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WDC Statement Matter 10: Development Framework – Marlow, Bourne End and Wooburn

1. Are the following allocations soundly based and is there
evidence that the development of the sites is viable and
deliverable?
Introduction
1.0

This matter sets out the detailed information with regards to specific
site allocations in the rural areas. Questions dealing with the site
selection process and methodology when assessing reasonable
alternatives are dealt with in Matters 1-6. The introduction to Matter 7
provides an overview of key issues that are also relevant here.

1a. MR6 – Seymour Court Road, Marlow
Existing Assessment
1.1

This site has been assessed through the following evidence documents
and has been found suitable, available and deliverable:


HELAA – site ref: SMA01051



SFRA Level 2 – site ref: MR6/492



Flood Risk Sequential Test Report3



Green Belt Part Two – site ref: SMA01054



Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty Report – site ref:
SMA01055



Sustainability Appraisal – site ref: SMA0105/446

1

HELS1.4 HELAA Publication Version - Appendix 4 - Site Assessment Proformas (housing,
employment & mixed use), p. 115
2 FRW2.2 Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) - Appendix B Lower risk sites
assessment 1, p. B42-B45
3 See Table 1 in FRW1 Flood risk sequential test report
4 GB1.1 Green Belt Part Two Assessment - Appendix GB1 Individual Site Assessments - Steps 2 and
3, pp. 238-243
5 AONB1 Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty Site Assessment Report, pp. 82-83
6 Table IIIE in WDLP2 Sustainability Appraisal of the Publication Wycombe District Local Plan, pp.
III27-III29
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Urban Design Assessment Development Capacity for AONB
and Green Belt Sites (HELS4)- site ref: SMA01057

Suitability
1.2

Marlow is a Tier 2 settlement. This site has fair availability of public
transport, and is located a short distance from Marlow high street, with
access to many key and higher-order services.

1.3

The site is within the Green Belt and Chilterns AONB. The Green Belt
Part Two report concluded that the site scores relatively weakly against
Green Belt purposes, particularly in relation to its semi-urban character
and relationship to the existing built-up area of Marlow. The site also
has a strong boundary of trees, which is considered adequate
considering the proposed quantum.8

1.4

The AONB concluded that development of the site would not be likely to
result in major development in the AONB, this approach was agreed at
a joint workshop with the Chilterns Conservation Board.

1.5

The highways authority confirmed that the proposed access to Seymour
Court Road was acceptable in principle, subject to satisfactory access
and connection to existing footways. Site is also within walking distance
of a good quality bus service.9

1.6

The landscape assessment within the Green Belt Part Two assessment
notes that appropriate development could be accommodated without
significant adverse impact upon the landscape character or visual
amenity of the AONB, this is largely due to the visual containment and
screening that already exists in the site.10 The amenity of the existing

7

HELS4 Urban Design Assessment Development Capacity AONB & Green Belt Sites, pp.17-19
GB1.1 Green Belt Part Two Assessment - Appendix GB1 Individual Site Assessments - Steps 2 and
3, p. 240
9 GB1.1 Green Belt Part Two Assessment - Appendix GB1 Individual Site Assessments - Steps 2 and
3, p. 240
10 GB1.1 Green Belt Part Two Assessment - Appendix GB1 Individual Site Assessments - Steps 2
and 3, p. 241
8
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footpath is an important consideration in this assessment, and it is
required by the policy that this is retained.
1.7

In order to preserve the setting and limit the harm on the AONB, policy
MR6 requires a landscape-led positive approach to design and layout
as well as the retaining and strengthening of the existing boundary
vegetation separating the site from the wider area. This would allow the
site to act as a transition between the Marlow built-up area and the
surrounding countryside, whilst delivering much needed housing to the
local area.

1.8

The policy also requires development to have regard to the
Medmenham Biodiversity Opportunity Area Statement, whilst not a
constraint the Council believes development of the site is an opportunity
to improve and create new habitats.

1.9

In weighing the contribution the area makes to the Green Belt against
the contribution it could make to meeting development needs in the
plan period, the Council considers that exceptional circumstances exist
to remove this area from the Green Belt.11

Indicative Capacity
1.12 The indicative number of dwellings for this site is 9 dwellings.


Net density: 35 dph (83% of site area or 0.25 ha)

1.13 This is based on the Urban Design assessment of development
capacity on AONB and Green Belt sites (HELS4), and is at the upper
end of the density range considered.12
Viability/Feasibility
1.14 The best match notional scheme in VIA1 Appendix 12B Table 4 would
be 10 units, 30dph, value point 3, 40% affordable housing which shows

11
12

GB1 Green Belt Part Two Assessment, p. 50
HELS4 Urban Design Assessment Development Capacity AONB & Green Belt Sites, pp. 17-19
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a residual value (after policy requirements) of circa £3.16M / ha, against
a benchmark land value of £0.4M.
1.15 The policy requirement for access off Seymour Court Road was
confirmed by the highways authority to not require any further ‘impact’
assessment due to the quantum of development. In addition, the site is
well situated to public transport links and the town centre, and a
footpath already exists linking the site to the urban area.
Deliverability
1.16 There has been dialogue with the agent and landowner promoting the
site throughout the plan process who has indicated support for the
allocation. Throughout these discussions they have indicated that they
are intending to develop the site themselves.
Further information
1.17 Current phasing assumed for this site is:13


2020-2021 – 9 dwellings

1.18 Once the site is released from the Green Belt it is capable of being
brought forward and built out quickly. The agent representing the
landowner of the site indicated the site could be developed within 2
years of allocation.

1b. MR7 – Globe Park, Marlow
1.19 This policy does not form a new allocation for development, but sets out
the policy approach to both its retention as an employment area and to
improve its commercial attractiveness going forward.

Table 3.2 Housing Supply – 2017 base date in HELS7.1 Wycombe Monitoring Report Monitoring
Period 1 April 2015 to 31 March 2017 Technical Appendices, p. 18
13
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Existing Assessment
1.20 This site has been assessed through the following evidence documents:


Sustainability Appraisal – site ref: SMA0001/12814



Economy Study and Employment Land Review – site ref:
Globe Park15



Globe Business Park: Lease Availability Report16



Wycombe Commercial Assessment17

Suitability
1.21 The site is located within the Tier 2 settlement of Marlow. It has fair
availability of public transport, and is located a short distance from
central Marlow with access to many key and higher-order services.
1.22 The Employment Land Review described Globe Park as the best
strategic office location within the Wycombe District closest to the core
of the Thames Valley. Globe Park provides primarily Grade A office
space which is tenanted by a good range of large companies, and
provides a mix of old and modern industrial units occupied mainly by
local businesses.
1.23 The Council wishes to see the site retained for continued employment
use but recognises that Globe Park is not fulfilling its full potential, as
poor access into the park and inadequate on-site car parking is
deterring new occupants and this has resulted in a number of empty
offices on the site. Redevelopment and resolution of access and
parking issues will seek to improve the commercial attractiveness of the
site. This is therefore the policy context for the approach being put
forward for this Business Park and Employment Area in the Local Plan.

14

Table IIIJ in WDLP2 Sustainability Appraisal of the Publication Wycombe District Local Plan, pp.
III61-III62
15 Paragraphs 4.140 - 4.153, HELS16 Wycombe District Economy Study & Employment Land Review,
pp. 51-53
16 HELS11 Globe Business Park: Lease Availability Report
17 HELS12 Wycombe Commercial Assessment
5
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1.24 The Council has been working with Highways England, the County
Council, the local Business Improvement District and the LEP to identify
potential improvements to the A404 northbound exit slip road and
improved access arrangements into the business park, to improve
access to Globe Park.18 Whilst this work is ongoing and local
consultation on proposals is expected to be undertaken shortly, funding
has been secured from Highways England for a maximum contribution
of up to £1,187,000 from the Growth and Housing Fund towards a
£1,750,000 package of improvements to address peak time congestion
and traffic flow problems at the A404/A4155 Parkway Junction.
Viability/Feasibility
1.25 As concluded in the Economy Study and Employment Land Review
(HELS16), Globe Park is an important asset for the district and in
particular the provision of industrial units in Marlow. It was
recommended that the Council do all it can to safeguard it, but consider
putting in place an action plan to proactively control density and
provision of car parking.19
1.26 The Globe Park Lease Availability Report noted that there as of
February 2017 there was just over 2,000 sq m of vacant floor space.20
Deliverability
1.27 Several planning schemes have been approved at Globe Park and in
the surrounding area, including:


17/06833/FUL – Creation of car park (up to 500 spaces) for a
temporary period of 5 years;



17/06941/FUL – Demolition of existing buildings and erection of 4storey hotel and associated facilities and car parking;

18

Paragraph 5.2.14 WDLP1 Wycombe District Local Plan (Regulation 19) Publication version
(including changes to the Policies Maps), p. 162
19 Paragraphs 4.152 - 4.153, HELS16 Wycombe District Economy Study & Employment Land Review,
p. 53
20 HELS11 Globe Business Park Lease Availability Report
6
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17/07956/FUL – erection of decked car park for 171 spaces;



17/07398/FUL – formation of 7 new car parking spaces;



16/08396/FUL – change of use of land and creation of 102 space
car park.

1.28

As such there are both scheme for new car parking and improved
access to Globe Park that should assist in alleviating the identified
issues with Globe Park, and improve occupancy of this key employment
area.

