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Buckinghamshire enjoys a rich and diverse
landscape which has been shaped by
mankind over hundreds of years giving every
place its own distinctive character.

Executive Summary

Today’s landscape reflects the endeavours
of prehistoric farmers, medieval lords and
peasants, the gentry’s garden designers and
Victorian surveyors. This historic landscape
project has for the first time mapped
these changes across the whole historic
county providing information to enrich our
appreciation of Buckinghamshire’s special
rural character. The report summarises
the study’s conclusions and shows how
its information can be used to care for this
wonderful asset for the benefit of current and
future generations. We urge all organisations
and individuals with a responsibility for
Buckinghamshire’s landscape to take heed of
this study when planning for the future.
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Executive Summary

1. Parliamentry ancolsures in the Vale of Aylesbury
2. Ancient Chiltern Field Systems
3. Wood
�������������������������������
pasture at Burnham Beeches

Historic Buckinghamshire is renowned for
its fine rural landscapes; the chalk hills of the
Chilterns, the picturesque clayland villages
of north Buckinghamshire, the attractive
landscape of the Thames Valley and its
many historic parks and gardens. Practically
everything we can see in our present
landscape is the outcome of centuries of
human endeavour, farming, settlement, trade,
of economic and spiritual need. All of these
components combine to create the varied
landscapes that are highly valued by both
residents and visitors.
In order to better appreciate and value
this special resource, Buckinghamshire
County Council, Milton Keynes Council and
English Heritage have completed an Historic
Landscape Characterisation project (HLC)
for the entire historic county. The product is
a system that can produce a wide range of
maps that characterise the distinctive, historic
dimension of today’s rural environment and
aims at improving our understanding and
management of the landscape.
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This report provides a non-technical summary
of this three-year study explaining its
methodology, what it tells us and what it is
for. The report acts as a guide to technical
appendices and data (much of it available
on-line) and illustrates ways in which HLC
is being used to promote sustainable
development and land management, and to
promote community involvement. HLC will be
an essential information source for planning
sustainable growth and will be of interest to
all who value Buckinghamshire landscapes or
wish to know more about its past.

1.

2.

The technical appendices can be
accessed under “Historic Landscape
Characterisation” on the County Council
Archaeology web pages:
http://www.buckscc.gov.uk/archaeology/
index.htm

3.

Wood pasture at Burnham Beeches
© Helen Read, Corporation of London
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Part 1: Overview of the Study - Background
The Study Area

The Buckinghamshire HLC Project is part
of a national programme sponsored by
English Heritage and undertaken by local
authority archaeology services.
The intention is to achieve complete
national coverage.
Every place has historic origins so the
HLC study covers every part of the county
whether ancient or modern, not just those
of recognised historic interest. By looking
afresh at the present day landscape it shows
how our everyday surroundings are often
influenced by patterns established long ago.
HLC therefore helps explain how and why the
landscape looks as it does, how old different
landscapes are and how they have changed.
The project provides complete coverage
emphasising the human processes that have
led to and remain evident in its current
appearance.
The primary aim of HLC is to create a
consistent model of the historic landscape
that is clear and can be used to plan
for a future that retains these distinctive
characteristics of Buckinghamshire’s
landscape.
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HLC involves bringing together existing
information, normally at a high level of
generalisation to provide understanding of
the essential characteristics of the landscape
history. The characterisation process itself
is purely descriptive, but it provides a robust
basis for making value judgements (e.g.
about sensitivity or capacity for change).
HLC complements but does not replace long
established methodologies for assessing
historic buildings and archaeological
monuments.
Bucks HLC covers the modern administrative
county of Buckinghamshire and the unitary
authority of Milton Keynes. It includes the
District Council’s covering Aylesbury Vale,
Chiltern, South Bucks and Wycombe. The
study area extends from the Ouse valley in
the north to the River Thames and Greater
London in the south, in total covering
1837.5km².
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Overview of the Study - Methodology
The Buckinghamshire HLC project
started with the landscape as observed on
modern maps and aerial photographs. It
assigned each piece of land first to a broad
“Landscape Group” and then to a more
detailed “Historic Landscape Type”. Historic
maps were also consulted going back to the
early 19th century, in some cases earlier.
Special attention was given to fields created
by acts of parliament in the 18th and 19th
centuries as this process is well documented
and affected 37% of the historic county.
In view of the dominance and distinctiveness
of these parliamentary enclosures in the north
of the county, the project plotted the surviving
fields from parliamentary enclosure maps. The
information was recorded on a Geographical
Information System (GIS).
Another key element of the project was the
analysis and recording of ‘morphology’. This
is an archaeologist’s way of looking at the
shape and pattern of the fields and other
places; and trying to interpret their origins and
development. The shape of a settlement or
the size and pattern of fields can indicate their
history, often by analogy with other betterstudied areas. Of all the broad landscape
types it is the field systems generically
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Landscape
Groups

Historic Landscape Types

Enclosures

· Pre 18th Century ‘Co-axial’ Enclosure
· Pre 18th Century Irregular Enclosure
· Pre 18th Century Regular Enclosure
· Pre 18th Century ‘Sinuous’ Enclosure
· Parliamentary Enclosure
· Enclosure (Prairie Fields)
· Assarted Enclosures
· Furlong Strips
· Water Meadows

grouped as ‘enclosures’ that required the
most detailed consideration. To this end,
patterns were recorded using simple terms
such as ‘regular’ ‘irregular’ or ‘co-axial’.

· 19th Century Enclosures
· 20th Century enclosures
· Tofts & Crofts
· Meadow
· Horse Paddocks

Each type has a distinct form that can be
related to its origins and development.
Thus regular shaped fields are indicative
of surveyed or ‘planned countryside’ like
parliamentary enclosure, whereas fields
more irregular in character can be an
indicators of much older landscapes.
The long roughly parallel lines of “co-axial”
field boundaries are probably the oldest of
them all.

Woodland

· Ancient Semi Natural
· Secondary woodland(18th -19th Century)
· Woodland (Coniferous Plantation)
· Woodland Pasture
· Orchards
· Woodland (Ancient Replanted)

Settlement

· Settlement (Pre 1885)

· Settlement (Post 1885)

Open Land

· Commons & Greens
· Heaths

· Open Fields
· Downland

Landuse

· Nursery/Market Gardening · Allotments
· Watercress Farming
· Decoy Ponds

The detailed project methodology is in
Appendix 2.

Industrial

· Industrial (post 1885)
· Industrial (disused)
· Disused Mineral Extraction · Mineral Extraction

Water

· Water Reservoir
· Riverine Landscapes

Civic

· Shopping Centres
· Utilities
· Hospitals, Schools & Universities
· Government & Civic Centres

Parks &
Recreation

· Historic Parks & Gardens
· Sports Grounds & Leisure Centres
· Golf Courses
· Caravan Parks

Communications

· Motorways/service stations
· Railway goods yards and sidings
· Aerodromes

Military

· Barracks/Training Grounds
· Disused Military Airfields

· Flooded Restored
· Mineral Extraction
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Overview of the Study - Historic Landscape Types
Extract from HLT description for: Meadows (mw)
Total Area:
Av. Polygon:
Polygons:
Occurrence:

3100.39ha
10.07ha
308
Rare

1.66%
2.49%

A list of Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape
Types was defined at the start of the project
and refined as the project progressed.
Once the historic landscape type had been
allocated based on modern maps and
aerial photographs earlier maps were also
examined to detect any changes. This used
a “stratigraphic” method starting with the
most recent source (modern map data &
aerial photographs) going back to the earliest
Ordnance Survey maps of 1810-15 and the
1880s, (see page 7 for an example). Where
relevant, parliamentary enclosure maps and
the early county surveys undertaken by
Bryant and Jeffreys were also referred to.
At each stage an assessment was made
whether the landscape had fundamentally

changed over remained basically the same.
The data was entered into the GIS database
using codes to record changing landscape
types:
Once mapping was complete, a summary
description of each of the 55 HLTs was
prepared accompanied by information on
on its origins, survival, rarity, distribution,
contribution to landscape character and
currently recognised management issues
or trends.
Systematic descriptions of each Historic
Landscape Type are in Appendix 1. A
full list of HLT codes can be found in
Appendix 2

Meadows at Eythrope on the Thame River

Period:
Medieval/15th-17th centuries/18th-19th centuries.
Meadows were well-established by the 11th century and remained
important through the medieval period. The origins of organised
management of water courses across is not closely dated in Bucks
by may be a medieval/Tudor phenomenon continuing into the 19th
century.

Description:
Meadows are areas of land originally used for the cultivation of hay in the summer months.
The grass is dried and used for livestock fodder in the winter. Although this practice has
generally ceased in modern farming, meadows are still discernable in the landscape by their
sinuous shape and are usually found on low-lying ground on damp valley bottoms adjacent
to the course of a river. Meadows are mainly found along the course of the Ouse, Ousel and
Thame in the north of the county, while the Chilterns have meadows running along the Chess,
and Misbourne. Sophisticated water meadows that were surveyed and laid out in the late
18th to 19th centuries form a separate Historic Landscape Type.
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2003

1878

1811

The illustrations to the right show the degree
of landscape change to South Heath, Great
Missenden, Buckinghamshire.
Modern maps, aerial photographs together
with historic maps (above), are used to create
classifications and landscape types seen in
the interpretive GIS-based maps (below),
which show he changes and alterations to
landscape through time.
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Aerial Photograph 2003
© UK Perspectives

Ordnance Survey 1st edition 6” map 1878
© Sitescope Limited

Ordnance Survey 2” Surveyorís Drawings 1811
© British Library

HLC map highlighting the influence of
the 20th century on the landscape. It
shows how modern settlement (red) has
encroached upon the regular shaped fields
(pale blue). While some enclosures show
some degree of boundary loss (yellow),
probably as a result of modern farming
methods. The surrounding landscape is
made up of older irregular enclosures
and coaxial enclosures (purple) and
ancient woodland (green).

HLC map showing the late 19th century
landscape. The regular fields (pale blue)
were created by a parliamentary enclosure
act in the 19th century are free of modern
settlement, although historic settlement
(farmsteads) are shown as (brown).
The ancient fields (purple) are of the same
extent and woodland still remains largely
unchanged and unaltered.

HLC map showing the interpretation of
landscape at the beginning of the 19th
century. The area is dominated by a heath
(mustard yellow), which was eventually
enclosed by the Act of parliament. Although
the surrounding landscape of enclosures
and woodland remains relatively unchanged
through two hundred years.

© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved.
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Allotments

Part 2: Historic Landscape Profile-Buckinghamshire

Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Character Map

Communication
Settlement
Enclosed Land
Industrial
Military
Parkland
Recreation
Open (Unenclosed) Land
Water
Woodland
Landuse
Civic

The county of Buckinghamshire is believed
to have been created anew in the 10th
century AD since when its boundaries
have been modified but not fundamentally
altered. Significant changes occurred in the
twentieth century with the transfers of Slough
to Berkshire and Linslade to Bedfordshire.
Milton Keynes became a unitary authority
in 1997.
HLC’s broad landscape groups provide
an overview of land use across the historic
county that acts as a starting point for more
detailed analysis.
Enclosed Land in the form of fields is
dominant accounting for over 71% of
the county, reflecting its still essentially
rural character.

Enclosures 71.08%

Settlement

9.64%

Industrial

2.15%

Woodland

8.71%

Land Use

0.37%

Water

0.29%

Military

0.36%

Civic

0.64%

Comms.

0.64%

Open Land 0.41%
Parkland

3.16%

Recreation

2.56%
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Other mainly rural land uses, Woodland
and Parks and Gardens, are significant
accounting for another 12%. They are more
common in the Chilterns and South Bucks.
Built-up areas (Settlement, Civic and
Industry) account for just over 12% found
predominantly in the south and at Aylesbury
and Milton Keynes.

The remainder (< 5%) is taken up by minor
land uses: communications, military, open
land, recreation, utilities and water.
Examination of the origins of these broad
landscape groups adds historic depth. For
example, 40% of today’s enclosed land has
remained largely unchanged for the last two
hundred years and has features indicative of a
pre-18th century origin (Ancient Enclosure).
Here, the historic patterns of field boundaries
(hedges or walls), roads and paths are still
visible and continue in use. Just over one
third (37%) the enclosed land was created
in the 18th/19th centuries, a product of
the “Agricultural Revolution” and enclosure
movement (Post-Medieval Enclosure).
Almost a quarter (23%) has been radically
changed within the last one hundred years
either by the addition and reorganisation of
boundaries or by their removal for modern
mechanised arable production (Modern
Enclosure).
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Historic Landscape Profile - Aylesbury Vale District
Aylesbury Vale District has a classic “planned”
rural landscape of surveyed fields, small
towns and villages with little woodland.
Settlement:
Nucleated small towns and villages
predominate, although a more dispersed
pattern is discernable in the Bernwood forest
area and some north-eastern parishes.
Aylesbury Vale has the smallest proportion of
modern development.
Enclosure:
The dominant characteristic of Aylesbury
Vale is regular surveyed fields formed as a
result of the Parliamentary enclosure acts of
the 18th and 19th centuries. Amongst the
best preserved examples are Ludgershall,
North Marston, Marsh Gibbon, and Padbury.
There are also areas of earlier enclosed fields,
notably around Brill and the Claydon parishes
of the former Bernwood Forest.

Woodland:
Remnants of ancient semi natural woodland
are found in the former Forest of Bernwood,
the former medieval Chase at Whaddon and
on the Chiltern scarp. Secondary growth can
be found on the Brickhill ridge.
Another characteristic is small rectilinear
coverts planted in the 19th and 20th centuries
for fox hunting and game shooting.
Parks and Gardens:
Aylesbury Vale contains some of the most
important designed landscapes in England:
Stowe Landscape Park and the group of
Rothschild parks around Aylesbury as well
as a number of lesser parklands. Some
parks and gardens have reverted to modern
enclosure and arable farming.
Other land uses:
Mineral extraction has had locally major
landscape impact at Calvert and Pitstone.
Industry, communications and military are
rare and there are only a few small open
commons and greens.

Prairie

8%

Parliamentary
enclosure
29%
Pre C18th irregular/
WOODLAND
regular fields 26%
Meadow
RECREATION2%

Industry

1%

Parkland

4%

Civic

1%

Woodland

2%

Other
SETTLEMENT
enclosure
16%
Parkland
PARKLAND 3%
Settlement
8%
OTHER ENCLOUSRE
MEADOW
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Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Character Map

Historic Landscape Profile - Chiltern District
Chiltern District displays a mixed character
of an essentially “ancient” rural landscape of
fields and woodlands that has been much
affected by twentieth century development.
Settlement:
The historic settlement pattern is a
combination of nucleated and dispersed
forms. Dispersed settlement tends to be
located on higher ground taking the form of
common edge settlements, linear rows, and
a profusion of farmsteads. Historic nucleated
villages and towns are found in the river
valleys. The impact of modern settlement
has been profound.

0

Prairie

13%

Modern
enclosure
9%
Parliamentary
enclosure
5%
Pre C18th regular/
irregular fields 17%

Settlement
Parkland

5

10

17%
4%

20

Kilometres

Enclosure:
Chiltern District has the only extensive area
of “coaxial” field systems, which may have
pre-medieval origins and are found mainly
north and east of Chesham. Irregular fields
of medieval or early post-medieval date are
also extensive. Modern farming has had a
significant impact with “prairie fields” and
century enclosure (‘pony paddocks’)
OTHER 20th
WOODLAND
together covering 22% of the District.

Ancient
Woodland
Other
Woodland

6%

1%

Recreation

2%

PARKLAND

7%

Other

3%

SETTLEMENT

9%

Woodland:
Woodland covers c.15% of Chiltern District;
almost two-thirds of which is ancient semi
natural or replanted woodland; including Penn
Wood, a rare relict of wood pasture. Modern
forestry has created coniferous plantations
within ancient woodlands. Secondary
woodland has grown up over 4% of the
landscape at the expense of commons
and downland.
Parks and Gardens:
The district contains some fine examples,
including the estate at Chenies and the
adapted 18th century grounds of
Missenden Abbey.
Other:
Other character types have a minor influence.
Industry and mineral extraction together affect
less than 2% of the land. Less than 1% is
open common, downland or green.

