area Appraisal, which I have now seen. It summarises
the special interest as “the illustration of the development of a thinly populated
agricultural area with watermills along the River Wye into a late Victorian and
Edwardian settlement serviced by the railway and to a great extent focused on river
leisure activity”.
The Appraisal refers to a number of factors that contribute to the “special interest”,
including, for Upper Bourne End, “This hamlet informs our historical understanding of
the conservation area as the cottages built here were largely for workers and
craftsmen in the nearby watermills or working at Hedsor Wharf”.
The Appraisal also notes “This ribbon development largely conserves its rural setting
and is a form that can be found all over the country where the margins of fields were
developed, often by cottages to rent, to boost agricultural incomes while not losing
significant productive areas of a farmer’s field. As a consequence, the fields come
right up to the rear boundaries of the road-frontage houses’ rear gardens.”
Accordingly, the open land to the rear of the properties along Hedsor Road, which I
saw on our tour, is also part of the Conservation Area’s special interest.
I note that the Conservation Area is divided into three character areas. The character
of Area A, Upper Bourne End, derives mainly from the densely built-up ribbon of
cottages on the northern side with its more consistent and modest scale, but its wider
landscape setting “with fields on both sides” also contributes to its character. The
Appraisal would therefore suggest that the loss of the open fields to the north would
therefore result in a loss of some of the special interest and character of this part of
the Conservation Area.
-3Historic England, Eastgate Court, 195-205 High Street, Guildford GU1 3EH
Telephone 01483 25 2020 HistoricEngland.org.uk
Please note that Historic England operates an access to information policy.
Correspondence or information which you send us may therefore become publicly available.

The appearance of the Area itself would not, in my opinion, be adversely affected by
the proposed housing itself (see comments below on views), although I accept that
the proposed new road access would formalise the existing farm access, and its
widening would necessitate the removal of lengths of existing hedgerows. It would
reduce the existing gap between Bourne End and Upper Bourne End and if lighting
was to be provided it would urbanise this area further. However, particularly when
coming from Bourne End, the new access would be seen in the context of the newer
housing immediately to the west of the access, on the north side of Hedsor Road.
I note that there is no indication of any proposed or required works to the existing
junction of Hedsor Road and Ferry Lane in Policy BE2 or is supporting text, although
there is a reference to the need for traffic impact to be addressed in paragraph 5.4.19
(which contrasts with the more specific requirement for “appropriate improvements to
the roads, junctions, crossings affected by the increased traffic generation resulting
from the development” in paragraph 5.4.9 with regard to the proposed Slate Meadow
allocation).
The junction is currently an asphalt triangular island which, whilst indicative of the
former presumably grassed, more rural, triangle, is now an urban feature, particularly
with the kerbing, street lights and signage. The main historic feature here appears to
be the wall to the west which forms the front boundaries of the property known as
“Cornerways” and “Bournebank”. Although not listed in their own right nor, I believe,
curtilage listed, they are attractive features and identified in the Conservation Area
Character Appraisal as significant walls.
I would not wish to see the walls removed to accommodate any works to this junction
required as a consequence of the proposed development at Hollands Farm, but there
appears to me to be sufficient land for an enlarged junction footprint, if required,
without the need to remove the walls. Consequently, I do not see this as a reason to
have objected to the principle of this allocation.
The Riverside and Hedsor Road Conservation Area Appraisal identifies a number of
views into and out of the Conservation Area, but no important views are identified
from Upper Bourne End to the open countryside to the north, nor are any significant
views identified looking back at this part of the Conservation Area. Indeed, the
Appraisal notes that it is the views along the road in Upper Bourne End that “allow us
to understand the evolution and development of this part of the conservation area”.
“Broader views” are identified from the public right of way running northwards past
Hollands Farm over the proposed allocation site, but this is outside the Conservation
Area.
On our tour we briefly stopped by a field entrance on Heaven’s Lea, from where there
was an attractive view back towards Upper Bourne End showing the settlement in its
rural context. This view would unfortunately be lost as a consequence of the
development of the site as currently proposed and indicated on the illustrative layout.
However, this is more a landscape issue than a heritage issue and therefore outside
our remit.
-4-
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In conclusion, I consider that it would be possible to have some form of new
development on the proposed site without unacceptable (to us) impacts on the
special interest, character and appearance of the Hedsor Road and Riversdale
Conservation Area, but only if clause b) of Policy BE2 was to be genuinely and fully
satisfied.
With the benefit of a tour of the area and my consideration of the Hedsor and
Riversdale Conservation Area Appraisal, however, I now consider that to ensure that
clause b) is fully satisfied, the Policy, supporting text and illustrative layout should
ideally be amended as follows:
•

clause b) of Policy BE2 reworded as “Not have an adverse impact on the
setting or otherwise on the special interest, character and/or appearance of
the Hedsor Road and Riversdale Bourne End and Wooburn Conservation
Area”;

•

the new development only to be to the north of the existing hedgerow along
the northern boundary of the fields immediately behind the properties on the
north side of Hedsor Road (with the retention and strengthening of the
hedgerow) so as to maintain a greater open area between the Conservation
Area and the new development. This should be shown on the illustrative
layout. (But if the indicative development was to be kept as shown in the
illustrative layout, the tree belt between the Conservation Area and the new
development indicated on the layout should be a specific requirement in Policy
BE2, to give its provision actual force); and

•

any works to the junction of Hedsor Road and Ferry Lane not to entail the
removal of any the significant wall to the south of the junction.