1c. BE1 - Slate Meadow, Bourne End & Wooburn
1.29 See the Council’s Matter 7 Statement (paras 1.27 to 1.31) for an
introduction to the former Reserve Sites, of which Slate Meadow is one.
1.30 Slate Meadow is a 10 ha site located in Bourne End and Wooburn,
between the A4094 and the former High Wycombe to Bourne End
railway line.
Existing Assessment
1.31 This site has been assessed through the following evidence documents
and has been found suitable, available and deliverable:


HELAA – site ref: SBE003321



SFRA Level 2 – site ref: BE1/9322



Flood Risk Sequential Test Report23



Sustainability Appraisal – site ref: SBE0033/4724



Habitats Regulations Assessment25

21

HELS1.4 HELAA Publication Version - Appendix 4 - Site Assessment Proformas (housing,
employment & mixed use), pp. 98-99
22 Section 3.10 in FRW2 Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA), pp. 97-106
23 Table 6 in FRW1 Flood risk sequential test report, pp. 43-46
24 Table IIIF in WDLP2 Sustainability Appraisal of the Publication Wycombe District Local Plan, pp.
III30-III36
25 WDLP3A Revised Habitats Regulations Assessment Report – July 2018 pp. 146 to 154
7
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Strategic Sites assessment study – site ref: CW326



Landscape Assessment of Strategic Sites27



Reserve Sites Infrastructure Delivery Plan28



Reserve Sites Transport Framework29



Slate Meadow development brief30

Suitability
1.32 The site is located within the Tier 2 settlement of Bourne End/Wooburn.
The site has fair access to public transport (both bus and rail), and is
within walking distance of key and higher-order facilities.
1.33 The site is excluded from the Green Belt and reserved for future
development in the current Core Strategy. The site has been
considered in the past by previous Core Strategy/Local Plan Inspectors
who have accepted the principle of development on the site, albeit
recognising that its capacity is limited by constraints.31

26

LAN3 Wycombe District Local Plan Options Consultation - Strategic Sites Assessment Study, pp.
24-26
27 LAN4 Landscape Assessment of Strategic sites, pp. 69-75
28 RS6 Wycombe Reserve Sites Infrastructure Delivery Plan, pp. 24-26
29 Section 5.6 in RS8 High Wycombe Reserve Sites Transport Framework, pp. 45-47 and section 7.9,
pp. 65-66
30 Slate Meadow Development Brief (May 2018) – note that examination doc RS3 in the library is the
adoption draft that went to Cabinet in February 2018.
31 See Paragraphs 3.55 - 3.57 DPD5 Core Strategy Inspector’s report, pp. 19-20, and paragraph
3.2.50 - 3.2.58 in DPD7 Local Plan Inspector’s report, pp. 177-178.
8
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Figure 1 Constraints Plan32

1.34 Part of the site is a designated village green (2.7 ha). Consideration has
been given through the development brief process to whether this could
be relocated to elsewhere on the site but it was concluded that for
ecological reasons and taking into account public opinion the village
green should stay in situ.33
1.35 A substantial part of the site is also subject to fluvial, surface water and
groundwater flood risk.
1.36 The Level 2 SFRA34 has identified that up to 20% of the site (to the
south west) is at risk of fluvial flooding from the 1 in 100 AEP35 + climate
change allowances.36 However flood depths are generally low. Surface
water areas mainly follow those at fluvial flood risk but there are pockets
32

Source: RS3 Slate Meadow Development Brief (Adoption draft 2018)
Paragraph 2.7.7 in RS3 Slate Meadow Development Brief (Adoption draft 2018), p. 23
34 In the case of Slate Meadow, the modelling results in the level 2 SFRA are those of the applicant,
as the EA has approved the site specific modelling in August 2016, and the applicant shared that data
with Jacobs/WDC.
35 Flood Zone 3a
36 20% when considering the +70% scenario, which is the most stringent allowance for climate
change. Climate Change guidance requires for residential to consider a range between the +35% and
+70% scenario.
33
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elsewhere on the site. The modelled groundwater flood emergence is
high across the whole site.37 The Level 2 SFRA sets out what an FRA at
application stage needs to consider.
1.37 The Flood Risk Sequential Test report sets out that considering the
extent of fluvial flood risk, a sequential approach within the site can be
followed to place “more vulnerable” development within the lowest
areas of flood risk on site. Assuming that the development can progress
without encroaching into the 35% and ideally the +70% extent, or that
the 70% extent is designed out by raising floor levels, the development
is able to pass the second part of the Exception Test.
1.38

The EA raised concerns with regards to the level 2 SFRA at Regulation
19 stage but withdrew their comments on this particular site, confirming
that they “know that the site is deliverable with the indicative dwelling
numbers” .38

1.39 A site-specific flood risk assessment undertaken by the developers
shows that around 4 ha of the site is available for housing, delivering up
to 150 dwellings. This supports and refines the capacity identified
through the Plan work (see LAN3, HELS1.4, HELS5) and through the
site development brief (RS3). The FRA demonstrates how the site can
be developed safely in flood risk terms, with the development being
delivered in flood zone 1.
1.40 The site also occupies a gap between the communities of Bourne End
and Wooburn, which is of great importance to the local community.
Whilst it is recognised that development will reduce that gap, the
significant areas of the site that are not developable, including the open
space along the length of the south western boundary of the site,39 help
to mitigate this. Overall around 60% of the site would remain
undeveloped retaining a fair degree of openness. The existence of the

37

Countywide modelling from the LLFA, incorporated in the level 2 SFRA.
See Doc H page 4 in WDLP8.5 Wycombe District Local Plan and the Duty to Cooperate Report
Appendix 5 – EA audit trail in relation to climate change allowances and SFRA work.
39 See Illustrative layout, Figure 38 on page 266 of the Plan.
38
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gap has been recognised as a constraint by previous inspectors but not
one that is an overriding constraint to any development.40 The policy
recognises the importance of maintaining a sense of separation to
strengthen the sense of place and maintain place identity by means of a
number of measures including retaining an undeveloped area between
developed areas of Bourne End and Wooburn, and retaining the village
green within the site.
1.41

This shows that although there are constraints to development these
can be overcome by an appropriate development approach which
develops only part of the site.

1.42 The Landscape Assessment of Strategic Sites41 considered that the site
had moderate to low sensitivity in landscape terms and is capable of
accommodating development with only a minor adverse change in
character. Section 2.7 of the Development Brief42 provides further
landscape and ecological context. There are no designated ecological
sites within the boundary of Slate Meadow but there is some ecological
interest on the site that will need to be the subject of appropriate
mitigation.
1.43 The Reserve Sites transport framework43 sets out a transport package
for the site which has informed the policy requirements.
1.44 Policy BE1 sets out the key requirements:


Access to the site needs to be created in a way that does not have
a negative impact on the surrounding residential areas and does
not compromise the flow of traffic on the A4094. The plan
proposes the main access to be from Stratford drive and to limit
vehicular access from Eastern Drive and Frank Lunnon Close; no

Paragraph 3.2.54 in DPD7 Local Plan Inspector’s report, p. 177. Paragraph 3.56 in DPD5 Core
Strategy Inspector’s report, p. 19.
41 LAN4 Landscape Assessment of Strategic sites, pp. 65-74
42 Slate Meadow Development Brief (May 2018)
43 RS8 High Wycombe Reserve Sites Transport Framework – WDC/BCC – January 2016 pp. 65-66
40
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direct vehicular access onto the A4094 unless other options are
undeliverable, unfeasible or unaffordable


the site needs to connect to the wider area: the policy requires the
development to provide shared cycle/pedestrian paths connecting
to proposed bridleway and existing nearby estates roads



Financial contributions are required towards measures along the
A4094, improved or new footways beside existing access roads,
and if appropriate, upgrade of pedestrian crossing east of Stratford
drive.

1.45 The Highways Authority considers the access and impact on the local
network is acceptable. There is a need for some sustainable travel
measures which the Council is seeking to secure.
1.46 In line with the Revised Habitats Regulations Assessment report, the
site needs to mitigate its recreational impact on the nearby Burnham
Beeches SAC and this is incorporated in the policy. The Development
Brief44 shows how this may be achieved on site through improvements
to the village green and the provision of new areas for recreation /
ecology / flood management.
Indicative Capacity
1.47 The indicative number of dwellings for this site is 150 dwellings.


Net density: 38 dph

1.48 This is based on a net developable area of c.4 hectares, which takes
account of the constraints on the site, which include the designated
village green, green infrastructure and flood risk areas.
Viability/Feasibility
1.49 The Viability Report concluded that after CIL, assumed infrastructure
costs, general DM policy requirements, and affordable housing, the site

44

RS3 Slate Meadow development brief (adoption draft 2018)
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is viable in terms of generating a surplus of £2,181,550.45 This was
based on a development of 170 dwellings as opposed to the submitted
Plan which has an indicative number of 150 dwellings. On this basis
whist the estimated surplus would reduce to £706,357 this is still a
surplus above land value. The principal infrastructure requirements for
the site are:


Transport improvements (which would be a combination of S106
and S278 agreements).



A commensurate contribution to primary school provision.



There may also be a contribution required for the Little Marlow
Lakes Country Park46

1.50 The Council and the developer are nearing completion of a S106
agreement in connection with the current planning application, and have
reached broad agreement on viability and necessary contributions to
infrastructure.
Deliverability
1.51 A development brief has been prepared and adopted for the site in May
2018.47
1.52 Avant Homes and Croudace Homes are the site developers.
1.53 Outline planning application (18/05597/OUT) for 150 dwellings was
submitted by Avant and Croudace Homes and is now under
consideration. A decision is scheduled for the August 2018 planning
committee.