ANCIENT WOODLAND

Extraction

Meadow
ities

Co-axial
as
enclosure
Other
enclosure

7%

OTHER ENCLOSURE
CO-AXIAL ENCLOUSRE
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Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Character Map

Historic Landscape Profile - Milton Keynes
Milton Keynes is dominated by the new city,
which was laid out over a rural “planned”
landscape of small towns, villages and regular
fields, elements of which survive within the
city and in the rural areas to the north.
Settlement:
The modern settlement pattern is dominated
by the “iconic” planned city developed from
the 1970s. The historic settlement pattern
is one of small towns and nucleated villages
often displaying regular linear or row form as
well as localised patches of more dispersed
“farm clusters”. Bletchley and Wolverton are
distinctive Victorian railway towns.
Enclosure:
The remaining rural areas have a mixture
of mainly irregular pre-18th century fields,
regular parliamentary enclosure fields and
modern arable “prairie fields”. Despite the
impact of mineral extraction there is still a
ribbon of meadowland along the River Ouse
downstream of Milton Keynes.

Woodland:
Woodland cover is low. About half is
ancient woodland, the remainder secondary
woodland or coniferous plantations. Most lies
to the north of the city around Salcey Forest
and to the southeast on the Brickhill Ridge.
Parkland and Recreation:
Historic parks are rare but modern recreation
and golf courses are a defining feature of the
new city to which must be added the lakes
created by mineral extraction.
Industry and Communications:
Built industrial development is concentrated
in the new city particularly in proximity to the
M1 and West Coast Main Line, which are
themselves significant landscape features.
Mineral extraction has had a major impact on

0

5

10

20

Kilometres

the river valleys.

Prairie
other

Extraction

Industry

6%

Parkland

1%

Civic

2%

Meadow
Woodland 3%

Woodland

4%

Other
Civic

12%

Water

2%

Settlement
Parkland

15%

Comms.

1%

Recreation
Industry

6%

Other

1%

14%

Parliamentary
Communication
fields
17%
Pre C18th irregular
Water
fields
16%

ities
as

Recreation
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Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Character Map

Historic Landscape Profile - South Bucks District
South Bucks is the most built up district in
the county and has seen more 20th century
change than any other district.

Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Character Map

Settlement:
The historic settlement pattern was a mixture
of nucleated and dispersed forms, including
small towns and common edge settlements,
however this is much obscured by modern
development.

0

5

10

0

Extraction

20

5

Enclosure:
Enclosed fields comprise only 35% of the
District’s landscape. They are of diverse and
fragmented character with no one type or
period predominating. The largest coverage
is of 20th century enclosures, a reflection of
changes away from farming to leisure use.

Kilometres

10

20

Kilometres

ities
as

Prairie
fields

Industry

5%

Modern
enclosure
11%
Parliamentary
enclosure
2%
Pre C18th regular/
irregular fields 9%
Co-axial
enclosure
4%
Other
enclosure
7%

Parkland

9%

Comms.

3%

Recreation

7%

Settlement

Other

4%

19%

Ancient
Woodland
Other
Woodland

Woodland:
Woodland coverage is significant. There are
important ancient woodlands but secondary
woodland is also extensive.

Parks and Gardens:
There is a remarkable concentration of historic
parks and gardens in South Bucks reflecting
its proximity to London and Windsor.
Bulstode, Cliveden, Hall Barn, Langley and
Stoke Parks are all of national importance.
Industry & Communications:
South Bucks has the highest proportion of
industrial landscapes in Buckinghamshire,
mainly quarries located along the Colne and
Thames Valleys and the motorways. The M25
and M40 are major landscape features too.
Recreation:
Recreational areas form the highest
proportion of any district. Golf Courses cover
5% of South Buck’s landscape, a reflection of
the district’s wealth and proximity to London.
The majority of courses have been developed
in the last century at the expense of former
common and heath land, although the earliest
was laid out within Stoke Park.

7%
10%

Parkland

3%

industry
Settlement
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Historic Landscape Profile - Wycombe District
Most of Wycombe District has an “ancient”
landscape akin to Chiltern District but with
less twentieth century change away from the
main towns. North of the Chiltern scarp there
is a “planned” landscape like that of Aylesbury
Vale District.
Settlement:
Dispersed common edge settlements are
found on higher ground with larger nucleated
settlements in the river valleys. The west
has a more dispersed settlement pattern of
isolated farmsteads down the Hamble Valley.
Twentieth century development has focussed
around the towns of High Wycombe, Princes
Risborough and Marlow.
Enclosure:
Makes up the largest broad landscape type
(61%). Wycombe District has a diverse range
of enclosure types reflecting its geography,
which encompasses the Vale of Aylesbury,
the Chilterns and Thames Valley. In the north
are predominantly rectangular, parliamentary
enclosed fields. On the Chilterns are found
more irregular forms, including possible
assarted fields. More sinuous and coaxial
fields run along the Hamble Valley.

Woodland:
Wycombe has the highest proportion of all
the districts comprising both ancient and
secondary woodland. Much of the latter is
the result of natural regeneration over the last
century on the fringes of existing woodland
and through the colonisation of commons
and downland.
Parks and Gardens:
Only covers a small proportion of the district,
but including important examples such as
Hughenden and West Wycombe.
Other:
Industry, communications and recreation are
minor components of Wycombe’s landscape.
Modern commercial industry is focussed
around High Wycombe and Marlow and
mineral extraction between Marlow and
Bourne End.
“Prairie” fields

7%

Modern
enclosure
10%
Parliamentary
Ancient Woodland
enclosure
9%
Pre C18th irregular/
Parkland
regular fields 17%
Co-axial
Settlement
enclosures
5%
Other
enclosures
12%
Other Enclosures
Settlement

Parkland
Ancient
Woodland
Other
Woodland
Other

3%
11%
7%
7%

12%

Co Axial Enclosure

Pre C18th
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Landscape History
Example:
Surviving 18th/19th century
landscapes
Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Character Map
Allotments

Allotments
Parliamentary enclosure
(18th - 19th Century)
Enclosure
(19th Century)
Parkland
(18th - 19th Century)
Settlement
(Historic Core)

Using the recorded changes it is possible to
produce generalised pictures of landscape
history. For example the contribution of
each broad landscape period to the modern
landscape can be displayed as in this
example showing the survival of 18th/19th
century landscapes to the present day.
Incidentally, this map also illustrates the
high rate of landscape change experienced
at that time, particularly due to large-scale
parliamentary enclosure in the north and a
more piecemeal mix of enclosure, woodland
regeneration and creation of parkland in
the south.
Historical data can also be presented by
map source (e.g. an analysis of landscape
from the 1885 Ordnance Survey maps).
This will show the landscape types mapped
at that time. Thus changes in the coverage
of specific landscape types can be measured.
Change between 1885 and 1999 has been
used to assess the “trajectory of change” as
presented under HLT descriptions.

Historic HLC maps for the 20th century,
18th/19th centuries, 16th/17th centuries
and medieval period are to be found in
Appendix 4.
Of course these maps can only provide a very
generalised representation of complex local
histories. They are no substitute for detailed
local research that will often illuminate more
complex and long-term historical processes
- for example many 18th/19th century parks
were built upon pre-existing formal country
house gardens or deerparks. Also, for large
areas of modern development these “lost”
earlier landscapes have been simplified to a
generic category “mixed origins” so there will
be gaps in coverage. In this example map
the white areas are occupied either by preexisting 17th century or earlier landscapes or
modern 20th century landscapes.

Coniferous Woodland
Orchard
Woodland
(Secondary 18th - 19th Century)

© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved.
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Sensitivity

Trajectory of Change (since 1885)
Increasing

Change and Sensitivity
The HLC Project has measured directly
change recorded on historic maps over more
than 200 years, and allows inferences to be
made over a much longer period of maybe
500 to 1000 years, and in a few places over
2000 years. It is clear that the landscape
of Buckinghamshire has changed radically
over that long period. Viewed from today’s
perspective, about 34% of Buckinghamshire’s
landscape pre-dates the 18th century;
another 34% was created in the 18th and
19th centuries and the remaining 32% is
essentially a twentieth century creation.
This poses a challenge for modern
sustainable conservation management:
historic landscapes are created by change
and so HLC needs to reconcile conserving
the best and most characteristic elements
of our past with enabling positive and
necessary change.
This report alone cannot answer the complex
issues raised by specific development
pressures or land management programs
but it can point out areas of pressure and
opportunity and methods for using HLC.
Using HLC is what Part 3 is all about.
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High

Analysis of Historic Landscape Types has
also looked at sensitivity in terms of rarity,
trajectories of change over the last 100 years
(i.e. how much has been gained or lost),
capacity to absorb change, biodiversity and
archaeological potential and potential to
contribute to “quality of life”.
This leads to a generalised sensitivity rating
with indications of how more or less sensitive
examples might be recognised - in reality all
types encompass places with a range
of sensitivities.
Thus some HLTs are deemed highly sensitive
but stable whilst others may have declined
rapidly so may now be at risk. This analysis
can help identify areas were recent policy has
been benign and others where there may be
cause for concern.
Systematic descriptions of each Historic
Landscape Type are in Appendix 1.

Stable

Declining
slowly

Declining
rapidly

Crofts
& Tofts

Assarts

Orchards

Historic
settlements

Meadows

Commons,
Greens
& Heaths

Decoy
Ponds

Ancient
woodland

Downland¹

Water
Meadows

Wood
pasture

Parks &
Gardens
Co-axial
field

Parliamentry
enclosure

Medium
/High

(divided)

Enclosed
furlongs
& strips

Pre-C18th
sinuous
enclosure
Parliamentary
enclosure
(orig. allots)

Allotments
Medium

Ancient
Replanted
Woodland

Riverine
Landscape

Military

Low/
Medium
(all increasing)

Low
(all modern
creations)

C19th
enclosure

Pre-C18th
irregular
enclosure
Pre-C18th
regular
enclosure

C20th enclosed fields; Secondary woodland;
Woodland plantations; Civic Areas; C20th Recreation;
Airfield; Motorways; Modern Settlement; Horse Paddocks
C20th prairie fields; Modern Settlement; Disused industrial;
Mineral Extraction; Golf Courses; Industrial; Utilities, Disused
Military Airfields; Flooded Restored Mineral Extraction; Water
Reservoirs; Nurseries and Greenhouses; Railway Goods/
Marshalling Yards
¹ Classified as ‘Declining Critically’
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Part 3: Using Historic Landscape Characterisation Overview

Applications
Environmental
Management
Schemes

Strategic and
DC Planning

Green/Cultural
infrastructure
Planning

Environmental
Assessment

Environmental Character System
(Sensitivity Map)

Components
Landscape
Character
Assessment

Landscape Access
(rights of way)

Biodiversity Map

Historic Environment
(HLC and SMR date)

Physical Topographical
data
(Geology/Landform etc.)

Visibility Study

In the past, the significance of the cultural
landscape as a whole has been overlooked
as attention has been confined to designated
assets (listed buildings, conservation
areas, scheduled monuments etc) and
archaeological remains recorded on the local
Sites and Monuments Record. Combining
HLC with these established concerns can
provide an integrated historic environment
assessment that shows how landscape has
changed and how different assets inter-relate.
Due to its complete coverage, HLC has a
wide variety of uses providing a framework
from which to consider specific issues
and proposals.
HLC in its basic form provides an evidencebased interpretation of historic landscape
character rather than making judgements
about significance (e.g. by identifying the
“best” landscapes). Matters of significance
and sensitivity are value-laden and will
depend to a degree on the preferences of
the assessor (i.e. the weight they give to
particular values) and context (i.e. what
change is proposed).

The HLC study has made a first attempt
at indicating what values particular historic
landscape types might display, how more or
less significant examples might be recognised
and, through particular applications, how
sensitivity can be assessed.
However, HLC would only be one element
in a comprehensive environmental character
system. The adjacent diagram shows HLC
could contribute to such a system and how
this could mediate response to specific
proposals.
HLC can also be a useful resource for
life-long learning, raising awareness of the
Buckinghamshire’s cultural landscape.
The following sections provide examples of
HLC’s use.
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Using Historic Landscape Characterisation Strategic Planning
The preparation of evidence-based regional
spatial strategies, local development
frameworks provide a great challenge
to planners and the historic environment
sector. Planning Policy Statement 1
states that: ‘Policies must be based on a
proper assessment of the character of the
surrounding natural and built environment’
whilst characterisation is embedded in recent
guidance on incorporating the natural, built
and historic environment, and rural issues into
plans and strategies (Environmental Quality in
Spatial Planning, 2005).
HLC has been employed to assess the
proposed expansion of Milton Keynes.
Planning studies had identified specific areas
on the edge of Milton Keynes that might
accommodate growth. The project included
an assessment model using HLC, heritage/
environmental designation data and selected
information from SMRs to define Historic
Landscape Zones (HLZ): distinct patterns
of landscape character that have a broadly
common history and visible heritage.

17
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The Milton Keynes analysis enabled the
identification of 15 historic landscape zones:
The HLZ’s present a concise summary of
the historic environment, a framework for
describing local distinctiveness, that can be
easily used to assess sensitivities and help
planners assess capacity for change at a
strategic scale.
The MKSM study showed that the landscape
to the west and south of Milton Keynes was
relatively unaffected by 20th century change
but that to the east it was more fragmented.
It also made recommendations for heritagebased ‘green infrastructure’.

1. Extent of the MKSM study area
2. Historic Landscape Zones
1.

2.

The MKSM Historic Environment
Assessment is available on the BCC
web site.

© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved.
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Haddenham:
Local character zones nested within county-level HLZ

Using Historic Landscape Characterisation Landscape Character Assessment
The Character Map of England (Countryside
Commission 1996) provides a national
overview of landscape character, with the
country subdivided into over 159 unique
character areas.
The identification of character areas is
derived from generic character types that
are determined by the physical influences of
geology, topography and ecology and human
influence. Buckinghamshire extends across
eight of these national character areas, which
are far from homogenous.

HLC can contribute towards the production
of further and more detailed local authority
Landscape Character Assessments (LCA)
and Landscape Strategies.
District-scale assessments undertaken
to inform Growth at Milton Keynes and
Aylesbury have shown how HLC can be used
to inform the definition, extent and description
of landscape
character areas.

Buckinghamshire County Council has
produced a Landscape Plan, which was
written before HLC. The Landscape Plan
identified 13 broad landscape zones and
was adopted as Supplementary Planning

The concept of Historic Landscape Zone’s
(HLZ) developed for the Milton Keynes study
is being extended over the whole county,
and also refined to include smaller scale local
historic character zones (LHLZs) for specific
areas of development pressure (e.g. around
selected towns in Aylesbury Vale). These

Guidance to the County Structure Plan. It
complements existing policies to protect and
enhance landscape character, and thus will
contribute to informed decisions on planning
policy and development.

smaller zones are nested within the larger
HLZ. Full county-level HLZ descriptions are in
preparation but it is only proposed to create
local zone descriptions is response to specific
proposals or initiatives.
Refer to the BCC web site for local studies
of Aylesbury, Buckingham, Haddenham,
Wendover and Winslow.

© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved.
Buckinghamshire County Council 100021529 2006
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Using Historic Landscape Characterisation Green Infrastructure Planning
Green Infrastructure has been defined as
“...a planned network of multifunctional
greenspaces and inter-connected links which
is designed, developed and managed to
meet the environmental, social and economic
needs of communities .... It is set within,
and contributes to, a high quality natural
and built environment and is required to
enhance the quality of life for present and
future residents and visitors, and to deliver
“liveability” for sustainable communities”
(Planning for Sustainable Communities: A
Green Infrastructure Guide for Milton Keynes
and the South Midlands, 2005).
The MKSM historic environment assessment
made positive recommendations for where
development could assist in the restoration
and enhancement of the historic environment
through ‘green infrastructure’. One of the key
locations identified was the former medieval
hunting forest of Whaddon Chase on the
southern fringe of Milton Keynes. It was
suggested that this could be reinstated as a
community park and woodland

Further study has suggested how the area
could be restored to its pre-19th century form
with the replanting of extensive woodland
cover for recreational use, and perhaps
supplying fuel for sustainable bio-power
generation. Ancient monuments, historic
ponds and routeways could provide foci
of interest whilst protecting these valuable
assets. Biodiversity could be enhanced
through maintaining and restoring woodland
and species-rich grassland. The whole area
is located close to the Milton Keynes growth
area enabling sustainable access via new
public transport corridors.