I hope these comments are helpful in explaining my position having had the benefit of
the tour and time to consider the Character Appraisal. It is unfortunate that I did not
make these comments during the formal consultation period, and that there is no
further chance now for me to do so.
These comments are without prejudice to any comments we may wish to make on
any planning application for development on this site.
Please contact me if you have any queries.
Yours sincerely,

Martin Small
Principal Adviser, Historic Environment Planning
(Bucks, Oxon, Berks, Hampshire, IoW, South Downs National Park and Chichester)
E-mail: martin.small@historicengland.org.uk
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United Reformed Church
(URC) land enclosed within
red line.
Shows that part of the URC
land within Jackson's Field part proposed of BE2 Hollands
Farm site
URC have determined that this
land is not available for
development and will be
retained by URC (see
attached emails from the
Minister and Church
Secretary).
This is a copy of the title plan on 29 JUN 2017 at 11:02:01. This copy does not take account of any application made after
that time even if still pending in HM Land Registry when this copy was issued.
This copy is not an 'Official Copy' of the title plan. An official copy of the title plan is admissible in evidence in a court to
the same extent as the original. A person is entitled to be indemnified by the registrar if he or she suffers loss by reason
of a mistake in an official copy. If you want to obtain an official copy, the HM Land Registry web site explains how to do
this.
HM Land Registry endeavours to maintain high quality and scale accuracy of title plan images.The quality and accuracy
of any print will depend on your printer, your computer and its print settings.This title plan shows the general position,
not the exact line, of the boundaries. It may be subject to distortions in scale. Measurements scaled from this plan may
not match measurements between the same points on the ground.
This title is dealt with by HM Land Registry, Leicester Office.

From:
Subject:
Date:
To:

Stuart Wilson stuartpwilson@btinternet.com
Fwd: URC and the WDC NLP
15 August 2018 at 20:51
stuartpwilson@btinternet.com

On 1 Aug 2018, at 09:02, Terry Hinks <minister.trinity.coresend@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Stuart,
I would be very happy to meet up with you. Next week is looking fairly clear at the
moment – middle of the week – 7-9 Aug (not the Monday or Friday). DayHme would
be best for me. Let me know if any of those dates suit.
I glanced over the minutes and the note re the land is very brief – but copied below for
your interest. I doubt that we can make a legally binding commitment but we can
certainly express our present intenHon re the land.
I look forward to hearing from you.
best wishes
Terry
CORES END UNITED REFORMED CHURCH
EXCERPT FROM MINUTES OF CHURCH MEETING HELD on Sunday 28th January 2018

Item 7:

Secretary’s Ma,ers. The church secretary and minister will be meeHng a
representaHve from “Keep Bourne End Green”. They will reassure them that our secHon of
the ﬁeld is not for building on.

From:
Subject:
Date:
To:

Stuart Wilson stuartpwilson@btinternet.com
Re: URC and the WDC NLP
15 August 2018 at 20:49
Stuart Wilson stuart@foodstrategy.co.uk

On 7 Dec 2017, at 09:25, Helen Rathbone <helenallenrathbone@gmail.com> wrote:
Hi Stuart
Apologies for the delay in responding.
Please find below the church meeting motion which was agreed.
I am not sure if it is as helpful as it could be in terms of the sale of the land. However, I can assure you that the land is being
protected for the use of the church and will not be sold. (We have already been approached by agents in this respect). If you feel
it useful, we vote specifically on that point at church meeting in January? (Not sure if you understand that church meeting is
basically the "law" and once we have passed a motion according to our constitutional requirements, it is accepted that it is written
in stone.
The documents that I mentioned were posted to our minister Terry, who is currently off sick. I am sure he will share these with you
when he returns as he is actively supporting your campaign.
Item 2: Church land
A small section of the field beyond the churchyard was given by the Jackson family as an extension to the churchyard. With the
possibility of building houses in that field, the church secretary and elders' meeting have been investigating the legal right to the
land. The Chadwick branch of the Jackson family have also been in contact to ensure that the church has protected it. The deeds
to the land are secure and it is registered with the Land Registry and there is no issue about the legal ownership of the land.
Currently the land is being leased as arable land to a local farmer for a peppercorn rent and this is a rolling tenancy agreement
which is renewable each year.
After consulatation with the Trust Officer, it was recommended that this lease be terminated with one year's notice in order to
safeguard the land for the future use of the church. Church meeting unanimously approved this motion and the legal process of
terminating the lease will commence.
We have since served notice to the farmer via our Church solicitors.
Let me know if you need anything else Stuart, and if you think it helpful, we could meet in the New Year and share any further
information that came out of our meeting with the management company.
Helen