45

VIA1 WDC Viability report, p. 29 and Appendix 7A.
See para 5.4.11 of the Plan.
47 Slate Meadow Development Brief (May 2018)
46
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Further information
1.54 Current phasing assumed for this site is:48


2019-2020 – 25 dwellings



2020-2021 – 50 dwellings



2021-2022 – 50 dwellings



2022-2023 – 25 dwellings

1.55 This takes account of information from the agent for the site and also
takes account of the current progress with the planning application.
There will be two developers on site each developing approximately
half the units. As a result it is expected that development will proceed at
a good pace.

1d. BE2 – Hollands Farm, Bourne End & Wooburn
1.55 This site is a greenfield site located towards the south of Bourne End
between Hawks Hill and Wessex Road.

Existing Assessment
1.56 This site has been assessed through the following evidence documents
and has been found suitable, available and deliverable:


HELAA – site ref: SBE002849



Urban Design Development Capacity AONB and Green Sites
(HELS4)50



SFRA Level 2 – site ref: BE2/1551



Green Belt Part One – RSA19

Table 3.2 Housing Supply – 2017 base date in HELS7.1 Wycombe Monitoring Report Monitoring
Period 1 April 2015 to 31 March 2017 Technical Appendices, p. 16
49 HELS1.4 HELAA Publication Version - Appendix 4 - Site Assessment Proformas (housing,
employment & mixed use), pp. 96-97
50 Urban Design Development Capacity AONB and Green Belt sites (Sept 2017), p. 4 and pp. 8-10
51 Section 3.5 in FRW2 Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA), pp. 50-60
48
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Green Belt Part Two – site ref: SBE0027+SBE002852



Sustainability Appraisal – site ref: SBE0028+27/4853



Flood Risk Sequential Test Report54



Wycombe Local Plan sites traffic modelling55



Revised Habitats Regulations Assessment report56

Suitability
1.57 BE2 is a Greenfield site within current Green Belt boundaries. The
related amendment proposed to Green Belt boundaries includes not
only the area of BE2 but adjoining smaller areas as well. (This is
discussed further below.) It adjoins Bourne End, which includes the
Wessex Road industrial estate to the West and the Hedsor Road and
Riversdale Conservation Area to the South (Hedsor Road is also
washed over by the Green Belt.). It forms part of a connected and
contiguous built area with Wooburn (Cores End) to the Northeast and
the Hawks Hill Road / Harvest Hill area to the East.
1.58 The Part One Green Belt Assessment identified the wider site as a
Recommended Sub Area (RSA19) for further consideration. Bourne
End/Wooburn is also within Tiers 1-4 of the Settlement Hierarchy Study
(Tier 2). Hence the site passed Step 1 of the Green Belt Part Two
Assessment.
Green Belt Part 2 – Step 2 Green Belt Purposes
1.59 The Green Belt Part Two Assessment (Step 2)57 found that the wider
site performed relatively weakly against the purposes of including land

52

GB1.1 Green Belt Part Two Assessment - Appendix GB1 Individual Site Assessments - Steps 2
and 3, pp. 7-13
53 Table IIIF in WDLP2 Sustainability Appraisal of the Publication Wycombe District Local Plan, pp.
III30-III36
54 Table 4 in FRW1 Flood risk sequential test report, pp. 36-39
55 Section 5.3 in TR6 Wycombe Local Plan sites traffic modelling, p. 22
56 WDLP3A Revised Habitats Regulations Assessment Report – July 2018 pp. 146 to 154
57 GB1.1 Green Belt Part Two Assessment – Appendix GB1: Individual Site Assessments - Steps 2
and 3, p. 7
15

WDC Statement Matter 10: Development Framework – Marlow, Bourne End and Wooburn

in the Green Belt. It makes no material contribution in terms of
‘preventing the outward sprawl of large built up areas’ or ‘preventing
neighbouring towns from merging’ or in ‘preserving the setting of
historic towns’. Its contribution to ‘safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment’ is limited by, not only the urbanising influence of nearby
development, but also the urbanising influence of development within
the boundaries of the land proposed for removal from the Green Belt.
1.60 The original developer promoted site was extended (in accordance with
the approach set out in 2.6 – 2.7 of GB1) to include adjoining areas
within the Green Belt ‘to achieve a rational built-up area and a robust
boundary to the Green Belt’. The Council’s assessment of Green Belt
purposes was against this expanded site area, as this was the area
being considered for potential release from the Green Belt. This site
extent also corresponds with RSA-19 from the Green Belt Part One
assessment.
1.61 As set out on page 9 of GB1.1 (and in accordance with the approach
set out at 2.22 – 2.25 of GB1), because the wider site is bounded on
three sides by built-up areas of non-Green Belt land, the release of this
land from the Green Belt would form a rational built-up area appropriate
to the general extent of the Green Belt. The new Green Belt boundary
would be Hedsor Road to the south, which fully meets the requirements
of GB1 and NPPF85 as a boundary feature.
1.62 Keep Bourne End Green (WDLP19 1265) submitted two alternative
Green Belt Assessments as part of their Regulation 19 representation:


Tab 6ii from Martin Leay Associates (MLA)



Tab 9 from Pegasus Group

Both documents respond to parts of the Council’s evidence and offer
alternative conclusions. The main areas of difference appear to be
around the role of the site in meeting Green Belt purposes. Underlying
all of this, is that there are necessary planning judgements to be made
in assessing any site’s contribution to Green Belt purposes. The simple
16
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fact that a different judgment is possible is not evidence that the Plan is
not sound.
1.63 It appears that the different views with regards to Purposes 1 and 2
stem from underlying differences of view about the existing geography
of the area and the interpretation and application of NPPF terms such
as ‘sprawl’, ‘large built-up areas’ and ‘neighbouring towns’ in relation to
this. In the absence of any national definition, the Council has adopted
the Arup definitions and approach, set out in GB2 sections 2.5 and 4. In
summary these say:


Large built-up areas were defined having regard to the settlement
structure across Buckinghamshire and past coalescence of
multiple settlements. Table 4.1 of GB2 lists the areas identified.



4.4.8 of GB1.1 defines sprawl as ‘the outward spread of a large
built-up area at its periphery in an untidy or irregular way’.



In a local context, all spatially distinct settlements of any
significant scale were identified as ‘towns’ for the purpose of
assessing land against purpose 2. This includes settlements both
inset from the Green Belt, and washed over by it. Table 4.2 of
GB1.1 lists the settlements identified.



‘Countryside’ (in the context of preventing encroachment of the
countryside) was defined in functional terms having regard to the
character, uses, and extent of existing development.

1.64 Bourne End/Wooburn was not identified as a large built up area, hence
it can perform no role in preventing sprawl of large built up areas. If it
was considered as a large built up area then, consistent with other such
areas across the County, all of the contiguous and connected nongreen belt built-up areas would be included. GB2 Table 4.1 contains
several examples of connected areas like this. In that scenario it is clear
that Wooburn (or Cores End) and Hawks Hill would be part of a
contiguous large-built up area with Bourne End, and the BE2 Green

17
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Belt alteration would be bounded on 3 sides by different parts of one
large built-up area.
1.65 Whether one applies the Arup scoring or first principles this area of
Green Belt does not play an important role in preventing sprawl. It is an
infill area bracketed by the existing built area. Moreover, the fourth side
would encompass existing housing at Hedsor Road. This is part of
Bourne End itself and clearly part of the same built-up area, albeit
washed over by the Green Belt and not excluded from it. In this context,
it would be difficult to argue that continued Green Belt designation is
necessary to prevent sprawl when the outer edge is already developed
and part of the same built-up area.
1.66 Furthermore, even if Wooburn (or Cores End) and Hawks Hill were
hypothetically treated as disconnected and distinct from Bourne End,
the BE2 Green Belt alteration would still be bracketed to some extent
by the Wessex Road industrial estate, and Hedsor Road would still be a
relevant consideration. Moreover, if Bourne End was considered in
isolation of its connected neighbours it is less likely to be characterised
as a large built up area. And it is no part of the Green Belt purposes to
prevent sprawl of other than large built up areas. Similar issues affect
purpose 2 as for purpose 1. Each of Bourne End and Wooburn (or
Cores End) and Hawks Hill and the Hedsor Road areas would have to
be disconnected settlements one from the other and ‘towns’ in their own
right.
1.67 In fact, Bourne End and Wooburn (or Cores End) are part of one
merged Parish and are only partly separate neighbourhoods and
communities. The Hawks Hill area is more obviously separate in terms
of character and function. Nonetheless they are all physically merged
forming a contiguous and connected built area. In Green Belt terms
there are not two (or three) separate settlements and there is no
existing separation between them to be protected.
1.68 It appears uncontentious that purpose 3 relates to the extent of existing
development within the area and the urban or rural character of the
18
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area, having regard to both the uses carried on and the built form. It is
also important to note that whilst there is some overlap with landscape
character issues, this is not an assessment of landscape character (or
impact).
1.69 In this regard MLA Tab 6(ii) paragraphs 2.16 to 2.20 are in fact
comment on the Councils Landscape Appraisal, which is part of Step 3
(Is the site otherwise developable), not part of the Step 2 assessment of
Green Belt purposes. This discussion therefore has no bearing on step
2.
1.70 Another distinction between the Step 2 assessment of the land’s
contribution to Green Belt purposes, and the Step 3 assessment of
suitability, is the extent of site that needs to be assessed. For Step 2, it
is necessary to consider all of the land proposed for removal from the
Green Belt. For Step 3, what matters is the area allocated for
development.
1.71 In this regard, it may be noted that the Pegasus review of purpose 3
appears to be based on the proposed housing allocation, in contrast to
the Council’s assessment of the whole area proposed for removal from
the Green Belt. Whilst the MLA review purports to address the whole
area proposed for release from the Green Belt, the scope of the
assessment is in fact clearly focussed to only the developer promoted
site.
1.72 For example, MLA 3.11 and the associated photographic evidence look
inwards at the developer promoted site but it does not offer any
assessment of the whole area proposed for removal from the Green
Belt. Similarly Pegasus have unsurprisingly concluded that the limited
area they have assessed has a more rural character than the total area
proposed for removal from the Green Belt (see in particular Pegasus
paragraph 4.10).
1.73 It may also be noted that there are several instances in the Pegasus
review where the claim is made that “WDC provide no evidence…” (e.g.
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WDC Statement Matter 10: Development Framework – Marlow, Bourne End and Wooburn