Whaddon Chase:
1. Whaddon Landscape c. 2003
2. Whaddon Landscape c. 1814
1.

Enclosure
Pre- 18th Century regular
Enclosure
Pre- 18th Century ‘Irregular’
Enclosure
Strips & Furlongs
Parliamentary Enclosure
subsequent divisions
Parliamentary Enclosure
Original allotments
Enclosure
19th Century
Enclosure
20th Century
Prarie Field
Woodland
Ancient Semi Natural
Woodland
Ancient Replanted
Woodland
Secondary 18th - 19th Century
Woodland
Confierous Plantation
Recreation
Settlement
Modern
Industrial
Post 1885
Open Fields
Commons, Gardens
& Heaths
Historic Park & Garden

2.
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Using Historic Landscape Characterisation Development Control

Proposed development site
1. Whaddon Chase 1815 © British Library
2. Stearthill farm today
1.

2.

HLC can be used to inform the preparation
and determination of planning applications
following the advice in Planning Policy
Guidance Note 15 (Planning and the Historic
Environment) (paragraphs 2.26 and 6.40).
It should form part of the Environmental
Assessment procedure for major schemes
and should be consulted for all archaeological
“desk-based assessments”.
Careful consideration of historic landscape
character can help blend new development
into existing landscape patterns and/or act
as an inspiration for new landscaping or the
restoration of derelict or former minerals sites.

A planning application for landfill and a golf
course at Stearthill Farm, Little Horwood
within the former medieval forest of
Whaddon Chase showed both how HLC
could support a refusal of inappropriately
designed development and how it could
have been used to improve the application.
The archaeological service advised that the
application on parliamentary enclosed fields
created by clearance of woodland could be
improved by replanting woodlands and rides
thus restoring part of the old Chase close to
surviving ancient woodlands.

Whilst HLC might form the principal evidence
base for refusing inappropriate development
proposals, it will usually be more appropriate
to use it alongside and in support of
established landscape and heritage policies
and assessment techniques. For example
HLC may provide a better understanding of
the significant setting of a designated site or
area. HLC can also provide greater depth
to augment existing traditional landscape
character assessments such as the
Landscape Plan for Buckinghamshire.

© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved.
Buckinghamshire County Council 100021529 2006
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Using Historic Landscape Characterisation Conservation Area Appraisals
HLC can provide a broader perspective
for conservation area appraisal setting the
designated area within its landscape context,
proving further information for its description
and helping define its extent. HLC has already
been used in this way in several conservation
area appraisals, for example Crafton in the
Aylesbury Vale District and West Wycombe.
The character of a historic settlement is
often perceived in terms of its immediate
built environment. By contrast, relatively little
attention has been paid to their immediate
surroundings that also contribute to the
distinctiveness and identity of places.
Most of the land around Buckinghamshire
villages is composed of small fields and
closes that are often long established, and

For example, Bierton is a linear settlement
set along the present A418 to the east of
Aylesbury. It contains 17 listed buildings and
has been designated a conservation area,
the extent of which does not extend much
beyond property boundaries. However, the
character of the village is further defined by
the presence of long rectilinear enclosures
that abut the properties to the north and the
south side of the village. These closes were
originally formed from the strips of open field
farming but have subsequently provided
convenient land allotment as crofts for the
adjacent properties. These enclosures make
a contribution to the character of Bierton and
should be a consideration in any revision of
the village’s conservation area.

1. Extent of Bierton Conservation area (purple)
2. Potential ‘village envelope’ (defined by the blue line)
1.

2.

form a part of a settlement’s evolution and
history. These fields provide an attractive
setting, with many species-rich hedgerows,
providing a habitat for a variety of wildlife.
Recognising these ‘village envelopes’,
which can be vulnerable to piecemeal “infill”
development could act as buffer to preserve
sense of place and individuality of rural
settlements.
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Using Historic Landscape Characterisation Landscape Management

1. Commons and Heath 2003
2. Commons and Heath 1760

The historic environment’s contribution
to land management and agricultural
environmental grant schemes has often
been limited to a search of the Sites and
Monuments Records (SMR), to check the
effect upon known archaeological sites.

1.

2.

HLC provides a broader perspective enabling
consideration of the landscape as a whole,
an approach that can inform environmental
stewardship targeting statements and whole
farm plans.
The change in perspective is sympathetic to
current management trends and may be used
to produce generic recommendations for
individual character types.
These provide a useful reference for land
agents and others involved in drawing up land
management plans.
Buckinghamshire’s Historic Environment
Countryside Advisor uses HLC information
to check schemes and make informed
recommendations.

© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved.
Buckinghamshire County Council 100021529 2006
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For example, an Environmental Stewardship
application at Rowley Farm, Wexham
afforded the opportunity to recommend
restoration of parkland designed by Capability
Brown on an earlier medieval deer park and
identified a coherent area of 18th century
and earlier fields worthy of preservation in an
area otherwise much fragmented by modern
landscape change.
At a strategic scale, HLC data has
contributed to research demonstrating the
massive (95%) decline in the quality and
extent of pasture-woodlands, heaths and
acid grasslands of South Buckinghamshire
since the mid seventeenth century. The
report includes proposals for management
and restoration and may be linked into the
London North West Green Arc. Andy Cross,
Project Ecologist said: “The HLC data set
is invaluable resource for strategic planning
at the landscape scale for biodiversity and
habitat management/restoration - I can’t put
it more simply than that.”
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Using Historic Landscape Characterisation Community and Education
Potentially one of the most rewarding uses
of HLC is to encourage local communities
to raise awareness of their own historic
environment. HLC can be employed as
resource for people involved in local research,
local community groups and for teaching
local history and geography in schools.
By demonstrating the importance and
local distinctiveness of historic landscape
character, it can help reinforce the identity of
local communities, and encourage them to
take a more active role in the management of
their local environment, including facilitating
community planning.

These ideas have been explored through
the supply of HLC data to the Risborough
Countryside Group, a voluntary organisation
based in Princes Risborough. The group
have moved from studying components
of landscapes such as the Anglo Saxon
Black Hedge to a more holistic approach
to landscapes, understanding the historic
environment around the town. Using the
HLC data as a framework, the group have
furthered research by examining additional
sources from estate maps to enhance and
deepen understanding and help formulate
new projects.

HLC will be made freely available on the
County Council’s web site and is being built
into educational modules under development
for the “Unlocking Buckinghamshire’s Past”
project. It is intended that local outreach
work will continue to build on HLC.

A partnership with the Chiltern
Conservation Board and Chiltern Society
is currently developing a method for
taking characterisation into the rural built
environment using the society’s volunteer
network supported by specialist advice.
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Using Historic Landscape Characterisation - Research
HLC has a huge potential to be used as an inspiration and resource for
further research. During the course of the characterisation mapping, a
number of themes arose that merit further enquiry, these are:
Irregular and Regular Enclosure:
Additional documentary research is needed to ascertain when and
why these irregular fields were enclosed.
Parliamentary Enclosure:
Parliamentary enclosure is characterised by regular, rectangular fields
with ‘ruler straight’ boundaries and often with contemporaneous roads
or trackways. However, some parishes display their own distinctive
pattern, presumably reflecting the individual design and spatial
organisation of the enclosure commissioners and surveyors.
There is a need to investigate this variability and also consider the
survival of associated enclosure period farms in order to identify the
best examples of these landscapes.
1. Parliamentry Enclosure, Padbury
1.

2. Parliamentry Enclosure, Marsh Gibbon
2.

Community and Landscape:
There are many examples of communities
utilising territories that straddle different
landscapes, such as strip parishes running
into the Chilterns and detached portions
of historic parishes. Research into how
local communities exploited these diverse
territories would be valuable. A related
theme is how ownership and “lordship” has
influenced the landscape.
Commons:
The origins and use of commons warrant
further research. Commons attracted
industrial uses such as brick, tile and pottery
manufacture whilst their use for grazing
whether as droving posts for the markets
to London or as a part of a transhumance
system. Many former commons in the Vale
of Aylesbury have ridge and furrow indicating
either that these were formerly open fields
or perhaps an indication of occasional
exploitation of commons for arable.
Coaxial field systems:
There are questions over the provenance,
organisation and function of these enclosures
found on the Chilterns dipslope. They
resemble the extensive planned field systems

© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved.
Buckinghamshire County Council 100021529 2006
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of Bronze Age date, which survive in the form
of tumbled down walls on Dartmoor, but
roads and tracks most often form their axes.
Settlement:
Further detailed study of individual
settlements would be desirable as the
complexity of their development can rarely
be captured by simple HLC categories.
Funding is being sought for a study of historic
towns. There has been little research into the
dispersed settlements of the Chilterns.
Historic buildings:
The basic HLC methodology does not
contain information about historic buildings,
largely because the constraints on the project
precluded the field survey. A pilot project in
the Chiltern AONB is seeking to develop a
rapid survey methodology useable by
non-specialists.
A preliminary research agenda is set
out in Appendix 10 and will contribute
to developing a regional agenda for
the Solent-Thames.
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Part 4: Further Information - Accessing Historic
Landscape Characterisation
The Bucks HLC Project produced the
following outputs:
• A non-technical summary report
(this document)
• A series of ten technical appendices
(listed adjacent)
• An analytical archive
• A GIS data set as an ArcGIS Shapefile
The non-technical summary and technical
appendices are available via the Archaeology
Service’s pages on Buckinghamshire County
Council’s web site.

The analytical archive and full GIS data set
are held at the Buckinghamshire Sites and
Monuments Record. Contact:
The Sites and Monuments Record Officer,
County Archaeological Service,
County Hall, Aylesbury,
Bucks HP20 1UY.
Tel: 01296-382072.
email: smr@buckscc.gov.uk

Data for Milton Keynes is held at the Milton
Keynes SMR. Contact:
The Archaeology Officer,
Milton Keynes Council,
Design and Conservation,
PO Box 112, Civic Offices,
1 Saxon Gate East,
Milton Keynes MK9 3HQ.
Tel: 01908-691691.
Information is made available in accordance
with the Sites and Monuments Record
Access and Charging policy of the
relevant authority.

It is intended that selected GIS data will be
made available on-line.
Web address: http://www.buckscc.gov.
uk/archaeology/index.htm
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Contents of the Technical Appendices

Title

Content

Appendix 1
Historic Landscape Types
		

Standardised description of each
Historic Landscape Type (HLT)

Appendix 2
Project Methodology
		

Detailed description of
the project method

Appendix 3

The original project design

Project Design

Appendix 4
Landscape Period Summaries
		

Period by Period maps and
description assessment of time depth

Appendix 5
Analysis - Settlement
		

Maps and brief discussion
of differing settlement types

Appendix 6
Analysis - Enclosure
		

Maps and brief discussion
of enclosure patterns

Appendix 7

Maps and brief discussion

Analysis - Woodland

		

of woodland patterns

Appendix 8
DataTables
		
		

1. Breakdown by landscape type and area.
2. Breakdown by District
3. Full Data Set

Appendix 9
Bibliography
		
		

Covering general and
Buckinghamshire landscape
and HLC development

Appendix 10

Priorities for further research

Research Agenda
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Appendix 1

Appendix 1: Definition Example

Broad Landscape Definition
La
Description of Historic Landscape Types (HLT)

Legend

d
Total area: (Year 2003 coverage in hectares) % of county covered (hectares).
Av. Poly Size: average size of GIS polygon mapping unit (hectares).
No. of Polygons: Number of GIS polygon mapping units % of total polygons.
Occurrence: Occurrence is assessed relative to other HLTs using the higher of total area
covered or number of polygons. It is a descriptive term intended as a scale-independent
measure of perception as to whether this is a commonplace or unusual element of historic
landscape: – Absent; Very rare (<1%); Rare (1-5%); Occasional (5-10%); Common (1025%); Abundant (25-50%); Dominant (>50%).

Photograph of landscape type
•
•
•

•
•
•

•

Distribution map

Description: brief descriptive text.
th
Period: The broad landscape period or periods in which this type originated (20
th
th
th
century; 18/19 century; 15 /17 century; Medieval and Pre-medieval
Trajectory of change: A comparison of the change in the area of the county covered
by this HLT essentially over the twentieth century measured from circa 1885 to 2030.
The trajectory and rate of change indicated as Increasing; Stable (<5% change);
Declining slowly (5-20%); Declining rapidly (> 20%); Declining critically > (50%);
1
Extinct (no surviving examples) .
Factors influencing change: The main factors leading to creation or loss of this HLT
Capacity to absorb change: The degree to which this HLT can absorb change. This
indicator is necessarily somewhat subjective and can only be indicative. Specific land
use change proposals will require individual assessment.
Biodiversity potential: A simple indicator of the general biodiversity
interest/potential of this HLT. Landscape history is only one of many factors defining
biodiversity. Individual sites will vary and require specific assessment. (High =
typically species rich and varied; Medium = Moderate amount of species; Low =
species poor; Degraded = little or no biodiversity value).
Archaeological potential: A simple indicator of the general correlation of
archaeological sites and historic buildings with this HLT. This indicator is more
relevant for historic periods where buildings and monuments may be contemporary
with the HLT, for earlier periods less correlation can be expected. Individual sites will
vary and require specific assessment (High = typically associated with a wide

1

Calculated loss will in fact be less than actual loss due to the category of “mixed origin” used to classify mixed
areas on the 1885 map which by 2003 had been absorbed into extensive modern built landscapes. For practical
and resource reasons it was beyond the scope of the project to classify such “lost” landscapes. “Mixed origin”
accounts for 6.26% of 1885 classifications, indicating that on a pro-rata basis the calculated loss should be corrected
by a factor of Y to give estimated actual loss.

1
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range/well preserved monuments; Medium = Moderate range of
associations/preservation; Low = few/rare associations/poor preservation; Degraded
= archaeological potential largely destroyed.
Management: headline management objectives.
Research: potential for further research.
“Quality of Life” potential: A general and necessarily subjective indicator of the
potential of this HLT to contribute to quality of life through the following values:
cultural; educational and academic; economic, resource and aesthetic.
Sensitivity: An indicator of what is most special and sensitive about this HLT, and
how more or less sensitive examples may be recognised.

HLC Example of Landscape Type

Further Reading:
A bibliography relevant to the landscape type.

2
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Archaeological potential: High. Ancient Semi Natural woodland has high potential
for well preserved archaeological remains of woodland management and industries
including wood banks, charcoal hearths, saw pits, quarries and small settlements.
There is also evidence for historic woodland management, in the form of pollard and
coppiced trees. Ancient woodland also provides a “reserve” of earlier Roman and
prehistoric earthworks
Management: Woodland management plans should aim to conserve historic
woodland features.
Quality of Life Potential: High. Ancient Semi Natural Woodland presents good
opportunities for community-based research, education and recreation initiatives as
expressed in ‘Seeing the Wood for the Trees’ – the South East Forestry and
Woodlands Framework. Woodlands also have economic value producing sustainable
timber, firewood, charcoal etc.
Research: Further research is needed into the origins, changing composition and
historic uses of these woodlands. Of particular interest are industrial activities such
as the clay industries, charcoal burning, bodging, iron-smelting and timber
production. Survey and small-scale excavation to identify rare pre-medieval
earthworks is a priority. Although many ancient woodlands are rich in archaeological
remains, others appear to contain few features – the reasons for these differences
are not yet understood. The potential for environmental archaeology to provide a
long term history of woodlands remains to be investigated.
Sensitivity Rating: High. All Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland should be considered
sensitive and worthy of retention. Woodlands which combine archaeological and
biological interests with public access should be regarded as a critical environmental
resource.

Fig.28: Ancient Semi-natural Woodland at

Further Reading
Hughes, D.P. 1988 Buckinghamshire Inventory of Ancient Woodland
Nature Conservancy Council
Mansfield, A. 1952 The Historical Geography of the Woodlands of the
Southern Chilterns 1600-1947 (Unpublished MSc thesis) University of London
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Morris, J.K. 1999 History in Chilterns Woods: A Guide to the Identification and
Management of Woodland Archaeological Features The Chilterns Woodlands
Project
Rackham, O. 1990 Trees & Woodland in the British Landscape 2nd edition (Phoenix
Press)
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Enclosed Land
Legend

Co-axial Enclosures (ec)
Total area: 4203.87ha
No. of Polygons: 204

2.25%
1.65%

Av. Poly Size: 14.48 ha
Occurrence:
Rare

Fig. 1: Coaxial Fields, Cholesbury

•

•

•
•
•

•

•

Description: Coaxial enclosure is a descriptive term for an extensive field system
that share the same orientation, often extending over several kilometres, which may
reflect a deliberate act of landscape reorganisation. Morphologically this category of
enclosure has a sinuous pattern often defined by ancient lanes and sub-divided into
small, elongated fields. The enclosure layout can be dictated by topography and
often incorporates ancient lanes. Field boundaries composed of species diverse
hedgerows., Often found in heavily wooded areas. Coaxial enclosures in
Buckinghamshire tend to be found predominately in the Chilterns and south of the
county. Some of the best examples can be found in the Chess valley and on the
Chiltern ridge radiating north westward from Chesham. Additional fields that merit
attention are those in the Aston Clinton parish where the field boundaries running
north south are cut by the Roman Road of Akeman Street thus providing a relative
date. More tentative examples have also been found in the Vale of Aylesbury, in the
parishes of Whitchurch, Wing and Mentmore, which may be relicts of a once
extensive system running over the Purbeck Hills.
Period: Medieval/Pre-medieval. All local examples pre-date the earliest maps and
are likely to be medieval or prehistoric in origin. Examples of this type found on
Dartmoor, the Hertfordshire Chilterns and elsewhere have been dated to the Bronze
Age (Williamson 1987).
Trajectory of change: -34% Declining rapidly.
Factors influencing change: Housing development (mostly early-mid C20th). Tree
planting. Hedgerow removal/alteration.
Capacity to absorb change: Low/Medium The type would be adversely affected by
major development but can accommodate small-scale change within the “grain” of
the landscape. Can accommodate subdivision of enclosures so long as it doesn’t
affect the overall pattern of enclosure.
Biodiversity potential: High Botanical surveys coinciding with this coaxial
enclosures has shown the type to have particularly species rich hedgerows. Some
grassland interest associated with steeper terrain where agricultural improvements
have been less intensive.
Archaeological potential: High. Analysis of the Buckinghamshire SMR has shown
a high degree of sites on this landscape type including, Prehistoric monuments such
as hillforts of Whepley Hill and Hawridge.
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•

Management: Maintain the form and shape of field boundaries. Replacement
hedgerows should take account of local species mix.

•

Research: Further work is needed into the provenance and origins of these
enclosures possibly by desk-based assessment and fieldwork.

•

“Quality of Life” potential: High: Important contribution to the special character of
the Chilterns. Accessible through the rights of way network.

•

Sensitivity Rating: High: Coaxial fields are significant and nationally important
landscape character type. Large blocks of co-axial fields in the Chilterns are also
part of the defining characteristics of this ancient landscape and Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty.

Fig. 2: Coaxial Fields, south of Cholesbury common

Further Reading
Bull, E.J. 1993 The Bi-Axial Landscape of Prehistoric Buckinghamshire
Records of Buckinghamshire 35
Casselden, P. 1986 ‘Chartridge and Pednor Hedgerows: A Landscape Study Part I:
The Hedges Surveyed Records of Buckinghamshire Volume 28 pps.182-214
Casselden, P. 1987 ‘Chartridge and Pednor Hedgerows: A Landscape
Study Part II: Implications for Landscape History’ Records of Buckinghamshire
Volume 29 pps.133-159
Roden, D. 1965 Studies in Chiltern Field Systems: Unpublished PhD
Thesis, (University of London)
Williamson, T. 1987 Coaxial Fields on the East Anglian Boulder Clays
Proceedings of the Prehistoric Society 53 419-31
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Enclosed Land
Legend

Assarted Enclosures (as)
Total Area: 3329.51ha
Polygons: 169

1.78%
1.36%

Av. Polygon: 19.70ha
Occurrence: Rare

Fig. 3: Assarted Fields, Brill

•

Description: The term “assart” as used here refers to the enclosure and clearance of
woodland to create enclosed private farmland. It results in patterns of irregular
enclosures interspersed with woodland. Assarts in Buckinghamshire are found
principally in the woodland landscapes of the Chilterns and the former royal hunting
forest of Bernwood, west Buckinghamshire. Although other areas that have some
evidence for assarting can be found in the north of the county, in the area formerly
covered by Whittlewood Forest, while a lesser concentration of assarted fields can be
found at Great Horwood in the former Whaddon Chase.

•

Period: Medieval/15th-17th century. Assarting in the strict meaning of the word is a
th
th
medieval phenomenon occurring mainly in the 11 and 12 centuries (Rackham 1986),
however clearance of woodland for farmland in this piecemeal manner seems s to
th
occur right up to the 18 century (Williamson 2002).

•

Trajectory of Change: - 15.54% Declining slowly.

•

Factors influencing change: Grubbing up of hedgerows and changes in agricultural
practice. Re-afforestation by plantations and secondary woodland.

•

Capacity to Absorb Change: Low. Intimate patterns of small fields can only
accommodate limited change without loss of distinctive character.

•

Biodiversity potential: High. Likely to have species-rich hedgerows derived from
former woodland.
Archaeological potential: Medium: .May contain relict woodland archaeology or
medieval settlement associated with assarting. Higher potential if permanent pasture,
lower if arable.
Management: Retain species rich hedgerows. May be suitable for woodland
replanting if no vulnerable archaeology but better examples should be retained as
exemplars of type.
Quality of Life Potential: Medium/High. Typically create attractive intimate
landscapes associated with ancient woodland, many within the Chilterns AONB.

•

•

•
•

Research: Further research is needed into the provenance and origins of these
enclosures possibly by desk-based assessment and fieldwork.
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Sensitivity Rating: High: Surviving assarts are important regional and are rare
remnants of a surviving medieval landscape. prone to change

Fig.4: Assarted Enclosures South of Brill

Further Reading
Broad, J. & Hoyle, R. (eds) 1997 Bernwood, the Life and Afterlife of a Forest
(University of Central Lancashire)
Rackham, O. 1986 The History of the Countryside: The Classic History of Britain’s
Landscape, Flora and Fauna. (Phoenix Press)
Taylor, C. C. 1974 Fields in the Landscape (Sutton)
Williamson, T. 2002 Shaping Medieval Landscapes (Windgather Press)
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Enclosed Land
Legend

Pre 18th Century Irregular Enclosure (ei)
Total Area: 31209.28ha
Polygons: 1558

16.67%
12.58%

Av. Polygon: 20.03ha
Occurrence: Common

Fig.5: Irregular Fields at Hartwell

•

Description: This category of enclosure is applied where fields appear to have been
established by agreement with other landholders on a piecemeal, field-by-field basis.
Morphologically, this classification can vary considerably in shape and size and can
sometimes be confused with woodland assarts or woodland intakes that generally
have a similar appearance. Early irregular enclosure is found throughout the county,
although concentrations can be seen in the wooded areas of the Chilterns, Bernwood
and Whittlewood Forest. This category represents the most extensive type of
enclosure, this is mainly due to the heading acting as a catchall for enclosures of
irregular pattern that appear on the earliest dated map source.

•

Period: Medieval/15th to 17th century. Some irregular enclosures, particularly
those in the Chilterns, are probably of medieval origin but where they overlie
medieval ridge and furrow (as many do north of the Chiltern scarp) then they were
th
th
probably mostly created between the 14 and 17 centuries either by enforced
clearance of the open fields or by agreement.

•

Trajectory of Change: - 36% Declining rapidly

•

Factors influencing change: Alternations to boundaries from modern farming
practice. Built Development.

•

Capacity to Absorb Change: Medium. A diverse category that will require more
local study to determine sensitivity to change.

•
•

Biodiversity potential: Medium/High: This varies from area to area, as the type
can have very species diverse hedgerows or poor hedgerows;. also applicable to
grassland.
Archaeological potential: Medium/High: Typically associated with ridge and
furrow and deserted medieval settlements/moats in north Bucks. Early enclosures
can be associated with Tudor mansions as at Quarrendon and Salden. Higher
potential in permanent pasture, lesser under arable cultivation.

•

Management: Maintain the form and shape of field boundaries.
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•

Quality of Life Potential: Medium. Best where associated with other landscapes of
interest or a well-preserved farm/village or mansion or historically attested individual.
Isolated fragments will be of lower potential.

•

Research: Further map or documentary research would be required to refine the
date and origin of these enclosures.

• Sensitivity Rating: Medium. The best examples will be substantial blocks of land
associated with other landscapes of interest or associated with a well-preserved
farm/village or mansion or historically attested individual. Isolated fragments will be
of lower potential.

Fig.6: Irregular Fields

Further Reading
Rackham, O. 1986 The History of the Countryside:The Classic History of Britain’s
Landscape, Flora and Fauna. (Phoenix Press)
Taylor, C. C.1974 Fields in the Landscape (Sutton)
Williamson, T. 2002 Shaping Medieval Landscapes (Windgather Press)
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Enclosed Land
Legend

Pre 18th Century Regular Enclosure (er)
Total Area: 9466.66ha
Polygons: 510

5.06%
4.12%

Av. Polygon: 18.56ha
Occurrence: Occasional

Fig.7: Pre 18th Century regular Fields, Quainton

•

Description: Regular enclosed land is defined as having regular field patterns with
medieval or post-medieval origins presumably deriving from planned but often
unrecorded episodes of enclosure. Within the Vale of Aylesbury and Milton Keynes
th
many areas of pre 18 century regular enclosure have the remnants of medieval
strip fields, which both respect and ignore the layout of the open field furlongs.
th

•

Period: Ancient/Historic: These are landscapes laid out prior to the 18 century
th
probably broadly contemporaneous with pre-18 century irregular enclosure. An
example of these enclosures can be found at Middle Claydon which was enclosed by
th
a private agreement by the Verney family in the 17 century.

•

Trajectory of Change: - 26.53% Declining rapidly.

•

Factors influencing change: Main factors influence loss of regular pre 18 century
th
th
enclosure are; 20 century prairie fields and creation of 20 century enclosures.
Some limited loss due to urbanisation.
Capacity to Absorb Change: Medium. Regular fields can absorb moderate
change within their overall “grain”.

•

th

•

Biodiversity potential: Medium Low: This varies according to the location of the
enclosures. Examples found in Aylesbury Vale are not discernibly different from
some Parliamentary enclosed hedgerows. While those in Chilterns, Wycombe and
South Buckinghamshire are noticeably species rich.

•

Archaeological potential: Medium/High: Typically associated with ridge and
furrow and deserted medieval settlements/moats in north Bucks. Higher potential in
permanent pasture, lesser under arable cultivation.

•

Management: Maintain the form and shape of field boundaries.
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Quality of Life Potential: Medium. Best where associated with other landscapes of
interest or a well preserved farm/village or historically attested individual. Isolated
fragments will be of lower potential.
Research: Further cartographic and documentary research needed to understand
the process of enclosure. Comparative studies with other areas required.
Sensitivity Rating: Medium. Regular enclosed land is little altered and as such is
of landscape value. The best examples are large areas of land, such as examples
found at Middle Claydon, in the Vale of Aylesbury. Isolated fragments will be of
lower potential.

Fig.8: Pre 18th Century regular Fields, Quainton

Further Reading
Rackham, O. 1986 The History of the Countryside: The Classic History of Britain’s
Landscape, Flora and Fauna. (Phoenix Press)
Taylor, C. C.1974 Fields in the Landscape (Sutton)
Williamson, T. 2002 Shaping Medieval Landscapes (Windgather Press)
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Enclosed Land
Pre 18th Sinuous Enclosure (eu)
Total Area: 1089.72ha
Polygons: 57

0.46%
1.55%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 19.26ha
Occurrence: Rare

Fig.9: Pre 18th century sinuous enclosures, Fawley parish

•

•
•

Description: This landscape type describes an enclosure which elongated is a
variant of coaxial enclosure and may relate to the organisation of former open field
furlongs.
Period: Ancient. These enclosures date to earliest map sources but cannot be fixed
to a particular period. An example of these enclosures can be found at Fawley, in
Wycombe District where the enclosures follow the relief of the valley.
Trajectory of Change: -25.72 Declining Rapidly

•

Threats: Modern farming methods, creation of new farms and associated modern
enclosures; woodland encroachment and urbanisation.

•

Capacity to Absorb Change: Low/Medium. The type would be adversely affected
by major development but can accommodate small-scale change within the “grain” of
the landscape. Can accommodate subdivision of enclosures so long as it doesn’t
affect the overall pattern of enclosure.
Biodiversity potential: High. The distribution of sinuous enclosures is mainly found
in more wooded locations, principally in the Wycombe and Chilterns districts.
Enclosure hedgerows tend to be very species diverse.
Archaeological potential: High: Analysis of the Buckinghamshire SMR has shown
a moderate amount of sites on this landscape type.

•
•

•

Management: Maintain the form and shape of field boundaries. Replacement
hedgerows should take account of local species mix.

•

Quality of Life Potential: High. Important contribution to the special character of
the Chilterns. Accessible through the rights of way network.
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•

Research: Further investigation is needed into the provenance and origins of these
enclosures, possibly by desk-based assessment and fieldwork.

•

Sensitivity Rating: Medium/High: There are limited blocks of sinuous enclosures in
the Chilterns (Wycombe District) but they form a significant characteristic of the
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Fig.10: Pre 18th century sinuous enclosures, Fawley parish

Further Reading
Rackham, O. 1986 The History of the Countryside:The Classic History of Britain’s
Landscape , Flora and Fauna. (Phoenix Press)
Taylor, C. C. 1974 Fields in the Landscape (Sutton)
Williamson, T. 2002 Shaping Medieval Landscapes (Windgather Press)
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Enclosed Land
Legend

Meadows (mw)
Total Area: 3100.39ha
Polygons: 308

1.66%
2.49%

Av. Polygon: 10.07ha
Occurrence: Rare

Fig.11: Meadows at Nether Winchendon on the Thame

•

•

•
•

•
•

Description: Meadows are areas of land originally used for the cultivation of hay in
the summer months. The grass is dried and used for livestock fodder in the winter.
Although this practice has generally ceased in modern farming, meadows are still
discernable in the landscape by their sinuous shape and are usually found on lowlying ground on damp valley bottoms adjacent to the course of a river. Meadows are
mainly found along the course of the Ouse, Ouzel and Thame in the north of the
county, while the Chilterns have meadows running along the Chess, and Misbourne.
th
th
Sophisticated water meadows were surveyed and laid out in the late 18 to 19
centuries form a separate Historic Landscape Type.
Period: Medieval/15th-17th centuries/18th-19th centuries. Meadows were wellth
established by the 11 century and remained important through the medieval period.
The origins of organised management of water courses across is not closely dated in
th
Bucks by may be a medieval/Tudor phenomenon continuing into the 19 century.
Trajectory of Change: -16.36% Declining slowly.
Factors influencing change: Quarrying for sand and gravel is a major threat. Parts
of the Colne, Ouse and Thames Valleys had large areas of meadow but much of this
has been quarried away or converted to industry or enclosed for private use.
Removal of hedgerows and the incorporation into large modern enclosures and fields
Capacity to Absorb Change: Low. Meadow is a fragile landscape type the
character of which could easily be altered by change in landscape practice or
development.
Biodiversity potential: High. High species diversity both of flora and fauna,
including flood meadows, notably those associated with the Upper Ray, and aquatic
habitats otherwise rare in Bucks. Potential to restore species-rich traditional
meadow habitats.
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Archaeological potential: High: Meadows are associated with a wide range of
water management features such as mills, leats, moats and channels. They were
sometimes incorporated into designed landscapes and are crossed by roads and
bridges and old river channels. Roman and prehistoric settlement is often found
close to watercourses under or adjacent to meadows. Archaeological remains in
meadowland can be exceptionally well preserved in waterlogged environments whilst
natural deposits in peats and palaeochannels preserve invaluable environmental
sequences.
Management: Ensure the maintenance of water levels, hedgerows and continued
grazing.
Quality of Life Potential: High Meadows have a high recreational and aesthetic
value with some rights of ways running adjacent to the important watercourses of the
Thame Ouse and Ouzel. They form invaluable natural flood storage reservoirs.
Research: Further analysis on the distribution and function of meadows.
Sensitivity Rating: High Most historic meadowland can be considered sensitive,
and contain some of the earliest enclosed landscapes and coincide with some of the
most important archaeology. The best examples are extensive blocks along rivers
such as the meadows found along the Ouse in Milton Keynes; areas with strong
associations and surviving archaeological remains such as at Quarrendon or Notley
Abbey (AVDC) and areas of high biodiversity value.