2.7, 3.4) or that the Part 2 Assessment “provides no definition for each
Green Belt purpose” (e.g. 2.4). Both these claims are incorrect.
Similarly, the MLA review was drafted on the basis of the Council’s draft
evidence (MLA 1.7) and seeks to rely on ‘the lack of any material
difference’ between this and the submitted evidence, but there are
differences in both the method and the findings and MLA’s critique is
out-of-date in the respect.
1.74 As previously noted, the Council’s assessment as set out in Appendix
GB1.1 ‘Individual Site Assessments- Steps 2 and 3’ has been
overlooked in many of the criticisms offered. In terms of the definition of
GB purposes, the assessment of purposes was carried out in
accordance with the methodology in 2.19-2.21 of the Part Two Report
(GB1) which expressly refers to adopting the assessment criteria set
out in the Part One Assessment, which includes the definition of the
‘purposes’ as part of developing the assessment criteria.
Green Belt Part 2 – Step 3 Otherwise Developable
1.75 The Green Belt Part Two Assessment (Step 3) then considers flood
risk, the Conservation Area, landscape capacity, and highways
considerations.
1.76 In relation to flood risk, there is a more detailed assessment in section
3.5 of the Level 2 SFRA and Table 4 of the Flood Risk Sequential Test
Report. The key points of this evidence are that very nearly all of the
site is unaffected by fluvial flood risk – which in essence only affects the
southern access point to Hedsor Road. Table 4 of the Sequential Test
explains that the development of BE2 “as a whole should be designed
and constructed to remain operational and safe in times of flood in order
to pass the Exception Test. In this case the development would include
multiple access points, including outside flood zone 3; the Hedsor Road
access could be closed during a fluvial flood event.
1.77 The Level 2 SFRA also considers local sources of flooding (surface
water and groundwater emergence). These are both issues that would
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influence the detailed planning of the site once allocated, but which do
not impact the suitability of the location overall.
1.78 Similar logic applies to the Environmental Health comments re noise
from the Wessex Road Industrial Estate. It should be noted that the
illustrative layout at Fig 39 page 270 of the Plan suggests that open
space could form a buffer between the industrial estate and the
residential area and the capacity assessment allows for this.
1.79 The Wycombe Local Plan Sites Traffic Modelling Report58 explains that
the Hollands Farm site is located east of Bourne End. The ‘do minimum’
modelling shows there is delay at The Parade/ A4155/ Station Road,
Millboard/ Cores End Road junctions, and on the A4094 (northbound)
and Marlow Road (westbound). The ‘do something’ modelling shows
comparable or increased travel times to the ‘do minimum’ on links and
approaches to junctions in Bourne End (see TR6,59 figure 3.7).The ‘do
something’ plus transport package modelling suggests that providing a
link road through the Hollands Farm development will benefit existing
roads in the Bourne End area. It is assumed that the development
would require internal access roads and therefore upgrade of this to
allow it to accommodate through traffic is considered to be reasonable.
This will require further discussion to develop a design rationale for the
road that meets both the local and through traffic needs.
1.80 Keep Bourne End Green (WDLP19 1265) submitted a Transport
Feasibility Appraisal which challenges the effectiveness of the mitigation
in the DM scenario, questions the achievability of the site access points,
and more generally critiques the Countywide and Wycombe Sites
modelling evidence.
1.81 Overall, it should be noted that the Countywide and High Wycombe
traffic models used in the assessment of Local Plan impacts have both
been developed following WebTAG principles, albeit they do not strictly
adhere to WebTAG thresholds in all aspects. Full WebTAG compliance
58
59

Section 5.3 of TR6 Wycombe Local Plan Sites Traffic Modelling
TR6 Wycombe Local Plan Sites Traffic Modelling
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is more required for assessing Major Scheme Business Cases against
Department for Transport criteria – for the purposes of assessing the
impacts of the Local Plan at a strategic level, WDC and BCC are
satisfied that the modelling work undertaken is in accordance with
guidance and is a reasonable and proportionate evidence base. A
detailed response to the KBEG critique of the modelling evidence is
attached at Appendix A to this statement.
1.82 Ongoing discussions with BCC (the Local Highway Authority) re the
achievability of the site accesses, indicate that they have no
fundamental concerns that would prohibit them from being valid
developable sites in a transport context. They have also observed that
the issues raised by KBEG point towards work that would be required
once these sites have been committed to policy and are approaching
the detailed development stage, rather than being an issue at the planmaking stage.
1.83 Step 3 also includes an assessment of the landscape capacity of the
proposed allocation to receive development. This considers landscape
character, visual impact and amenity and concludes that the landscape
has moderate to high capacity to absorb development on this site (with
specific commentary on different areas).
1.84 The Urban Design Assessment of Development Capacity60 expands on
the layout and character constraints affecting the site. This also includes
a broad consideration of public open space requirements, before
identifying likely net developable areas and indicative capacity (detailed
further below).
1.85 Keep Bourne End Green (WDLP19 1265) submitted a partial LVIA from
MLA “Tab 7” which is critical of the Council’s evidence on capacity and
landscape issues. It is noted that the MLA review does not acknowledge
the landscape and capacity work discussed above.

60

HELS4 Urban Design Assessment Development Capacity AONB & Green Belt Sites, pp. 8-10
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Appendix B to this statement sets out a detailed response to the
landscape & visual impacts assessment by Martin Leay
Associates, commissioned by Pegasus on behalf of Keep Bourne
End Green (‘KBEG’). It also addresses matters of landscape
character presented by both Pegasus and Martin Leay
Associates.)

1.86 Step 3 also discusses an area of traditional orchard off Hawks Hill
(HELAA reference SBE0092.) As the site is considered to be a
Traditional Orchard, which is a habitat of principal importance,61 it is
appropriate to protect it from development. The biodiversity value of the
Traditional Orchard along with the cover of other trees on this part of
the site means that it is an important green infrastructure asset which is
further protected by Tree Preservation Order 27/2017.
Green Belt Part 2 – Step 4 Exceptional Circumstances
1.87 All of the above fed into the consideration of ‘exceptional
circumstances’ (from page 32 of the Green Belt Part Two report) which
concluded in favour of releasing the site from the Green Belt.
1.88 In the SA, the site is shown with existing fair access to public transport
and this would be enhanced by the routing of buses through the site. It
is within walking distance of key and higher-order facilities. In addition,
the Plan proposes (amongst other things) specific place-making
responses to the Conservation Area; improvements to walking/cycling
and public transport; provision of a one-form entry primary school.
1.89 In line with the Revised Habitats Regulations Assessment report, the
site needs to mitigate its recreational impact on the nearby Burnham
Beeches SAC and this is incorporated in the policy.

61

Under section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act of 2006 the
Secretary of State publishes a list of habitats and species and habitats of principal importance for the
conservation of biodiversity in England. This list builds on what was the UK Biodiversity Action Plan.
Public bodies such as district councils and Local Planning Authorities have a duty under section 40 of
the NERC Act which means they ‘must, in exercising its functions, have regard, so far as is consistent
with the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity.’
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Indicative Capacity
1.90 The indicative number of dwellings for this site is 467 dwellings.


Net density: 32 dph

1.91 This is based on Urban Design Assessment and Capacity Report
(HELS4 page 8) which identifies a likely net developable area of 14.6
ha in addition to:


Structural landscape (2.2 ha)



CA buffer (0.8 ha)



Link road (0.9 ha)



School (1 ha)



Strategic Open Space (3.8 ha)

1.92 It takes the upper end of the density range set out in the report.
Viability/Feasibility
1.93 The Viability Report62 concluded that after CIL, assumed infrastructure
costs, general DM policy requirements, and affordable housing, the site
is viable in terms of generating a surplus of £7,415,238. This was based
on a development of 402 dwellings as opposed to the submitted Plan
which has an indicative number of 467 dwellings for the site, resulting in
an estimated surplus of £14,975,497.
1.94 The principal requirements for the site are:


Strategic open space and landscape/GI areas on-site. In terms of
viability this is an indirect opportunity cost, although there could
be management costs arising.

62

VIA1 WDC Viability Assessment, section 4.4, paragraphs 4.4.1-4.4.10, pp. 29-30 and section 4.3 p.
31
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Transport improvements. This is likely to be a mixture of S106
and S278 costs, to be determined, but only to be required if
justified.



Provision of a 1 form entry primary school. Cost range is likely to
be in the range of £4M to £5M (to be confirmed) and part of this
cost may be borne by BE1 Slate Meadow.



A commensurate s106 contribution required to the Little Marlow
Lakes Country Park.63

1.95 These requirements are generally considered to be in range of the
surplus identified.
Deliverability
1.96 The Council is preparing a Statement of Common Ground with


Catesby Estates plc – the land promoters of part of Hollands Farm
proposed allocation at Bourne End.