Fig.12: Meadows along the Ouse Valley

Further Reading
Rackham, O. 1986 The History of the Countryside: The Classic History of Britain’s
Landscape , Flora and Fauna. (Phoenix Press)
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
Taylor, C. C. 1974 Fields in the Landscape (Sutton)
Williamson, T. 2002 Shaping Medieval Landscapes (Windgather Press)
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Enclosed Land
Legend

Water Meadows (mt)
Total Area: 183.16ha
Polygons: 5

0.10%
0.04%

Av. Polygon: 36.63ha
Occurrence: Very rare

Fig.13: Water Meadows on the river Ouse near Olney,
Milton Keynes

•

Description: A Water Meadow is an area of grassland next to a river, which is
artificially flooded at certain times of the year, by means of a network of ridges and
channels, (usually at right-angles to one another), to produce early, good quality
pasture while in later in the summer to produce a hay crop. This can be distinguished
from a flood meadow, which is naturally flooded whenever a river is in spate. The
techniques of draining and flooding the water meadows differ from one place to
another, but it is clear that Water-meadows were a form of irrigation. The main
components include a head main, carriers, weirs, hatches, and drains. Owing to high
labour costs, water meadows became uneconomical to maintain, only a few are still
operational.

•

Period: 17 –19th century. Water meadows were in general use from the 17th
century onwards (although their use declined dramatically in the 19th century).
Trajectory of Change: Stable - 0.32%
Factors influencing change: The silting up and loss of drainage channels; the
movement of river courses; mineral extraction.
Capacity to Absorb Change: Low Water Meadow is a delicate landscape type the
character of which could easily be altered by change in landscape practice or
development.
Biodiversity potential: High. Water Meadows are very important as habitats for
wildlife, as they are floristically so much richer than improved grassland. They are
also good habitats for young trout, grass snakes, adders and wading birds.
Archaeological potential: High Water meadows are important archaeological
features in their own right with a series of drainage channels and earthworks. Water
Meadows also coincide with buried prehistoric and Roman settlement, which is often
found close to watercourses. Similarly to meadowland, archaeological remains can
be exceptionally well preserved in waterlogged environments while invaluable
environmental sequences are preserved in peats and palaeochannels.
Management: Ensure the maintenance of water levels, drainage channels and
subtle earthworks.

•
•
•
•
•

•

th
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•

Quality of Life Potential: High Water Meadows have a high recreational and
aesthetic value with some rights of ways running adjacent to the important
watercourses of the Thame Ouse and Ouzel. They form invaluable natural flood
storage reservoirs.

•

Research: Some national research has been undertaken on water meadows
(Everard 2005) but mainly from a botanical standpoint. Research into understanding
the distribution and function of Buckinghamshire Water Meadows has yet to be
undertaken.
Sensitivity Rating: High All surviving Water meadows are sensitive. They are a rare
and delicate landscape type containing some of the most important archaeology
while also being of high biodiversity value. There are only a few surviving examples
of water meadows in Buckinghamshire but notable examples are found at Emberton,
on the Ouse and such on the Thames;

•

Fig.14: Water Meadows on the river Ouse near
Olney, Milton Keynes

Further Reading
Betty, J.H. 1999 ‘The Development of Water Meadows in the Southern
Counties’ in Cook H and Williamson, T. (eds) Water Management in the English
Landscape (Edinburgh University Press) pp. 175-95
Everard, M. 2005 Water Meadows (Forrest)
Sheail, J.1971 ‘The formation and maintenance of water meadows in
Hampshire, England’. Biological Conservation, Vol. 3, No. 2, 101-106
Wade-Martins, S. & Williamson, T. 1994 ‘Floated Water-Meadows in Norfolk: a
misplaced innovation’. Agricultural History Review 42 pp.20-37
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Enclosed Land
Legend

Crofts and Tofts (em)
Total Area: 129.03ha
Polygons: 51

0.07%
0.41%

Av. Polygon: 2.53ha
Occurrence: Very Rare

Fig.15: Tofts at Quainton

•

•
•

•

Description: Crofts and Tofts are groups of regular long thin plots of land within
which lay a rural domestic dwelling. This type is used only to classify distinctive
blocks of regular tofts and crofts and is similar in form and appearance to enclosed
strips and furlongs. Consequently most tofts and crofts are located in close
proximity to settlement. However only the most prominent and distinctive examples
have been recorded as many others have been subsumed within the historic
settlement type. Recorded toft and crofts are found mostly around small hamlets
and villages in the vale of Aylesbury.
Period: Medieval/15th-17th century. Crofts and Tofts appear to be planned
elements of historic villages of medieval or early post-medieval date.
Trajectory of Change: - 3.60% Stable. Given the issues over classification of this
type, it is hard to accurately chart the change in crofts and tofts they have probably in
reality declined rather more than the small loss indicated here (cf Enclosed Furlongs
and Strips).
Factors influencing change: Given their close proximity to settlement or housing,
the main threat to Crofts and Tofts is further development and the rationalisation of
plots into large enclosures or paddocks.

•

Capacity to Absorb Change: Low Toft and Crofts can only absorb limited change
such as the insertion of individual into their framework.

•

Biodiversity potential: Medium. Hedgerows tend to be of mixed quality and are
variable for accommodating wildlife.
Archaeological potential: High: Close proximity to historic settlement indicates a
potential for medieval settlement remains. Archaeological investigation of
boundaries could date their origins directly.

•

•

Management: There should an effort to maintain the existing boundaries of tofts and
crofts, for example by their inclusion in adjacent conservation areas. Any small-scale
development should be encouraged to fit into the existing pattern.
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•

Quality of Life Potential: Medium/High. Where Crofts and Tofts contribute to
sense of place and character of historic settlements they will have significant value.

•

Research: An assessment of the location and preservation of this landscape type is
required.
Sensitivity Rating: High. The sensitivity will be high where associated with
significant archaeological remains, historic buildings or a conservation area.

•

Fig.16: Tofts at

Further Reading
Lewis, C. et al 1998 Village Hamlet and Field: Changing Medieval Settlements in
Central England (Windgather Press)
Taylor, C. C. 1974 Fields in the Landscape (Sutton)
Ottaway, P. 1998 Archaeology in British Towns (Routledge)
Williamson, T. 2002 Shaping Medieval Landscapes (Windgather Press)
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Enclosed Land
Enclosed Furlongs and Strips (ef)
Total Area: 527.70ha
Polygons: 100

0.28%
0.81%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 5.21ha
Occurrence: Very Rare

Fig.17: An enclosed strip of land North of Bierton

•

Description: Long thin enclosures with parallel curving boundaries. This category
is a direct indicator of former open field farming, representing the shape of previous
cultivation strips. Many of these enclosures are found adjacent to settlement and
have been incorporated (or form a part of) tenurial properties boundaries or ‘tofts’
and ‘crofts’. Unsurprisingly, the distribution of this type is mainly in Aylesbury Vale
and Milton Keynes where the majority of open field farming took place.

•

Period: Medieval/15th-17th century: It is hard to establish a firm date for this type
as most are piecemeal enclosures established in the medieval or early post-medieval
periods.

•

Trajectory of Change: -14.55% Declining slowly.

•

Factors influencing change: Removal of hedgerows and the incorporation into
larger agricultural enclosures. Given their proximity to urban areas, the greatest
threat is from piecemeal development and alteration to what many see as impractical
long field boundaries into more manageable units.
Capacity to Absorb Change: Medium/Low. Enclosed strips and furlongs have
limited capacity to absorb change such as new buildings within their framework.
Biodiversity potential: Medium Hedgerows tend to be of mixed quality and are
variable for accommodating wildlife.
Archaeological potential: High: Where fossilised strips occur there is a tendency
for these enclosures to preserve ridge and furrow, also the possibility of finding older
settlement evidence if the enclosed furlong or strip is located next to an historic
settlement.
Management: Enclosed furlongs and strips can help define a village’s immediate
setting and be brought into a conservation area. Ensuring the maintenance of
hedgerows.

•
•
•

•

•

Quality of Life Potential: High This type has a good cultural value, especially
adjacent to settlement. It can form an important component to the character of the
settlement and contribute to a sense of place.
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Research: An audit to determine the location, degree of preservation of enclosed
strips.
Sensitivity Rating: High. Many examples of enclosed strips and furlongs are found
in isolation, and have a medium to high sensitivity. However, there are many that
form the setting for an ancient monuments; are found in conservation areas; relate to
listed buildings; or contain well preserved ridge and furrow or settlement earthworks
are highly sensitive.

Fig.17: Enclosed Strips at Marsh Gibbon

Further Reading
Lewis, C. et al 1998 Village Hamlet and Field: Changing Medieval Settlements in
Central England (Windgather Press)
Taylor, C. C. 1974 Fields in the Landscape (Sutton)
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Enclosed Land
Parliamentary Enclosure (Original Allotments) (ee)
Total Area: 8093.70ha
Polygons: 370

4.32%
2.99%

Parliamentary Enclosure (Divided Allotments) (es)
Total Area: 28614.94ha
Polygons: 1115

Legend
Av. Polygon: 21.87ha
Occurrence: Rare
Legend
Av. Polygon: 25.66ha
Occurrence: Common

Fig.18: Parliamentary Enclosed Fields, Weedon

•

•

•
•
•

Description: Parliamentary enclosure is characterised by regular, rectangular
fields with ‘ruler straight’ boundaries and often with contemporaneous roads or
trackways. This reflects the planned nature of enclosure undertaken by surveyors.
Most parliamentary enclosure is found in North Buckinghamshire and Milton
Keynes where it is still the dominant historic landscape type in many rural parishes.
This sub-type covers fields which have been further subdivided after the initial
th
enclosure award but have not been greatly altered in the 20 century. In many
cases these sub-divisions probably occurred soon after the legal enclosure to
enable farmers to manage their new holdings and should therefore be regarded as
part of the process of enclosure rather than detracting from it.
th
Period: 18th – 19 centuries. Enclosure awards and maps provide specific date of
origin and original form for the fields. Generally the process of Parliamentary
enclosure occurs throughout Buckinghamshire from c. 1738 - c. 1860 but its
progress can be defined in two phases: First the large-scale enclosure of open fields
on a parish by parish basis, predominantly in the Vale of Aylesbury. A second
th
phase, occurring from the early to mid 19 century saw the piecemeal enclosure of
commons and wastes, much of this happening in the Chilterns and South
Buckinghamshire.
Trajectory of Change (ee): - 43.56% Declining rapidly.
Trajectory of Change (es): - 16.39% Declining slowly.
Factors influencing change: Changes in agricultural practice with the grubbing up
of field boundaries changing the character of the type and the insertion of new
paddocks for livestock and horses. In the past century a substantial amount has
been lost to the construction of new housing.
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•

Capacity to Absorb Change: Medium. The often large, regular parliamentary fields
can absorb significant change within this structure but some should be retained in as
near their original form as possible.

•

Biodiversity potential: Medium/Low. Parliamentary Enclosure, tends to be a
mixture of arable, unimproved/improved grassland with generally poor to moderate
species found.
Archaeological potential: Medium: Some of the best surviving Parliamentary often
coincides with the preservation of ridge and furrow such as the parishes of
Ludgershall and North Marston. While 20% of Deserted Medieval Villages are also
found on this landscape type. Pre-medieval sites may survive as buried remains.
The enclosure of former commons in the Chilterns may also contain archaeology
remains of extractive (See Archaeological Potential of Commons and Heaths).
Management: Ensuring the maintenance of hedgerow, associated farm buildings
and road patterns.
Quality of Life Potential: Medium Parliamentary Enclosure has some rights way
and some aesthetic value running through Vale Villages.
Research: Further research is required on the survival of associated contemporary
farms and on the distinction between the original and divided allotments sub-types.
There is also some research to be undertaken on the surveyors who enclosed the
landscape, some seem to have left a distinctive style or patterns. See Appendix 10
Sensitivity Rating: Medium/High Parliamentary enclosed fields are distinctive, and
are one of the most widely and extensively occurring historic landscape type in
Buckinghamshire. The type is extensive and can vary in sensitivity from medium,
with localised importance to some of the best examples with extensive local survival,
good documentation and associated contemporary farm buildings – these should be
considered highly sensitive. Best examples of type are to be found in North Marston;
Ludgershall; Thornborough and Padbury.

•

•
•
•

•

Fig.19: Parliamentary Enclosures at Ludgershall

Further Reading
Mead, Y. 1987 Parliamentary Enclosure of Padbury and Quainton Advocates,
Opponents and Consequences Unpublished MA Thesis Hull University
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
Turner, M.E. 1973 ‘Enclosure Commissioners and Buckinghamshire
Parliamentary Enclosure’ Agricultural History Review 25
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Turner, M.E. 1973 ‘The Cost of Parliamentary Enclosure in Buckinghamshire’
Agricultural History Review 21 pp.33-46
Turner, M.E.1973 Some Social and Economic Consequences of Parliamentary
Enclosure in Buckinghamshire 1738-1866 2 Volumes Unpublished PhD
(University of Sheffield)
Williamson, T. 2000 ‘Understanding Enclosure’ Landscapes Vol. 1 No. 1
(Windgather Press)
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Enclosed Land
19th Century Enclosure (en)
Total Area: 12061.28ha
Polygons: 604

6.44%
5.70%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 17.08ha
Occurrence: Occasional

Fig.20: 19th Century Enclosed Fields, Aston Sandford

•

•
•
•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Description: Morphologically similar to parliamentary enclosure, although not
always laid out with quite the same precision. Planned private enclosure of wastes
and open field will be identifiable particularly in areas where the extents of
parliamentary enclosure are already known.
th
Period: 18th to 19 century.
Trajectory of Change: - 12.03% Declining slowly.
Factors influencing change: Changes in agricultural practice with the grubbing up
of field boundaries changing the character of the type and the insertion of new
paddocks for livestock and horses. In the past century a substantial amount has
been lost to the construction of new housing.
Capacity to Absorb Change: Medium.
th
Biodiversity potential: Low/Medium 19 century enclosure tends to be a mixture
of arable, unimproved/improved grassland with generally poor to moderate species
found. Although there are instances where cleared woodland has left a distinct
species rich hedgerow.
Archaeological potential: Low/Medium: May contain ridge and furrow in north
Bucks. Pre-medieval sites may survive as buried remains.
Management: Encourage the retention of areas of surviving ridge and furrow
through the maintenance of an appropriate pastoral regime.
Quality of Life Potential: Medium.
Research: Further investigation into the creation of enclosures through cartographic
and documentary studies, (Gulland 2003).
Sensitivity Rating: Medium: Similar to parliamentary enclosure but more
fragmented, so further local research would be required to identify significant
examples which are likely to be associated with significant landowners, surviving
contemporary farm buildings etc
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Fig.21: 19th Century Enclosed Fields, Aston Sandford

Further Reading
Gulland, P. 2003 ‘Open Field Enclosure and Village Shrinkage at Aston Sandford’
Records of Buckinghamshire Vol. 43 pp. 127- 142
Taylor, C. C. 1974 Fields in the Landscape (Sutton)
Williamson, T. 2002 Shaping Medieval Landscapes (Windgather Press)
Williamson, T. 2000 ‘Understanding Enclosure’ Landscapes Vol. 1 No. 1
(Windgather Press)
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Enclosed Land
20th Century Prairie Fields (ep)
Total Area: 17210.10ha
Polygons: 686

9.19%
5.54%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 25.09ha
Occurrence: Occasional

Fig.22: Prairie Fields, Iver

•

•

•
•

•
•

•

Description: This landscape type is characterised by featureless expanses of
countryside created by widespread removal of boundaries, hedgerows, woods and
other landscape features in order to produce the vast tracts of open land. Roads and
perhaps farm buildings may be amongst the few surviving historic features. This
land rationalisation has been undertaken to enable modern, mechanised arable
farming.
Period: Modern This type of farming appears after 1950 with the advent of powerful
farm machinery. In Buckinghamshire the majority seems to have been created in the
last twenty years of the twentieth century due to the incentives offered by the
European Union.
Trajectory of Change: 100% Increasing. Prairie fields have grown from nothing to
over 9% coverage in the last 50 years.
Factors influencing change: Mechanised and subsidised agricultural production
driven by the European Union’s Common Agricultural Policy has driven this rapid
expansion but changes to the CAP, new Environmental Stewardship Schemes and
the Hedgerow Regulations (1997) should curtail further expansion.
Capacity to Absorb Change: High: Lacking distinctive features these large fields
can change without great loss.
Biodiversity potential: Low/Medium. Generally Prairie fields tend to be arable
fields that are species poor in content, however, notable arable plant populations are
present in the county, particularly on the thin, chalkly soils of the Chilterns. Farmland
Birds are another important group allied with this landscape type.
Archaeological potential: Low: Arable cultivation will have removed most surface
traces of earlier activity, although truncated buried remains will probably survive.
Some farms may retain historic buildings but even those on historic sites will
probably be amongst the most altered.
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•

Management: Replanting former hedgerows is desirable where parts of an otherwise
surviving field system have been removed but entirely new landscapes could be
created in large areas dominated by modern change and fragmentation.

•

Quality of Life Potential: Low: This landscape type tends to have few features
giving it an expansive, often bleak character. It would generally be considered
aesthetically and recreationally poor, although of high economic value.

•

Research: Although this type is historically degraded, it could be possible to test the
hypothesis that historic farm buildings survive less well in these landscapes than
other landscape types.
Sensitivity Rating: Low. No areas of particular significance have been identified at
present, although in the future it must be recognised that this phase of mechanised
arable may be perceived to have some interest.

•

Figs. 23 & 24: Prairie fields at Ashley Green (left) landscape at the time of the 1st edition OS first edition six inch map,
(right)

Further Reading
Countryside Commission 1985 The Changing Countryside (Open University/Croom
Helm, Beckenham)
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder & Stroughton)
Shoard, M. 1997 This Land is Our Land (Gaia Books London)
Williamson, T. 2000 ‘Understanding Enclosure’ Landscapes Vol. 1 No. 1
(Windgather Press)
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Enclosed Land
Legend

20th Century Enclosure (et)
Total Area: 13116.84ha
Polygons: 1416

7.01%
11.43%

Av. Polygon: 9.26ha
Occurrence: Common

Fig.25: 20th Century Enclosures, Ellesborough

•

•

Description: This landscape type can vary but is usually regular in morphology.
Usually these enclosures have been created as a consequence of subdividing an
older landscape type into smaller allotments for personal ownership or pony
paddocks. This type is found across the county with greater concentration found
next to settlements and more urbanised areas, such as South Buckinghamshire
where this type comprises 11% of the landscape. Other locations are next to
modern other infrastructure development such as motorways and bypasses where
older field patterns have been disrupted and reorganised.
th
Period: 20 century.

•

Trajectory of Change: 100% Increasing.

•

Factors influencing change: No discernable threats to this type.

•

Capacity to Absorb Change: Medium/High: Capacity will depend on the degree to
which earlier features and landscapes survive within the modern enclosure pattern.

•

Biodiversity potential: Medium: This type sometimes incorporates older
components of landscape such as hedgerows and grassland, which can be species
diverse.
th
Archaeological potential: Medium: 20 century enclosures can contain ancient
monuments and earthworks such as ridge and furrow.
Management: Generally this landscape incorporates parts of older enclosures and
other landscape types, which should be maintained. The replacing of older
hedgerows with modern materials should be avoided. Encourage the retention of
areas of surviving ridge and furrow and active maintenance of archaeological
earthworks with an appropriate pastoral regime.
th
Quality of Life Potential: Low/Medium: Most 20 century enclosures are privately
owned valued for personal recreation and green space. However in other respects it
has limited quality of life potential.

•
•

•
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Research: No discernable research issues in its own right but relict features may
have medium/high potential.
Sensitivity Rating: Low/Medium. Areas with significant relic elements or which
sub-divide more significant earlier landscapes would be considered sensitive.

Fig.26: 20h Century Enclosed Fields,

Further Reading
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder & Stroughton)
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Woodland
Ancient Semi Natural Woodland (wa)
Total Area: 8458.08 ha
Polygons: 584

4.52%
4.72%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 14.48ha
Occurrence: Rare

Fig.27: Ancient Semi Natural Woodland, Homefield Wood, Medmenham.

•

•

•
•
•

•

Description. Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland is species rich broadleaf woodland
that represents the earliest surviving woodland surviving in Buckinghamshire. The
distribution of ancient semi natural woodland in Buckinghamshire is heavily biased
towards the south of the county, on the Chilterns and the Burnham plateau. In the
north local concentrations of woodland are found on the former medieval hunting
forests of Bernwood, Salcey, Whittlewood and Whaddon but elsewhere there is are
only a few isolated examples. Generally the extent and form of these woodlands
have remained unchanged for hundreds of years, their size and shape maintained
by wood banks and boundaries. However, there has also been woodland
regeneration that has enlarged the extent of woodland in some areas.
th
th
Period: Medieval/15 to 17 century. The category has been derived from the
English Nature classification that defines ancient woodland as being continuously
wooded for at least 400 years. Although for the purposes of this survey, the earliest
th
map evidence used is the Thomas Jeffreys map of the 18 century the consideration
of the woodland morphology, extent, and place names is used to further estimate
whether the woodland is ancient or not.
Trajectory of Change: -11.74% Declining slowly
Factors influencing change: Although outwardly stable, Ancient Semi natural
Woodland has been vulnerable to modern forestry with the planting of coniferous
trees in place of broadleaf species. This trend is now being reversed.
Capacity to Absorb Change: Medium. Woodland can absorb modest change both
in terms of composition and use (e.g. recreation or timber production). The natural
screening properties of woodland could allow it to accommodate modest built
development, although this has rarely occurred in Bucks.
Biodiversity potential: High. Ancient Semi natural woodland supports nationally
important woodland plant and animal species. Past and present management will
determine the type’s composition and associated flora and fauna although most is
very rich.
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Woodland
Legend

Woodland Pasture (wm)
Total Area: 331.49ha
Polygons: 5

0.18%
0.04%

Av. Polygon: 66.30ha
Occurrence: Very Rare

Fig.29: Relict Wood Pasture Burnham Beeches
© Helen Read, Corporation of London

•

•

•

•

•
•

Description Wood Pasture consists of large open-grown or high forest trees at
variable densities, found on grazed grassland, heathland and/or woodland. Tree
management, usually by pollarding, has often helped to produce the characteristic
appearance, while grazing by domestic livestock, deer or rabbits maintains the
vegetation. The morphology of Wood Pasture can vary; many are curvilinear in
pattern although most are delineated by long established wood banks. Wood
pasture is very rare in Buckinghamshire due to modern practices of land
management and animal husbandry. A few examples do remain in the county, at
Burnham Beeches and also at Penn Wood, where the practice of wood pasture is
being reintroduced.
th
th
Period: Medieval/15 to 17 century. The origins of wood pasture land use
th
almost certainly stretch back into prehistory. By the 11 century many parishes
held rights to detached woodlands which would have been used in this way. It is
therefore likely that many of the woodlands interpreted as ancient semi natural or
ancient replanted have been used as wood pasture for much of their history.
Trajectory of Change: -19.49% Declining slowly. Although only measured as
declining slowly, only a few areas have been mapped as wood pasture, and only at
Burnham Beeches is that use still well established. In reality this land use is
seriously at risk.
Factors influencing change: Conversion of wood pasture to other uses such as
arable land, amenity land (golf courses etc.) or even housing/industrial
developments. Inappropriate management of existing wood-pasture habitats
through conversion into intensive grassland, or through intensified grazing regimes.
Cessation of grazing leading to scrub regeneration and secondary woodland.
Capacity to Absorb Change: Low. Wood Pasture is a very fragile landscape and
sensitive to most changes.
Biodiversity potential: High. High species diversity allied with a mosaic of
habitats including Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland, Lowland Heathland, Lowland
Acid Grassland;
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fewer internal wood banks which are often associated with areas occurring within
the wood-pasture complex that were historically managed as coppice.
Archaeological potential: High. Similar to Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland,
although normally with fewer internal wood banks.
Management: The maintenance of wood pasture was a delicate balance between
stocking and tree growth; withdrawal of animals would mean the reversion to
conventional, shady woodland, blocking out the light for nutritious grasses. While the
over stocking of a wood could result in the overgrazing, killing the saplings needed to
maintain the woodland cover. Continued tree management of pollarding.

•

Quality of Life Potential: High. Similar to Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland but with
a distinctively different more open character and the presence of cattle.

•

Research: Further research is needed into the provenance, origins and practice in
these woodlands. The historic uses of woodlands are of particular interest, including
industrial activities such as the pottery industry, charcoal burning, timber felling.

•

Sensitivity Rating: High. Wood Pasture is a nationally rare and sensitive
landscape type, and should be preserved.

Fig.30: Penn Wood

Further Reading
Rackham, O. 1990 Trees & Woodland in the British Landscape
2nd edition (Phoenix Press)
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
Morris, J.K.1999 History in Chilterns Woods: A Guide to the Identification and
Management of Woodland Archaeological Features (The Chilterns Woodlands
Project)
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Woodland
Secondary Woodland (ws)
Total Area: 4783.42 ha
Polygons: 846

2.55%
6.83%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 5.65ha
Occurrence: Occasional

Fig.31: Secondary Woodland, Ibstone Common

•

•

Description: Secondary woodland is the term given to woodlands that have regrown on ground that has previously been used for other purposes. Some
secondary woodland has been planted, but the majority have come about through
the natural processes of colonisation and succession. The greatest concentration
of secondary woodland is found within the Chilterns.
th
th
Period: 18th – 19 century/20 century

•

Trajectory of Change: 63.76% Increasing: Secondary Woodland now represents
40% of woodland cover in Buckinghamshire.

•
•

Factors influencing change: Cessation or reduction of grazing on chalk downland.
Capacity to Absorb Change: High There is some scope for absorbing development
or other land use change.
Biodiversity potential: Medium/High. Secondary woodlands can have a rich flora
and fauna but many are without the specialist woodland plants and animals
characteristic of ancient woodland. Those that have developed adjacent or close to
Ancient Semi Natural Woodland can act as a site for migration and colonisation of
the plants and animals associated with ancient woodland, and with time these
secondary woods can develop a more diverse flora and fauna.
Archaeological potential: Medium: There are many examples of earlier
archaeological sites incorporated into secondary woodland including evidence of that
past land use in the form of moated sites, old hedge banks. Potential will depend on
previous land uses. Woodland acts as an aid to preservation in the sense that it
protects from other more damaging activities (e.g. ploughing) but trees can
themselves cause damage.

•

•

•

Management: Depends on the specific circumstances of each wood.
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Quality of Life Potential: Medium. Where secondary woodlands have developed
in urban areas or on the urban fringe these often have a history of use by local
people for informal, often uninvited, recreation and play. Urban woodlands, even very
small areas, provide areas for recreation and relaxation and can sometimes be the
only accessible 'wild' space for play, learning and adventure that local children may
have. Many secondary woodlands are ecologically robust. The fact that they may
contain less of the sensitive and specialist species that occur in ASNW means that
the woodlands themselves are less sensitive to the pressures of recreational use and
as such have a higher carrying capacity in terms of visitor usage before
unacceptable ecological damage is done.
Research: Research potential mostly relates to earlier features within the woods but
deliberate plantations can be of interest.
Sensitivity Rating: Low/Medium. It can be desirable to clear some areas of
secondary woodland to restore rarer landscapes such as former common or
downland or to enable development. In other locations secondary woodlands may
have significant landscape value in their own right.

Fig. 32 Secondary Woodland at Great and Little Kimble

Further Reading
Rackham, O. 1990
(Phoenix Press)

Trees & Woodland in the British Landscape 2nd edition
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Woodland
Woodland (Ancient Replanted) (wr)
Total Area: 473.50 ha
Polygons: 28

0.25%
0.23%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 16.91ha
Occurrence: Very rare

Fig.33: Oakhill Wood, Calverton

•

•

Description: Ancient replanted woodland sites occur where the original native tree
cover has been felled and replaced by planting. This usually consists of softwood
coniferous species for the purposes of the forestry industry. Generally, the extent
of woodland boundaries remain the same, but the softwood replaces the older
broadleaf species that give ancient woodlands their character. New internal forest
tracks may be created to allow access and provide firebreaks. Replanting also
presents a threat to archaeological features within ancient woodland such as wood
banks, ditches and other archaeological earthworks. Replanted woodland is not a
major feature of Buckinghamshire’s landscape but is found in small pockets all
over the county.
Period: 20th century. Deliberate planting of conifers is a modern forestry practice.

•

Trajectory of Change: Increasing. All Ancient Replanted Woodland in
th
Buckinghamshire is 20 century in origin.

•

Factors influencing change: Pressure for commercial forestry, now being reversed.

•

Capacity to Absorb Change: Medium. Reversion to broadleaf woodland is
possible as is some small-scale development.

•

Biodiversity potential: Medium/Low Conifer plantations cast dense shade
compared to our native broadleaved woodland inhibiting growth of other plants.
Remnant flora & fauna persists in some woodlands offering restoration and
enhancement opportunities, which can be achieved by removal of conifers to favour
native broadleaved species.
Archaeological potential: Medium: As for Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland but
preservation likely to be compromised by conifer planting.
Management: Possible reversion to broadleaf woodland.

•
•
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•

Quality of Life Potential: High. See Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland.

•

Research: The evaluation for the survival of archaeological features (Morris 1999)

•

Sensitivity Rating: Medium. Although altered these woodlands retain significant
historic interest and can form distinctive landscape features in their own right.

Fig.34: Oakhill Wood, Calverton

Further Reading

Rackham, O. 1990Trees & Woodland in the British Landscape 2nd edition (Phoenix
Press)
Morris, J.K. 1999 History in Chilterns Woods: A Guide to the Identification and
Management of Woodland Archaeological Features (The Chilterns Woodlands
Project)
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Woodland
Woodland Coniferous Plantation (wc)
Total Area: 2156.21 ha
Polygons: 353

1.15%
2.85%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 6.11ha
Occurrence: Rare

Fig. 35: Oldbury Covert Whaddon

•

•

Description: Plantations are characterised by blocks of trees that are all of one
age often consisting of only one or two species of tree within each regular block of
planting. Very often the species planted were non-native species and in particular
conifer, but many plantations were of broadleaves such as oak or beech and often
plantations were a mix of conifer and broadleaves. Whatever the species, the end
result was very much concerned with a ‘crop’ of trees. The most woodland
plantations are found in the Chiltern and Wycombe districts for commercial
forestry. Growth in these rectilinear woodlands is found in the Vale of Aylesbury
most notably areas of fox hunting country where a number of woodland coverts
proliferate. Plantations were also commonly placed on commons, wastes and
heaths.
th –
th
Period: 18 20th century. Deliberate plantations were very rare before the 17
th
th
century although the majority in Buckinghamshire date to the 19 century and 20
centuries.
Trajectory of Change: 80% Increasing.

•

Factors influencing change: Felling and changes to agricultural practice.

•
•

Capacity to Absorb Change: Low.
Biodiversity potential: Low/Medium. Dependent on species composition as
conifer plantations cast dense shade compared to our native broadleaved woodland
inhibiting growth of other plants.
Archaeological potential: Medium: Has the potential to mask archaeological
features particularly Ridge and Furrow in Aylesbury Vale district.
Management: Often managed for commercial forestry in the Chilterns but also for
fox hunting and game. With the banning of traditional fox hunting with dogs the
future of fox coverts is uncertain.
Quality of Life Potential: Medium. Plantations can be significant local landscape
features and have resource value (game).