Mr L Noe the freehold owner of the Jackson’s Field part of
Hollands Farm proposed allocation at Bourne End.

Further information
1.97 Current phasing assumed for this site is:64


2023-2024 – 60 dwellings



2024-2025 – 60 dwellings



2025-2026 – 65 dwellings



2026-2027 - 65 dwellings



2027-2028 - 65 dwellings

63

See para 5.4.25 of the Plan.
Table 3.2 Housing Supply – 2017 base date in HELS7.1 Wycombe Monitoring Report Monitoring
Period 1 April 2015 to 31 March 2017 Technical Appendices, p. 16
64
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2028-2029 - 65 dwellings



2029-2030 - 65 dwellings



2030-2031 – 22 dwellings

1.98 This has had regard to indicative build rates assumed elsewhere in the
District for similar sites and information provided by the agent for the
HELAA. The timing allows for the preparation of a development brief to
inform the planning application process as well as a subsequent lead in
time for first completions.

1e. BE3 – Health facilities in Bourne End & Wooburn
1.99 Policy BE3 does not allocate an area for development, but instead gives
policy guidance to support the work of the Clinical Commissioning
Groups for new replacement health facilities in the Bourne End and
Wooburn area.
1.100 Policy BE3 is a supportive policy concerning the intention of the local
Clinical Commissioning Group to bring forward plans to develop a new
surgery in the area. This is set out in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.65
Practice plans have been submitted to develop the new surgery and the
Council may assist with the delivery through the allocation of CIL
funding. It is possible that the proposed allocations for Bourne End and
Wooburn identify an area where a new surgery might be
accommodated, however this is not fixed and other locations may be
more suitable, subject to transport assessments and other relevant
planning considerations being satisfactorily addressed.

65

See paragraph 9.12 in WDLP5 Local Plan Publication Version Infrastructure Delivery Plan, p. 54
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Appendix A Response to Bourne End and Wooburn Transport Feasibility
Appraisal
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Response to Bourne End and Wooburn Transport
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1.

Introduction

As framework consultants to Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC), Jacobs was asked, on behalf of
Wycombe District Council (WDC), to undertake transport modelling to assess the impacts of Local Plan
developments in Wycombe District. Three phases of modelling using the Buckinghamshire Countywide Model
(CM), and one phase of modelling using the High Wycombe Highway Assignment Model (HWHAM), were
undertaken and a report produced for each.
Following the publication of those reports, transport consultants Motion have, on behalf of Keep Bourne End
Green (KBEG) and Wooburn and Bourne End Parish Council (the Parish), produced a transport feasibility
assessment of the proposed allocation within Wooburn and Bourne End Parish. The assessment included a
review and critique of the modelling described in the reports produced by Jacobs. The assessment is referred to
hereon in as the “Motion Report”.
BCC, on behalf of WDC, have asked Jacobs to produce a response to the Motion Report’s review of the
transport modelling, as detailed in section 4 of that report.
This report provides that response.
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2.

Responses

Overall, it should be noted that the CM and HWHAM used in the assessment of Local Plan impacts have both
been developed following WebTAG principles, albeit they do not strictly adhere to WebTAG thresholds in all
aspects.
The assessment of Local Plan impacts has been modelled within the context of a scenario-based approach,
with the ‘Do-something’ scenario detailing the future year ‘with Local Plan development’ and the ‘Do-minimum’
scenario detailing the future year ‘without Local Plan development’, both within a forecast year covering the end
of the Local Plan period. The models, and the way in which they have been used for assessing Local Plan
impacts, are therefore consistent with Planning Practice Guidance set out in paragraphs 10 and 11 of ID54.
Responses to the points raised in the Transport Feasibility Appraisal are detailed here. In each case, the
original Motion Report extract is replicated for reference, and a response provided.
Motion Report 4.3:
Having reviewed the reports prepared by Jacobs, together with previous iterations of the same
reports, it is evident that there are areas where the information presented by Jacobs is either
contrary to best practice guidance and/or underestimates the overall impact of the emerging
Local Plan upon the Bourne End/Wooburn area. The following text summarises the modelling that
has been undertaken to date and outlines those areas where further work is required before the
overall soundness of the Slate Meadow and Hollands Farm sites can be assessed.
Response:
Jacobs are satisfied that the modelling work undertaken is in accordance with guidance and is a reasonable and
proportionate evidence base with which to assess the impacts of the Local Plan at a strategic level. Detailed
points are addressed below.
Motion Report 4.4:
In June 2017, Jacobs published a report that summarises the outcome of modelling it undertook
to test a package of potential transport schemes that will facilitate the development sites
identified in the emerging Local Plan. It would appear that this modelling has been based upon
the High Wycombe Highway Assignment Model (HWHAM), which is predicated on surveys
undertaken as far back as 2006. As the report is not supported by a Model Specification Report
(MSR) or Local Model Validation Report (LMVR), it is assumed that Jacobs and BCC are content to
refer back to the reports BCC published in March 2013 and January 2014 to justify the validity of
the HWHAM (i.e. Highway Assignment Model Specification Report (2013) and Local Model
Validation Report (2014)).
Response:
Jacobs are content with referring back to those reports.
Motion Report 4.7:
When considering Scheme HF3 it is worthy to note that no information has been provided with
respect to the traffic generating potential of the development sites that Jacobs have assessed. To
this end, it is assumed that it is consistent with the approach taken in the Countywide Model
(CM), which it is understood is based on trip rates extracted from the industry standard TRICS
database.
Response:
The trip generation assumptions, with respect to TRICS, are correct.

5

Response to Bourne End and Wooburn Transport
Feasibility Appraisal

Motion Report 4.8:
It is noted that the modelling undertaken by Jacobs was based on 510 dwellings being
constructed on the Hollands Farm site, whereas the current draft Local Plan has identified the site
having capacity for 467 dwellings. There is also no reference to the one school entry primary
school. Whilst the quantum of development is not consistent with the current draft Local Plan, it
is considered that this will not unduly affect the results contained in this report. Indeed, the level
of housing assessed by Jacobs will more than offset the fact that the modelling undertaken to
date has not made any allowance for the primary school given the majority of trips associated
with this will originate within the Hollands farm site and thus not impact on the wider highway
network.
Response:
This is a correct interpretation of the modelling scenario.
Motion Report 4.10:
The modelling presented in the Phase 3 Technical Note is based upon the CM, which has a base
year of 2013. Unfortunately at the time of writing, WDC has not uploaded a LMVR to its online
Local Plan Evidence Base. It is therefore assumed that Jacobs and BCC will be relying upon the
LMVR that is referenced in the CM Phase 1 Report.
Response:
The LMVR for the CM has been available on the WDC website since the start of the Publication Consultation as
part of the Local Plan Evidence Base. The model was further updated in a manner described in the CM Phase 1
Report, however, there is no full LMVR for the model updates. The assumptions above are therefore
appropriate.
Motion Report 4.11:
As with the Phase 3 Technical Note, this document is also not available on the Local Plan Evidence
base. However, a summary is provided at Table 2-C of the CM Phase 1 report. Based on the
information contained therein, it would appear that the calibration exercise undertaken by Jacobs
in 2014 showed considerable differences between the observed flows and that generated by the
CM. Indeed, they are someway below the normal accepted thresholds that require 85 percent of
observed flows to be consistent with the survey results that have been referred to when
developing the model.
Response:
The calibration flows in the Countywide model do not meet the 85% WebTAG threshold. However, as the report
also notes, within Planning Policy Guidelines, full WebTAG compliance is not a requirement for Local Plan
assessments, and therefore there is no requirement stipulating that calibration flows should reach an 85%
threshold. WebTAG guidelines are specifically applied for schemes assessed through the Department for
Transport’s (DfT’s) Transport Appraisal Process and its recommendations are not necessarily always applicable
to other purposes. WebTAG also advises proportionality in model development and that a model which fails to
meet WebTAG thresholds may still be usable for certain purposes and applications.
Motion Report 4.12
In addition to the absence of a LMVR, the Local Plan Evidence Base does not include a MSR. In
this regard, it is not clear what traffic surveys were collated by Jacobs when developing the CM.
However, on the basis of the information presented at Table 2-A of the HWHAM LMVR (January
2014), it is considered reasonable to assume that data that is referred to in the HWHAM is also
used in the CM. As noted above this dates back to 2006 in some instances.
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Response:
The observed traffic data used in the CM was collected in 2012 and 2013, which is considered acceptable. With
respect to the HWHAM, the majority of observed traffic counts and journey time survey data was collected
within two years of the model’s 2013 base year. Whilst the roadside interview (RSI) data does date back to
2006, the LMVR details that traffic volumes within High Wycombe remained relatively static between that year
and the model’s base year, and is considered to support the continued use of the RSI data as being
representative of traffic movements in the modelled base year.
Motion Report 4.13:
As with the HWHAM, Jacobs has considered a 2033 future year and has assumed that the
baseline position will be a total of 2,180 houses and 6,011 jobs in the Wycombe district. This
referred to as the 2033 Do-minimum scenario. Based on the information presented in Table 3-B
of the CM Phase 3 Technical Note, it also appears that the 2033 Do-something scenario assumes
a total of 9,824 homes will be built by 2033, with the number of jobs increasing by 3,560.
However, this appears to contradict the summary that is provided at Table 3-A of the Phase 3
Technical Note2.
Response:
There is no contradiction. Table 3-B of the Phase 2 Technical Note confirmed that the Phase 2 Do-something
scenario had an increase of 8,464 houses and 2,490 jobs compared to the Do-minimum scenario. Table 3-B of
the Phase 3 Technical Note confirmed that the Phase 3 Do-something scenario had an increase of 9,824
houses and 3,560 jobs compared to the do minimum. So by comparison of the Do-something scenarios
between Phase 2 and Phase 3, the latter has an extra 1,360 houses and 1,070 jobs. This is consistent with the
data provided in Table 3-A of the Phase 3 Technical Note and reflects changes to WDC’s planning
assumptions. This demonstrates that the modelling using the CM was an iterative process testing different
scenarios, in line with Planning Practice Guidance.
Motion Report 4.16 to 4.18:
In October 2017, BCC published a further report dealing with transportation matters. Within this
document BCC provides a summary of the work that has been undertaken on its behalf since
2014, and how this has informed the draft Local Plan. From a Bourne End and Wooburn
perspective, it is stated at paragraph 4.41 that:
“In response to the impacts identified in the modelling, a spine road was tested through Hollands
Farm (BE2) site, in addition to junction capacity improvements in the area. The modelling shows
that the new link road allows traffic to avoid using roads in the centre of Bourne End, and
improves travel time on the A4094 Cores End Road and A4094 Hedsor Road. However delays at
the River Thames crossing (Cookham Bridge) remain a significant constraint in the area. Should
improvements to the bridge be possible, they should not result in additional through traffic
through the villages.”
The final two sentences of this statement are troubling. Firstly, the penultimate sentence
suggests that BCC has not explored in any detail whether there are indeed solutions that would
address the delays currently experienced at the Cookham Bridge. Given paragraph 007 of ID54
indicates strategically important junctions should be subject to detailed assessment, this is a
significant admission of a failing in the Evidence Base. Similarly, it must then also follow that the
final sentence cannot be relied upon given that the detailed assessments required to reach this
conclusion has not been undertaken.
Notwithstanding this, it would seem illogical to assume that improving capacity would not result
in any additional traffic passing through the village. This is particularly evident given the following
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has the potential for drivers to seek alternative routes to avoid an increase in delays at the
already congested Bisham Roundabout.
Response:
An appropriate way to address the constraint at Cookham Bridge may not be a local improvement, but rather on
the strategic road network to increase the attractiveness of alternative routes for through traffic. The final
sentence, concerning additional traffic passing through the villages is based on the fact that the new link road is
shown in the modelling to reduce traffic through the centre of Bourne End. This is evidence that the new link is
the preferred route for through traffic, and of course, it should be noted that the new link also serves the Local
Plan development in the area, avoiding the need for those trips to pass through Bourne End. Any additional
through traffic which comes over the bridge as a result of bridge improvements will continue to use the link road
as the preferred route, and thus not result in additional traffic passing through Bourne End.
Motion Report 4.19:
Moreover, it is not clear if WDC and BCC have given due consideration to the parcels of land that
are being promoted in Cookham through the emerging Royal Borough of Windsor and
Maidenhead Local Plan. It would seem illogical to assume that developments in this location
would not increase the demand for vehicles using Cookham Bridge. Further details related to this
are provided below at paragraph 4.25.
Response:
Given the lack of available data at the time of developing the model scenarios, growth outside of
Buckinghamshire was derived from TEMPro forecasts. TEMPro is a piece of software provided by the
Department for Transport and provides trip end forecasts from the DfT’s National Trip End Model (NTEM).
NTEM provides forecasts by taking into account national projections of population, employment, and housing
growth, as well as car ownership and trip rates. Whilst it is not possible (from the current work carried out) to
confirm what effect this approach has had on vehicle demand in comparison to modelling land parcels in the
emerging Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead Local Plan, some element of increased demand for
Cookham Bridge has therefore nonetheless been built into the model scenarios.
Motion Report 4.20:
As outlined above, both the HWHAM and CM are predicated upon traffic surveys that date back
until 2006. It would also appear that both of these models are based in part on ‘Link Flows’,
which appear to have been subject to differing levels of validation assessment. For the reasons
outlined below the HWHAM and CM, and the results generated thereby, should be treated with
caution.
Response:
Only the HWHAM is predicated on traffic surveys which date back to 2006. The validity of the 2006 data for use
in the HWHAM has been addressed in an earlier comment (in response to comment 4.12). Both models, as with
all models, are based in part on ‘Link Flows’. It is acknowledged that the levels of validation for link flows in the
CM model in particular do not meet the thresholds in WebTAG guidance, and it is agreed that as a result, the
outcomes of the modelling should be treated with caution. However, the need to treat model results with caution
is true for all transport models and neither the HWHAM or the CM are a special case in that regard. As
mentioned earlier, the CM and HWHAM are both consistent with Planning Practice Guidance for the
assessment of Local Plans.
Motion Report 4.20 (cont.):
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► Traffic surveys typically have a ‘life-span’ of three years. In this regard, the base year data that
is referred to is considered to be out of date and will thus not take into account any increases in
background growth that have occurred in the intervening period.
Response:
With the exception of the 2006 RSI data previously referred to, all traffic survey data used in the HWHAM and
CM dates to within two years of the base years of those models, which is considered acceptable in modelling
terms.
Motion Report 4.20 (cont.):
► The use of ‘Link Flows’ is contrary to guidance set out at paragraph 007 of ID54 of the PPG. In
this regard, the potential impacts of the growth identified in the emerging Local Plan along key
strategic corridors have not been adequately considered.
Response:
The use of ‘Link Flows’ is a fundamental part of any transport model; the assertion with regard to the PPG is
therefore not understood. The potential impacts of growth in the Local Plan have been assessed using a
transport model, which has itself utilised appropriate local traffic forecasts, including local development
(committed and non-committed) and TEMPro. The use of the HWHAM and CM models is therefore considered
entirely consistent with paragraph 007 of ID54 of the PPG.
Motion Report 4.20 (cont.):
► Whilst the RAG rating system is considered to be a useful visual aid, no explanation is provided
to explain how the various congestion references relate to the theoretical capacity of links or
junctions. In the absence of this information it is not possible to make a reasoned judgement
about the level of mitigation that would be required to ensure that the residual impact of the
Local Plan is not severe.
Response:
The RAG rating system is derived from a comparison of modelled travel times in the peak period compared to
modelled travel times in free flow conditions. Modelled travel times are a function of travel demand and capacity
through links and junctions. The residual impact of the Local Plan can be identified by comparing the RAG
rating for the scenarios with and without the Local Plan development.
Motion Report 4.21:
When considering the above it is worth having regard to the draft IDP, and in particular the
improvements that have been identified as being necessary to address the capacity constraints
that are associated with the Westhorpe interchange. Given that this provides access to the SRN
and forms part of the BCC inter-urban network, it is considered that the Local Plan should include
details of the works that are required. Without this information WDC has not adequately
demonstrated that:
► The works referred to in the Draft IDP will be sufficient to ensure that the residual cumulative
impact of the Local Plan will not be ‘severe’;
► they can be delivered without the requirement for third party land; and,
► the costs that have been identified to date are realistic and thus enable the improvements to
be delivered during the course of the next Plan Period.
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Response:
The proposed improvement to the Westhorpe junction is a project being funded by Highways England and
delivered by BCC. As such it is not a Local Plan project. WDC have engaged with Highways England and BCC
throughout the Local Plan process and Highways England have indicated that they are satisfied with the
transport evidence jointly developed by WDC and BCC for the Local Plan. WDC and BCC together are giving
priority to improving the A404 (M) corridor, including the Bisham roundabout, through liaison with Highways
England.
Motion Report 4.22 and 4.23:
A further useful reference point is the ‘Princes Risborough Tesco Roundabout Modelling’ report,
which also forms part of the Local Plan evidence base. When evaluating the impact of the Local
Plan upon Princes Risborough, Jacobs has considered how the performance of a specific
roundabout can be enhanced; namely the A4010/Longwick Road/Tesco roundabout. This
approach is welcomed given that it is consistent with the principles set out in the PPG, as is the
reference to detailed turning counts.
The failure to adopt this approach for the Bourne End/Wooburn area is therefore troubling given
that the Draft Local Plan considers the combined settlements of Bourne End and Wooburn to be a
‘Tier 2 Settlement’ like Princes Risborough (see Policy CP3) Indeed, the absence of a comparable
assessment in the Bourne End/Wooburn area, which is known to be subject to similar capacity
issues to that associated with the A4010/Longwick Road/Tesco roundabout, means that the Local
Plan evidence base is not predicated on a consistent methodology. The current evidence base
does not therefore allow direct comparisons to be drawn between similar ‘Tier 2 Settlements’
when judging the optimum location for new developments.
Response:
Detailed junction assessment is not necessarily required in the context of plan-making. The separate contexts of
Princes Risborough and Bourne End are quite different: the levels of growth proposed at Princes Risborough
are much greater than those proposed at Bourne End, both in absolute terms and in terms relative to the
settlement size; and the context of the road network at Princes Risborough is quite different than that at Bourne
End. The assessment of the Tesco Roundabout demonstrated that increasing the capacity of the roundabout
was not only inappropriate in the context of Princes Risborough town centre but also inadequate for the levels of
growth proposed there. Consequently, the transport work done at Princes Risborough concludes that major new
road infrastructure is required for the proper planning of the area. Transport issues are not the most decisive
factor in how WDC have developed the housing growth strategy for the District, and this is explained in the Plan
document and wider supporting evidence.
Motion Report 4.24:
This is particularly evident given that there are several junctions in Bourne End that are already
well known to experience prolonged periods of congestion, such as the Ferry Lane signals; Marlow
Road/Sheepridge Lane mini-roundabout and Marlow Road South/Blind Lane junction. Indeed, it is
contrary to the approach that Jacobs took in January 2014, when it assessed the impact of Slate
Meadow upon the local highway network. Appendix C of its report entitled ‘High Wycombe Area
Transport Study’ refers. The modelling undertaken with respect to the Slate Meadow site in
January 2014 and the Tesco Roundabout site in Princes Risborough should therefore be replicated
at all sensitive locations that perform a strategic function. In the absence of this level of detail,
there can be no certainty that it is possible to deliver highway works that overcome current
capacity constraints.
Response:
Detailed junction assessment is not necessarily required in the context of plan-making. The Highway Authority
have confirmed that the sites have no fundamental concerns that would prohibit them from being valid
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developable sites in a transport context. The need for mitigation has already been identified by WDC and BCC
and further work will be required as part of the development management process. It is recognised that
congestion is an issue in Bourne End and Wooburn Green and that local interventions cannot address all the
transport issues identified, but the Plan sets out clear objectives and policies for WDC to work with their partners
to deliver strategic improvements.
Motion Report 4.25:
On this note, it is noteworthy that the current emerging Local Plan for the Royal Borough of
Windsor and Maidenhead (RBWM LP), which is the neighbouring authority, has adopted this
approach. Given the inevitable links between the two areas it will be essential that a consistent
cross-boundary approach is taken. Indeed, it is not clear if the current modelling undertaken by
Jacobs takes into account the growth that is outlined in the RBWM LP. This is an important
consideration from a Bourne End and Wooburn perspective given that there are a total of 260
dwellings3 being promoted in Cookham and that there will inevitably be a proportion of trips
associated with these developments that will use the Ferry Lane signals as it is the sole River
Thames crossing in this location.
Response:
It is up to individual authorities to develop an evidence base that is proportionate and appropriate to the context
of each authority. WDC and RBWM have together signed a Memorandum of Understanding which (among
other things) agrees cooperation on seeking longer term strategic solutions to congestion issues on the
A404(M) including at the Bisham roundabout and congestion related to Cookham Bridge. With respect to the
inclusion of growth outlined in RBWM LP, see the response to 4.19 above.
Motion Report 4.26 and 4.27:
The apparent inclusion of the Slate Meadow site within the 2033 Do-minimum scenario is flawed
as it artificially inflates the baseline traffic position. In doing so, the overall impact of the Local
Plan upon the highway network of Bourne End and Wooburn is therefore misrepresented as it in
effect assumes Slate Meadow has already been built out and generating traffic movements.
Whilst it is accepted that it has been a reserve site for a number of years, it does not benefit from
a planning consent and thus does not constitute a ‘committed development’ as set out at
paragraph 014 of ID42 of the PPG. This is particularly evident given that any application on this
site would need to satisfactorily demonstrate that the level of development identified by WDC can
indeed be delivered without leading to any demonstrable harm to the local area.
Response:
The Slate Meadow site was included within the various phases of the CM in the Do-something scenario,
consistent with all other non-consented Local Plan sites. These tests demonstrated the potential impacts of all
Local Plan growth across the county and also tested the effects of a range of transport interventions, some
strategic and some local. The purpose of the Wycombe Sites Modelling using the HWHAM was to test specific
local interventions for more recently proposed sites such as Hollands Farm and Land off Amersham Road. The
Do-minimum land use assumptions for the HWHAM were the same as for the CM model and included only
committed development as set out in guidance. Thus Slate Meadow was not included within the HWHAM Dominimum scenario, Slate Meadow was not included in the Do-something scenario either; since the impacts for
Slate Meadow and other Reserve Sites were tested thoroughly through the Reserve Sites Transport Framework
there was no needed to re-examine these through the Wycombe Sites modelling.
Motion Report 4.28:
It is not clear from the information contained within the HWHAM if the 4.5% mode shift has been
assigned to the Hollands Farm development traffic in isolation or if this has also been applied to
the base traffic more widely. Irrespective of which approach has been taken, and notwithstanding