•

•
•
•
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•

Research: Research on fox hunting in Whaddon Chase has shown the local
significance of Coverts as part of a hunting landscape (Green, 2005).

•

Sensitivity Rating: Low/Medium. Plantations must be understood in their local
context as deliberate modern landscape creations. Where there are clear
associations with significant local landowners, designed landscapes etc then they
may be considered sensitive.

Fig. 36: Hadden’s Plantation, Chesham

Further Reading
Green, D. 2005 The Archaeology of Fox Hunting Whaddon Chase: a Case Study
(unpublished MSc dissertation Oxford Unversity)
Rackham, O. 1990
(Phoenix Press)

Trees & Woodland in the British Landscape 2nd edition

Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
Morris, J.K.1999 History in Chilterns Woods: A Guide to the Identification and
Management of Woodland Archaeological Features (The Chilterns Woodlands
Project)
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Woodland
Legend

Orchards (wo)
Total Area: 373.31ha
Polygons: 353

0.20%
1.04%

Av. Polygon: 2.89ha
Occurrence: Rare

Fig.37: Orchards, Stone parish

•

•

•
•
•
•

Description: Orchards are found throughout the county although there are
concentrations along the Chiltern scarp and in the south of the Buckinghamshire.
Notable areas are Ivinghoe Aston, Pitstone, Seer Green, the Chalfonts of St. Giles
th
th
and St. Peter. During the 19 and early 20 centuries, Buckinghamshire was
renowned for its orchards and local soft fruit varieties. The Aylesbury Prune has a
distribution connected with the upper Greensand belt that lies at the foot of the
Chiltern escarpment between Weston Turville and Tottenhoe Bedfordshire.
Although much planted the prune orchards, in common with many, have suffered a
gradual decline in their fortunes. This has culminated in a few orchards of gradually
diminishing quality left to mark the historical and cultural significance of this fruit.
A variety of cherry called the Archduke is noted for its association with
Buckinghamshire. Holmer and Seer Green were centres of cherry growing and the
th
Caroon cherry was also used for the local cherry/turnover pie. In the early 20
century Seer Green was known as ‘Cherry Pie Village’ and was one of several
villages that proved an attraction for people wishing to view the blossom.
th

Period: 18th-19 century. Orchards were a common feature of the medieval
landscape (Rackham 1990) although the earliest map related evidence for orchards
th
in Buckinghamshire relates to the estate maps of the 17 centuries. Characterising
orchards in the Buckinghamshire HLC is problematical as there is insufficient map
th
evidence to date before the 19 century. However, many orchards in the Chilterns
th
th
are believed to date to the 18 and 19 century in providing a supply of fruit to
London.
Trajectory of Change: -23.38% Declining rapidly.
Factors influencing change: Orchards are under threat from development,
particularly in the Chilterns. Trees are also being grubbed up to provide pony
paddocks and livestock paddocks and extensions to properties.
Capacity to Absorb Change: Low.
Biodiversity potential: Medium/High. Old orchard trees are a valuable biodiversity
resource providing important habitat for a range of taxonomic groups including
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Invertebrates, Lichens and Bryophytes.
Archaeological potential: Medium: Orchards protect earlier archaeological
remains from other more damaging land uses.
Management: Orchards are among the incentives Environmental Stewardship
schemes for restoration and reinstatement.
Quality of Life Potential: High. Orchards have aesthetic and resource value. The
organisation Common Ground promotes the concept of community orchards.
Research: Investigation into the historic extent and distribution of
Buckinghamshire’s orchards.
Sensitivity Rating: High Changes in agriculture have meant that orchards of cherry,
plum and apple, which were once common south of Aylesbury were reduced.
Orchards in Southern Buckinghamshire were once an important area for fruit
production. The condition of those remaining orchards is generally poor.

Fig.38: Orchards at Forty Green, Penn.

Further Reading
Common Ground 2000 The Common Ground Book of Orchards: Community,
conservation and culture
Rackham, O. 1990 Trees & Woodland in the British Landscape 2nd edition (Pheonix
Press)
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)

42

Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Characterisation

Appendix 1

Settlement
Legend

Settlement (Pre 1880) (se)
Total Area: 2724.24 ha
Polygons: 1089

1.46%
8.79%

Av. Polygon: 2.50ha
Occurrence: Occasional

Fig.39: The Old Town, Aylesbury

•

•

•

•

•

•

st

Description: Settlements existing at the time of the 1 edition 6” Ordnance Survey
map (c 1880). Historic settlements display a variety of morphological types: towns,
nucleated rows, interrupted rows, common edge settlements and farm clusters (see
below). Detailed consideration of the building types and urban spaces was beyond
the scope of this project.
th
th
th
th
Period: Pre-medieval/Medieval/15 to 17 century/18 to 19 century. The vast
th
majority of Buckinghamshire’s historic settlements originated between the 8 and
th
th
13 centuries from which they gradually developed their 19 century form. Many
retain substantial late medieval and post-medieval historic building stocks. A few
settlements in this category are Victorian creations (e.g. Wolverton).
Trajectory of Change: -3.90% Stable. Although the area of historic settlement has
not declined much, changes in the composition of building stock will have changed
some areas more than others. For this reason, this measure surely significantly
underestimates change.
Factors influencing change: Ancient Settlement of all types is under increasing
pressure from development and urban coalescence. While rural settlement faces
additional threats to the built environment and changes to historic settlement pattern.
th
However many rural settlements have not expanded significantly since the 19
century.
Capacity to Absorb Change: Medium. The scope ability to absorb change is
dependant upon the type of settlement. Large nucleated settlements are more
adaptable to change than dispersed settlements, which, by their very nature are
more subtle and sensitive, (see below).
Biodiversity potential: Low/Medium Some scope for biodiversity among common
edge settlements. Buildings and gardens are utilised by many species e.g. bats and
amphibians often providing much needed refugia within the settlement environment.
In rural situations buildings and land associated with farm clusters, isolated
farmsteads and common land also supports a range wildlife interest.
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Archaeological potential: High. These comprise historic buildings, structures and
below ground archaeological deposits and the general historic character of
settlements. Some ancient settlement is in the same preferred location as earlier
activity.
Management: A significant proportion of the key historic buildings and structures
located within the Ancient Settlement HLC type will be either listed or within
conservation areas, and therefore afforded additional protection through the Planning
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990
Quality of Life Potential: High. Ancient Settlement has high aesthetic, cultural,
economic and educational and resource values.
Research: National and regional archaeological research agendas for historic
setttlement are well established and beyond the scope of this study (Lewis et al,
MSRG). A pilot study into characterisation of Chiltern dispersed settlement patterns
is currently underway whilst an extensive urban survey project is proposed for the
county’s towns.
Sensitivity Rating: High. Ancient settlements are amongst the richest and most
valued elements of Buckinghamshire’s historic environment. They contain the
greatest concentration of designated heritage assets.

Settlement Morphology

Towns: This classification as much a
functional distinction as a morphological
one. Small market towns are the principal
settlements in the county. Most towns show
a degree of planning: Olney and Amersham
are perhaps the best examples of planned
medieval towns in Buckinghamshire.
Fig. 40: Olney’s high street is divided into a
series of ‘burgage’ plots with a back street.
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Nucleated Clusters: These are
agglomerated settlements grouped at single
point or cluster plan, sometimes around a
focus such as a green, a market place or
church.

e.g. The village of Wing is an example of a
cluster settlement, with the former focus
around the church (Fig. 41).

Nucleated Rows: a concentrated
settlement that has properties focussed
along a road, sometimes displaying signs of
regular planning. The nucleated village row
is thought of as a classic medieval form,
often relating properties to the open fields
surrounding the settlement. Nucleated rows
are found predominately in the Vale of
Aylesbury
e.g. The village of North Marston in the
Vale of Aylesbury exemplifies this type,
(Fig. 42).

Interrupted Rows: This form of settlement
normally takes the form of farms and
dwellings that occur intermittently along a
road or highway. In Buckinghamshire
Interrupted Rows are found throughout the
county in Milton Keynes, the Vale of
Aylesbury and the Chilterns and Thames
Valley. Although this type proliferates on
the Chilterns scarp with settlements such
as Chartridge while immediately north of
the Chilterns there is a series of interrupted
settlements; Owlwick, Longwick and
Kimblewick.
e.g. Calverton High Middle and Low Weald,
Milton Keynes, (Fig. 43).
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Common Edge Settlement: grouped
around a common or green is regarded as
a quintessential feature of ancient
countryside in the Chilterns upland areas
but are also found in the Vale of Aylesbury
where there is a mixture of woodland and
champion characteristics. (Ludgershall in
Bernwood is a prime example)
(see commons in section 7.4.2)
e.g. Wheeler End, West Wycombe,
(Fig.44).

Farm Clusters: Groups of farms that form
a subtle but discernable settlement pattern.
In Buckinghamshire the farm clusters often
coincide with ‘End’, place names, in the
Vale of Aylesbury these are found at
Stewkley or Swanbourne. Although the
majority are founding the Chilterns and
Wycombe. Some are also known as
Greens. Little is known about the origins of
these settlement patterns,
e.g…..(Fig. 45)
Sensitivity: High

Isolated Farmsteads: Single Farmsteads
away situated away from any distinct
settlement.

e.g. Hard to Find Farm, Little Marlow, (Fig.
46)
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Further Reading
Jones, R. & Page, 2002 The Whittlewood Project (Medieval Settlement Research
Group)
Lewis, C, Mitchell-Fox, P. & Dyer, C. 2001 Village Hamlet and Field: Changing
Medieval Settlements in Central England (Windgather Press)
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
Roberts, B. K. and Wrathmell, S 2002 Region and Place: A study of rural settlement
(English Heritage)
Roberts, B. K. and Wrathmell, S. 2000 An Atlas of Rural Settlement in England
(English Heritage)
Taylor, C. C. 1977 ‘Polyfocal Settlement and the English Village’ Medieval
Archaeology 2
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Settlement
Settlement (Post 1880) (st)
Total Area: 15698.64ha
Polygons : 692

8.38%
4.72%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 22.69ha
Occurrence: Occasional

Fig. 47: Housing development at Snelshall, Milton Keynes

•

•
•

•

th

Description: 20 century housing, usually centring around the historic cores of
settlements and towns. Even where the earlier settlement type has not been
mapped, Modern Settlement is likely to focus on a small pre-1880 core
comprising a farm building, hamlet or small village. Although this type could be
regarded as being devoid of any historical character or value, Modern Settlement
can possess complex urban character such as the distinctive townscape of
suburban houses in Chilterns and South Buckinghamshire known as ‘Metroland’.
These settlements were constructed at the turn of the century to the interwar
period to provide housing for works commuting to and from London. Conversely,
Buckinghamshire has more contemporary buildings at Milton Keynes that now
forms an important part of the character of the city, contributing to its unique sense
of place. Some urban development disregards the earlier landscape pattern,
particularly where such development took place on a large scale. In other areas,
often where the release of land occurred in smaller plots on a piecemeal basis, it is
possible to recognise the pattern of the earlier agricultural landscape in the streets
and boundaries of the modern town.
th
Period: 20 century.
Trajectory of Change: Increasing Modern settlement has had the largest
expansion of any historic landscape type in Buckinghamshire. The greatest growth
areas are to be found in the Milton Keynes Unitary Authority, Chiltern, Wycombe and
South Buckinghamshire Districts.
Factors influencing change: Pressure for housing related to London “overspill”.

•

Capacity to Absorb Change: High. Modern Settlement has a high capacity to
accommodate additional change and development.

•

Biodiversity potential: Low. Incorporating existing areas of natural green space in
new developments, combined with habitat creation and enhancement schemes e.g
appropriate planting schemes, wildlife corridors etc, can reduce impact on wildlife
and provide future opportunities for colonisation by some species in the built
environment.

48

Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Characterisation

Appendix 1

•

Archaeological potential: Low A few isolated monuments survive within modern
settlements but mostly these areas have experienced extensive destruction during
development. Recognition of historic value in modern settlement is in its infancy but
it is known that the county contains significant examples of modern domestic
architecture and town planning in interwar “Metroland”; 1960s Beaconsfield (South
Bucks District Council 1969) and the modern city of Milton Keynes.

•

Management: Townscapes are important: it gives people and places an identity and
significance. It gives localities their distinctive character and marks their individuality.
It enhances quality of life and provides a sense of belonging.
Proposals for change on a townscape scale should include an assessment of the
existing (historic) character of an area and its surrounds, and an assessment of the
impact of proposals upon such character. More detailed local studies, such as
Conservation Area Appraisals or town studies area. New development should
endeavour to take into consideration the character of the area in which new housing
is built and ensure that the materials used to construct them are also in keeping with
the surroundings.
Quality of Life Potential: Low/High. As the place where most residents live these
areas are of significant importance – in practice that experience is highly variable.
Research: Further research is needed into understanding the composition and
diversity of modern buildings found in within our towns and villages and how this
relates to determining significance, enhancing quality of life and promoting good new
design.
Sensitivity Rating: Medium/Low. Most areas will be of low historical sensitivity but
localities of recognisably distinctive and high quality design or retaining an earlier
“grain” will be more sensitive.

•
•

•

Fig.48: Urbanisation, Gerrard’s Cross

Further Reading
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
South Bucks District Council 1969 Beaconsfield Conservation Area
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Civic
Civic Areas, Hospital, Schools, Universities (hs)
Total Area: 1109.42ha
Polygons: 162

0.59%
1.32%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 6.81ha
Occurrence: Rare

Fig. 49: Aylesbury High School

•

Description:.This type encompasses institutional buildings and their grounds that
are distinct on a landscape scale. The majority of hospital schools and universities
are generally found near the large urban areas: Milton Keynes, High Wycombe and
Aylesbury.

•

Period: 20 century: The majority of examples are modern buildings from the
th
1950s onwards but many schools and hospital have their origins in the 19 century
as local schools or workhouses.

•

Trajectory of Change: Increasing. Much of the schools, hospitals and other
institutions we constructed in the twentieth century. With only one or two exceptions
th
nearly all institutions from the 19 century were not visible at a landscape scale.
Factors influencing change: Overall this landscape type is on the increase but the
expansion and redevelopment of some sites is sometimes to the detriment of older
types. Many schools in the process of upgrading remove or destroy buildings and
grounds of historic value. Unfortunately many of these structures are not protected
the listing process or any other heritage designation.
Capacity to Absorb Change: Medium
Biodiversity potential: Low. Biodiversity interest may exist, however, this is will be
where habitats or features have being included in the grounds of an establishment,
and presence / quality is reliant on suitable management regimes. Many have
schools have nature areas in their grounds and, though small, can sustain wildlife
interest.
Archaeological potential: Medium. Some institutional buildings and landscapes
have intrinsic historic interest, or lie in areas of earlier archaeological potential.
Management: Where practicable, to ensure the preservation of older buildings which
contribute to the character and a sense of place of a college or hospital.

•

•
•

•
•
•

th

Quality of Life Potential: Medium. This type is an important component of the built
environment and can provide a sense of place. The history of a school and its
landscape context has obvious educational potential.
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•

Research: An audit is needed on the historical composition of this landscape type in
order to achieve a better understanding and management of the type.