11

Response to Bourne End and Wooburn Transport
Feasibility Appraisal

the issues outlined in Section 3 with respect to re-routing service 37, no information has been
provided to justify this change. For example, it is unclear if the modelling has assumed there
would be an increase in the current 60 minute frequency of this service. If this is not the case,
then the mode shift assumption applied by Jacobs would appear flawed given that frequency of
services is likely to have a greater overall impact upon the attractiveness of a public transport
service than its proximity to a residential area. Clarification should therefore be provided before
the modelling results can be afforded sufficient weight by the Secretary of State when evaluating
the overall soundness of the Local Plan.
Response:
The 4.5% mode shift was applied just to the Hollands Farm development traffic, and not to the base traffic more
widely. The 4.5% value is an assumption, provided by BCC’s public transport team; no specific assumptions
regarding frequency of service have been made. It should be noted that the change has resulted in a reduction
of only 14 trips so is unlikely to have had a significant effect on the modelling results.
Motion Report 4.29:
Whilst it is considered that the trip rates outlined in the CM are reasonable, it is important to
recognise that a variety of different values have been identified for different house types and
tenures. It is thus important that clarification is provided on the mix of houses that have been
assumed when testing the impact of the emerging Local Plan to ensure it accurately reflects the
mix WDC are likely to request as part of a future planning application. Without this there is the
real risk that the modelling undertaken to date will have underestimated the level of traffic that
will be generated by the Slate Meadow and Hollands Farm sites.
Response:
The modelling of the Local Plan impacts did not make definitive assumptions on the mix of housing. A single trip
rate was used for all developments. This ensured a consistent approach and it is noted that the rates used are
considered reasonable by Motion themselves; by extension the level of traffic generated by the development
must also be considered reasonable.
Motion Report 4.30:
Finally, the HWHAM appears to suggest that no vehicles associated with the Hollands Farm site
will travel south of Bourne End, either via Ferry Lane or Hedsor Hill. Given that these routes
provide access to the employment areas that are located in RBWM and Slough the results shown
on Figures 4.5 and 4.6 of the WLP STM are considered unrealistic.
Response:
The figures from the HWHAM have filtered out traffic volumes below 10 for greater clarity of the main routing
patterns. It should be noted that for the PM peak Do-something scenario 1 there is a northbound flow of 11
vehicles on Ferry Lane (see Figure 3.2 of the HWHAM Local Plan Sites Traffic Modelling), so it is not the case
that no vehicles associated with the Hollands Farm site will travel south of Bourne End, although it is a relatively
low number compared to other routes. Given the congested nature and limited capacity of Cookham Bridge it
should not be surprising that it is not a popular route choice for development trips. It is notable that by far the
majority of development trips are distributed to Wycombe and the wider M40 corridor which is not unreasonable
given the major employment centres in those areas.
Motion Report 4.31:
In the context of the aspirations of Policy BE2 (i.e. improving the Ferry Lane crossing) this is
likely to result in WDC and BCC not being able to identify potential capacity improvements with
RBWM, who is responsible for this structure. This is particularly evident if the same assumptions
have been carried forward to the HCM, and will compound the issues of incorporating traffic

12

Response to Bourne End and Wooburn Transport
Feasibility Appraisal

associated with the Slate Meadow site in the ‘do-minimum’ model runs. Given the following
output from Appenidx G of the High Wycombe Area Transport Study (January 2014), this is
considered highly likley.
Response:
It should be noted that Policy BE2 does not require the improvement of the Ferry Lane crossing; it is the
Principles for Bourne End that commit to ‘exploring solutions’ here. Furthermore, as noted above, the routing of
Hollands Farm development trips is considered reasonable. In any case, development trips from Hollands Farm
are likely to make up only a very small proportion of the total demand for Cookham Bridge, so the implications
for identifying required capacity improvements are very small. Given the expected cost of any improvements to
Cookham Bridge it is highly likely that the WebTAG Transport Appraisal Process would be required, and that is
likely to involve a new and updated set of modelling and appraisal tools. This should allay any concerns
surrounding the identification of capacity improvements.
Motion Report 4.32 and 4.33:
The transport evidence base prepared by Jacobs has established that Bourne End will experience
significant travel time increases as a result of the growth identified in the Draft Local Plan. It has
also concluded that the Hollands Farm ‘Relief Road’ will secure reductions in travel times, but that
this will not address the issues associated with the Cookham Bridge traffic signals. This is a
significant admission as it is clear that the Local Plan does not include appropriate mitigation to
offset the impact that it will generate.
For this reason alone, WDC should undertake further detailed work before a decision on the
overall soundness of the site allocation process within Bourne End and Wooburn can be reached.
However, it is clear that there are problems associated with the transport evidence base that
bring into question the results that have been reached to date. These include:
► The reliance upon historic traffic flows;
► The absence of any detailed junction counts at locally sensitive junctions that are already
known to be subject to capacity issues;
► The absence of a comprehensive modelling calibration exercise;
► The apparent assumption that Slate Meadow is a committed development despite it having no
formal planning status;
► The inappropriate assignment of development traffic at the Hollands Farm site; and,
► The lack of any detailed results that summarise the capacity of junctions now and in the future.
Without this it is not possible to make a reasoned judgement on the mitigation that has been
identified and that which may also be required.
Response:
Given the sum of all responses provided to comments in the Motion Report, it is considered that within the
context of the Local Plan, further assessment is not required at this stage.
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Appendix B Response to Bourne End and Wooburn Landscape & Visual
Impacts Assessment
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HOLLANDS FARM: LOCAL PLAN INQUIRY – WDC RESPONSE (LANDSCAPE)
Chris Kennett, Natural Environment and Urban Design Officer
The following is a response to the landscape & visual impacts assessment by Martin Leay
Associates, commissioned by Pegasus on behalf of Keep Bourne End Green (‘KBEG’). It
also addresses matters of landscape character presented by both Pegasus and Martin
Leay Associates.
Part A: MLA Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment
Para 1.5 takes issue with the WDC indicative layout, stating “no detailed or site specific
landscape character and visual impact assessment having been undertaken … by the
Council” and continued in Paras 1.6 -1.8.
This statement is incorrect. The Inspector will note that document GB1.1 Individual Site
Assessments – Steps 2 and 3 (Green Belt Part Two Assessment, September 2017)
contains the GB assessment for Hollands Farm (north), Bourne End at pages 7-13,
including a short written landscape assessment of the site and its surroundings at pages
10-13. This is not a detailed landscape and visual impact assessment but is sufficient to
identify principal landscape features, character, views and sensitivities in order to form a
professional judgement regarding the principle of development, capacity and a conceptual
approach to access and layout. The wide-ranging capacity for housing identified in the GB
Part 2 assessment of the Hollands Farm site allows scope for variation in the number and
density of units and a landscape-led approach to layout and building forms in order to
address the landscape character and visual sensitivities of adjoining land.
On this basis, and assuming predominantly two-storey houses, the Council is satisfied that
the site has capacity for development without undue adverse impacts upon its
surroundings. The precise quantum, form and layout of development along with a detailed
landscape/visual impact assessment is a matter for an outline or detailed planning
application by the land owner, developer or site promoter.
Mr Leay is somewhat contradictory in his comments on the ‘Significance of the Illustrative
Layout’, stating at Para 1.5 that the “serious limitation [of an indicative only layout] would
seem to result from no detailed or site specific landscape character and visual impact
assessment” (i.e. a LVIA should inform the layout) before going on to say (at Para 1.7)
that his own document “cannot be considered a full or detailed visual impact assessment –
because there is insufficient development-related information about the proposed housing”
(i.e. a layout is needed before an LVIA can be undertaken).
Paras 2.9-2.12: Comments about the site’s relationship to Landscape Character Areas are
given below under the MLA Green Belt Assessment section.
Para 2.14 and 2.15 suggests the erroneous inclusion of Hollands Farm in the settlement
area due to the limited scale of mapping (1:25,000). This scale of mapping appears more
than adequate for the LCA to determine what the settlement boundary should be, the
relevant extract shown below.
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Map1: Ordnance Survey 1:25000 scale map, approximately to scale
Para 2.17: WDC response – illustrative layouts and development areas were set out and
measured using WDCs GIS.
Regarding the quality of the landscape, it should be noted that the current Wycombe
District Local Plan 2004 (as saved) Policy L2 designated the landscape east and south of
Hollands Farm as an Area of Attractive Landscape; Hollands Farm was not given this
designation in recognition of its lesser and somewhat ordinary landscape quality.
MLA Landscape Study
Para 2:20 refers to (i) “open and attractive farmland”; (ii) long distance views to the south
and east; (iii) appreciation of the sites openness from the footpath; and (iv) “a sense of
countryside separation”.
WDC response: There is a clear hierarchy of landscape value in the area. The Chilterns
AONB is of the highest value, some 1.5km away to the northwest, while areas currently
designated Areas of Attractive Landscape also recognise high value landscapes, which
occur nearby to the south and east of the site. The site has neither designation and is
quite ordinary farmland.
While the southern part of the site separates built-up areas to the west and east, these
converge to the north, while there is also an almost continuous ribbon of development
along Hedsor Road connecting the two in the south. There are few views into or across
the site from nearby roads and there is virtually no perception of separation when
travelling Hedsor Road except briefly at the very eastern-most point. The sense of
openness is contained mainly within the site itself from the public footpaths. Outward
views from the site occur to nearby dwellings and wooded gardens on higher ground to
the east. With the exception of longer-distance glimpses of hills to the north, there are no
significant outward views to the countryside beyond. Views are contained by housing and
industrial development to the north, west and south.
Para 2.22 and 2.23: MLA states “very rural in character” and “not adverse affected to any
significant degree by the adjacent settlement areas”.
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WDC response: We disagree with these statements in light of Photo Views 1-5,
reproduced below, taken from the pubic footpath in March 2016 at the time the Landscape
Appraisal was undertaken for the GB Assessment Part 2. These Photo Views shown clear
views to the residential and industrial areas directly adjoining the site which have an
urbanising influence on the character of this landscape.

Photo View 1: Housing at the site’s north-eastern boundary (Cores End / Hawks Hill)
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Photo View 2: Housing at the site’s northern boundary (Cores End)

Photo View 3: Industry and housing adjoining the site’s western / northern boundary
(Cores End / Bourne End)
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Photo View 4: Housing at the southern edge of the site (Hedsor Road)

Photo View 5: Housing at the south-eastern / southern margins of the site (Hedsor Road,
Hawks Hills / Harvest Hill)
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At Para 2.23 Mr Leay refers the reader to those of his photographs taken in midNovember 2017. Confusingly, all of his photographs carry this date but, with the exception
of Photographs E, L, M and N, appear to have been taken at a different time of year when
the trees are in full leaf.
The basis of the MLA landscape and visual impact assessment, and particularly the
visibility of the adjacent built-up areas, appears to be on the basis of tree cover in the
summer months. The WDC landscape appraisal is based on a field visit and supporting
photographs in the winter months (March 2016).
Landscape and Visual Assessment
Paras 5.1- 5.6, WDC response: There is a clear hierarchy of landscape value in the area.
The Chilterns AONB is of the highest value, some 1.5km away to the northwest, while
areas currently designated Areas of Attractive Landscape also recognise high value
landscapes, which occur nearby to the south and east of the site. The site has neither
designation and is quite ordinary farmland. It is our view that, at best, the site itself scores
modestly in terms of its condition, scenic quality and recreational value, while scoring low
in terms of rarity, representativeness, conservation interests, perceptual qualities and
associations.
Conclusions
Para 7.9: no landscape character assessment is contained in the GB Part 2 Assessment.
WDC response: a landscape appraisal is contained in the Green Belt Assessment Part 2.
A limited number of photographs were presented in the report in the interest of brevity.
More photographs were taken on the day that substantiates the written text regarding
landscape character, as follows:

Part B: MLA Review of Green Belt Considerations
This section considers only the landscape matters contained in the MLA document.
Para 2.20 “the June 2016 assessment may have been … erroneously informed about the
Hollands Farm site being considered within the County-wide [LCA] as land included within
the LCA” with reference to 2.8-2.11 in the MLA LVIA.
WDC response: We have neither attempted to undertake a LVIA, as the applicant has
already stated, nor refine the LCA studies in the context of a LVIA. The scale of the LCAs
is sufficient for the purposes of the WDC GB review, which considers the site in the
context of the wider pattern of urban and rural landscapes. We believe the county-wide
LCA to be correct in that Hollands farm is surrounded by built-up areas, albeit of varying
character, and correctly falls within the settlement footprint of Bourne End / Wooburn.
We do not believe its character is consistent with LCA 24 ‘Wooded Terrace’. The site is
low-lying and lies within LCA 26.1 Thames Floodplain at its junction with LCA 19.1 ‘High
Wycombe Settled River Valley’, both of which include significant built-up areas.
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Para 2.25(i) MLA states “on the ground there is absolutely no sense of the Hollands Farm
land being “enclosed” or “enveloped” by the nearby settlement areas”. Para 25(iv) restates
this point and Para 25(iii) challenges the ‘semi-urban character’ identified by WDC.
WDC response: settlement of varying characters adjoins all sides of the site and is evident
in the series of Photo Views above. The eastern boundary is the least developed, where
individual houses are visible set amongst trees on rising ground. More continuous forms of
development are evident along remaining boundaries and lend an ‘edge of urban area’
character to much of the site, despite the presence of open fields, managed hedgerows
and occasional trees. Again, we would refer the inspector to Photo Views 1-5 above.
Para 2.25(ii) MLA states Hesdor Road is seen “more as a country lane than part of any
settlement” and challenges WDC assertion of weak linkage to surrounding countryside.
WDC response: Hedsor Road is quite clearly a built-up area with a ‘village street’
character rather than “country lane”. The majority of built development occurs along the
northern side of Hedsor Road. Open countryside to the south adjoins parts of Hedsor
Road but links north into the Hollands Farm site are weak.
The following Google Streetview images illustrate the ‘village street’ character of Hedsor
Road.

Photo View 6: Hedsor Road towards its eastern end, looking west. The Hollands Farm site
is behind the houses on the right.
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Photo View 7: Hedsor Road, central location looking east. The Hollands Farm site is
behind the houses on the left.

Photo View 8: Hedsor Road from its western end, looking east, approaching the Hollands
Farm entrance, with the Hollands Farm site beyond the houses on the left.

Part C: Conclusion
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WDC has undertaken a satisfactory and balanced appraisal of local landscape character
and visual amenity at Hollands Farm, appropriate for its consideration as part of the Local
Plan-making process. A full and detailed landscape and visual impact assessment is not
appropriate at this stage.
As a site surrounded by exiting built development with limited inward and outward views,
we do not concur that is open countryside but that it is contained within an established
built-up area. It has some rural qualities but these are diminished by the presence of
adjacent urban development. The landscape is of ordinary quality and has capacity to
accommodate a range of residential development, incorporating open space and tree
planting, without significant adverse impact upon the landscape character or visual
amenity of the surrounding area.
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