•

Sensitivity Rating: Low/Medium
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Open Land
Commons Greens and Heaths (cm) (ht)
Total Area: 594.41ha
Polygons : 83

0.32%
0.67%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 7.16ha
Occurrence: Very Rare

Fig.50: Brill Common

•

•

•

•
•
•

Description: Commons, Greens and Heaths are open land traditionally used for
rough grazing, collecting fuel and for certain industries. Morphologically
Buckinghamshire commons vary in form, from ribbon like along a road such as the
Naphill Common, extending to the Vale to vast areas of common land (much of it
lost) at Iver and Stoke. In many places settlements coalesced on and around
commons during the medieval and post-medieval periods in a process akin to
“assarting” of woodland. Manorial lords regulated rights on commons, which were
an important part of the medieval economy, particularly in the Chilterns. Many
greens and heaths lie on infertile soils such as Reading Beds and plateau gravels.
The distribution of commons and greens is quite pronounced with most found in
the Chilterns and South Buckinghamshire?, in contrast to a dearth of the type in
the Vale of Aylesbury and north Buckinghamshire.
th
th
Period: Medieval/15 to 17 centuries. Commons, greens and heaths were
probably most extensive in pre-medieval times but only coalesced into the
documented form in the medieval period. Their earliest county-wide mapping by
Thomas Jefferys shows their extent just prior to the major phase or parliamentary
enclosure.
Trajectory of Change: -47.84% Declining rapidly Commons, greens and heaths
th
have progressive declined over the last 100 years with the 18 century seeing a 75%
loss of commons and heaths (Fryer 1947).
Factors influencing change: Housing development, secondary regeneration of
woodland, piecemeal enclosure and the extractive industry are constant threats to
this landscape type.
Capacity to Absorb Change: Medium/Low. Commons, greens and heaths can
accommodate minimal change with planting/regeneration of woodland and some
discreet development. However the landscape is too fragile for large-scale impacts.
Biodiversity potential: High. Past and present management will determine the
type’s composition and associated flora and fauna although most very rich.
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Archaeological potential: High Commons and Heaths are archaeologically as well
as historically sensitive places. They often became foci for historic settlement and
were frequently exploited by the clay industries for quarrying, fuel and manufacture.
Notable examples of this are at Brill Common, Penn/Tylers Green and Cadmore
End. The lack of cultivation means that archaeological remains are often well
preserved.
Management: The potential for restoring former commons, greens and heaths
should be explored to redress past losses. For existing commons routine
management should entail cutting or grazing grassland, control invasive scrub and
bracken, fell selected trees. Pond conservation.
Quality of Life Potential: High Commons are important centres with open access
for recreation as well as having educational, resource and aesthetic value. The
Chilterns Conservation Board has established the Chilterns Commons Network an
informal organisation to help people share skills and information on commons in the
Chilterns.
Research: The role of commons and heaths varied, grazing stock to industrial uses.
What is not readily understood and the relationship with rural environment and urban
centres, the economic significance of commons for stock management and industry.
Understanding provenance and origins.
Sensitivity Rating: High. The high quality of life factors, biodiversity and
archaeological interests all mark commons, greens and heaths out as particularly
sensitive. The high rate of historic loss indicates that without at least maintaining
recent strong conservation action the whole remaining resource could be lost in the
next hundred years.

Fig.51: Common

Further Reading
Hoskins, W.G., & Stamp, D.L. 1963 Common Lands of England and Wales (Collins)
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
Fryer, D.W. 1942 Land Utilisation Survey (London)
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Open Land
Legend

Downland (dw)
Total Area: 82.19ha
Polygons : 12

0.15%
0.11%

Av. Polygon: 20.11ha
Occurrence: Very Rare

Fig.52 Ivinghoe Beacon, Ivinghoe

•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•

Description: Downland is an environment characterised by grassland on the chalk
escarpments. The distribution of this type is therefore found only in the Chilterns.
The landscape is one of dry combes, rounded hills, steeply sloping scarps and free
draining calcareous soils. Historically it would mostly have been managed in the
same way as common land and is really a sub-type of that category.
th
th
Period: Medieval/15 to 17 century. See Commons, greens and heaths for
discussion.
Trajectory of Change: -71.03% Declining, critically
Factors influencing change: Secondary regeneration of woodland is the major
threat. Housing development, piecemeal enclosure and some impact from the
extractive industry are threats to this landscape type.
Capacity to Absorb Change: Low. Downland is open upland with wide, sweeping
uninterrupted views. By its nature can absorb little change without significant loss of
character.
Biodiversity potential: High. Lowland Calcareous Grassland is a BAP Priority
Habitat. Past and present management will determine the type’s composition and
associated flora and fauna although most very rich.
Archaeological potential: High Downland is archaeologically sensitive, containing
a numerous prehistoric and medieval monuments.
Management: Controlling invasive scrub, gorse and bracken. Felling regenerated
trees. Cutting or grazing areas of grassland. Restoration of former downland.
Quality of Life Potential: High Downland is an important area with open access for
recreation in the Chilterns offering panoramic views from the scarp edge and served
by good rights of way. The Chilterns Conservation Board have established the
Downland Network, an informal organisation to help people share skills and
information on downland management in the Chilterns.
Research: The use of downland for farming practice. Downland’s economic function
with trade. The concentration of prehistoric monuments and their relationship with
historic routeways. See section 3.9 and Appendix 10
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Sensitivity Rating: High. The high quality of life factors, biodiversity and
archaeological interests all mark downland out as particularly sensitive. The
exceptionally high rate of historic loss indicates that without at least maintaining
recent strong conservation action the whole remaining resource could be lost in less
than 50 years.

Fig. 53: Downland at Ivinghoe Beacon

Further Reading
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
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Parkland
Parks and Gardens (pp)
Total Area: 6079.26ha
Polygons: 57

0.58%
1.55%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 31.66ha
Occurrence: Rare

Fig.54: Eythrope Park

•

•

•
•

•
•
•

Description: Designed ornamental landscapes laid out around country houses in the
post-medieval period, many by known designers of national and international repute.
Some parks and gardens have recognition by inclusion on English Heritage’s
Register of Parks and Gardens and/or are in the ownership of large organisations
such as the National Trust who conserve and provide for access to the public. Stowe
and West Wycombe Parks are amongst the finest in England.
th
th
th
Period: 15th to 17 century/18 – 19 century Most Parks and Gardens date from
th
th
th
th
the 18 to the 19 centuries, with a number being established in the 15 and 16
centuries. Parks and Gardens are found throughout Buckinghamshire but with
notable concentrations in the Chilterns and South Buckinghamshire. The Vale of
th
Aylesbury has a concentration of Rothschild Parks, laid out in the 19 century.
Trajectory of Change: -24.42% Declining rapidly
Factors influencing change: Not all Parks and Gardens are afforded protection and
custodianship; given the extent of some parkland landscapes, many are facing
changes to their designed landscapes for recreation purposes, (creation of golf
courses). While others have had part of the landscape revered back to farmland or
abandoned to woodland encroachment.
Capacity to Absorb Change: Medium. It is possible to incorporate modest changes
that are in keeping and character with the landscape.
Biodiversity potential: High. Parks and Gardens can contain a wide variety of
species often exotic and non-indigenous that have been incorporated into the design
of the gardens.
Archaeological potential: High. Parkland landscapes contain a rich diversity of
sites and buildings designed for both functional and aesthetic purposes. Aside from
the main house, there are typically follies, formal and kitchen gardens, agricultural
and horticultural buildings, stables, plantations, rides, artificial lakes, bridges etc.
This landscape type has the potential to contain a rich and wide variety of
archaeology. Many of the parks have an historical continuity, usually being built upon
older manors or estates, while the surrounding parks for some estates such as
Hughenden have adapted former Medieval Deer Park to incorporate into their
design. The process of park creation or ‘emparkment’ in itself has preserved a

56

Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Characterisation

•
•

•

•

Appendix 1

number of archaeological sites. Emparkment absorbed former villages and field
systems that now exist as archaeological sites within the grounds. Larger estates
such as Stowe and Waddesdon have examples of these. A sometimes overlooked
but important dimension to parks and gardens is Garden archaeology. The subtle
phases of Garden planning that may be buried beneath the existing gardens and the
extant planting regimes of copses and avenues.
Management: Where possible to ensure the preservation of the parkland
landscapes including the subtleties of planting and the retention of rides and vistas.
Quality of Life Potential: High. Buckinghamshire is home to some of the finest
Parks & Gardens in Britain. They offer a high degree of aesthetic, cultural,
recreational and educational value. They are also of economic benefit, attracting
tourism, recreational events plus they are desirable locations for businesses.
Research: The complex nature of parks and gardens which often display multiple
phases of design gives a high research potential. For many parks and gardens this
research has hardly begun, among research topics that might be consideration are:
the economic, social relationship of Parkland landscapes with the surrounding
countryside.
Sensitivity Rating: High. The exceptional quality and value of this resource is
widely recognised.

Fig. 55: West Wycombe Park

Further Reading
Buckinghamshire County Museum: Archaeological Service 1998 Historic Parks and
Gardens (Buckinghamshire) (Stage 1) Report 508 (Buckinghamshire County
Museum)
English Heritage 2004 Parks and Gardens Register
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
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Recreation
Legend

Golf Courses (tg)
Total Area: 1916.38ha
Polygons : 53

1.02%
0.43%

Av. Polygon: 36.16ha
Occurrence: Rare

Fig.56: Stoke Park Golf Course

•

•

•

•
•
•
•
•

Description: Golf Courses are found predominately in the south and east of the
county as these areas area are on suitable ground within travelling distance of
London and the growing city of Milton Keynes. A concentration of courses is
located around the Colne Valley and the Thames.
th
th
Period: 20 century. The majority of Golf courses have been created in the late 20
century reflecting the increase in leisure and recreation, although several courses in
Buckinghamshire have earlier origins, converting existing Parks and Gardens for the
purposes of leisure. One golf course of historical note is Stoke Park, which was
th
established on the 18 century parkland designed by ‘Capability’ Brown and
Humphry Repton and then converted to a sporting club in 1908.
Trajectory of Change: Increasing:. The development of new golf courses tend to
favour park and gardens, (Hartwell House), (Mentmore) as a backdrop as well as the
landscape being already modified and common land (Bow Brickhill). Increasingly
new courses are being created on greenfield sites.
Factors influencing change: No real discernable threats to golf course other than
changes to the existing design of older courses that may have incorporated older
landscape elements.
Capacity to Absorb Change: High.
Biodiversity potential: Medium Golf Courses can contain a variety of species. The
biodiversity value can be higher if the course design incorporates aspects of the
former landscape such as hedgerows and grassland.
Archaeological potential: Medium. Dependant on previous land use. Once
constructed, golf courses can be a relatively benign land use provided there are no
major changes to the course.
Management: Where possible to ensure the incorporation of former landscape
features into the course design. Preservation of the parkland landscapes including
the subtleties of planting and the retention of rides and vistas.
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Quality of Life Potential: Medium. A golf course offers a high degree of
recreational value and economic benefit, although they are not as important culturally
and arguably aesthetically.
Research: Investigation into the history of golf courses in association with Parks
and Gardens of Buckinghamshire.
Sensitivity Rating: Low

Fig.57: Golf Course

Further Reading
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
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Recreation
20th Century Recreation (tr)
Total Area: 2801.25ha
Polygons : 283

1.02%
2.28%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 9.90ha
Occurrence: Rare

Fig. 58: Vale Park Aylesbury

•

Description: Recreation areas encompass a variety types, from playing fields,
parks, sports stadiums to a motor racing circuit at Silverstone.

•
•

Period: 20th century
Trajectory of Change: Increasing: Although larger more established recreation
th
sites are stable, the majority of recreation areas were founded in the early 20
century to present day. This makes tracking the change of this type harder. However
HLC records from the 1950s to present show a decrease in recreation sites mostly
given over to housing and the built environment.
Factors influencing change: Housing development is the principle threat to
recreation areas, especially sites located in urban and more densely populated
areas.

•

•

Capacity to Absorb Change: High.

•

Biodiversity potential: Medium. Some recreation sites have the potential to contain
high biodiversity, such as the linear parks of Milton Keynes with a wide variety of
flora and fauna, however the majority are modest grassland spaces.
Archaeological potential: Low/Medium: Some recreational areas have absorbed
earlier archaeological remains, most notably the linear parks in Milton Keynes which
contain some scheduled ancient monuments. Other recreational land uses are less
benign.
Management: The type is too variable for general recommendations.

•

•
•

Quality of Life Potential: High. Recreation areas offer a high degree of aesthetic
and recreational value, although most are not as important culturally.

•

Research: An audit or assessment of the type to identify potential sites of interest for
the future.
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Sensitivity Rating: Low/Medium Mainly dependant on the presence of earlier
historical/archaeological remains.

Fig. 59:

Further Reading
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
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Industrial
Legend

Industrial (Post 1885) (in)
Total Area: 2557.25ha
Polygons : 157

1.37%
1.27%

Av. Polygon: 16.29ha
Occurrence: Rare

Fig.60: The Cubit Car Works, Aylesbury

•

•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Description: This type encompasses a wide variety of industrial sites from
foundries and factories to more modern industrial estates on the outskirts of large
towns. Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes is not renowned for its industrial
heritage, although more detail survey has revealed some important sites such as
the Cubit car works in Aylesbury. The greatest concentration of sites is in Milton
Keynes and High Wycombe.
th

Period: 19 /20th century. The majority of sites in Buckinghamshire date to this
th
period, was although many industrial sites were established in the late 19 century
in the large towns of Aylesbury, High Wycombe and at Wolverton, Milton Keynes.
Trajectory of Change: 97% Increasing – The older industrial sites such as mills or
th
declining and are at risk from development. Conversely the 20 century has seen an
increase in modern industrial estates.
Factors influencing change: Older industrial sites and building are at risk from
demolition and development
Capacity to Absorb Change: High. Most Industrial areas have the capacity to
absorb major change
Biodiversity potential: Low However, some buildings or unmanaged areas may be
of value to wildlife.
Archaeological potential: Low/Medium: The archaeological potential is dependent
upon the site in question and its location. Older industrial sites may have industrial
archaeology interest.
Management: On older and more unique sites, (where possible) an effort should be
made to preserve built fabric of buildings. The majority of new industrial sites have
less archaeological value.
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•

Quality of Life Potential: Low This type has a generally low quality of life potential,
although historic industrial landscapes can represent an opportunity for a sense of
place and even an aestheitic quality. Beneficial re-use of old industrial buildings can
also have economic benefits.

•

Research: Industry in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes is not fully understood.
Most pre-modern industry was small scale and is not captured at this broad
landscape scale analysis. Recognising the industrial component of urban, village
and rural landscapes should prove be a more fruitful means of charting this
influence.
Sensitivity Rating: Low

•

Fig.61: Industrial Estates, Wycombe

Further Reading
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
Miller, M.2005 Furniture Manufacturing Industry in High Wycombe (Unpublished MSc
Dissertation University of Reading)
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Industrial
Industrial Disused (Post 1885) (id)
Total Area: 33.71ha
Polygons : 2

0.02%
0.02%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 16.68ha
Occurrence: Very rare

Fig.62: Disused Industry, Chersley

•

Description: This type accounts for disused industrial sites in the Buckinghamshire
and Milton Keynes. It is by nature likely to be a transient category.

•

Period: 20th century.

•

Trajectory of Change: 100% Increasing There are only a few examples of this
type remaining as most are the immediate focus for redevelopment and change.

•

Factors influencing change: Older industrial sites and building are at risk from
demolition and development.

•

Capacity to Absorb Change: High Industrial areas accommodate have the
capacity to absorb change such as development without compromising the type.

•

Biodiversity potential: Low/Medium. Brown field and former industrial areas do
have value for wildlife and often provide niches for species associated with disturbed
habitats, a number of which are rare or unusual; re-development of sites is a threat.
Archaeological potential: Low/Medium: Depending upon the quality of the nature
of the industry and its age. Most disused sites are risk from demolition and
redevelopment below ground archaeology.

•

•

Management: Although this type is often derelict, any proposed changes should
assess the sites heritage interest.

•

Quality of Life Potential: Low/Medium. This type has the potential for reusing
existing building fabric for new development. Older established buildings including
industrial ones have can give a sense of place and historical continuity. The reuse of
older established buildings can be greener and more economically viable than
modern ones.

•

Research: Industrial Buildings at Risk.

•

Sensitivity Rating: Low
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Fig.63: Disused Industry,

Further Reading
Miller, M. 2005 Furniture Industry of High Wycombe (Unpublished MSc University of
Reading)

Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
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Industrial
Mineral Extraction (Post 1885) (me)
Total Area: 618.83ha
Polygons : 25

0.33%
0.02%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 24.75ha
Occurrence: Very rare

Fig.64: Mineral Extraction

•

•
•
•
•
•
•

Description: This type accounts for mineral and extractive sites in Buckinghamshire.
This tends to be a transient category. The distribution of sites are determined by the
county’s geology Gravel extraction is found principally in the Thames Valley at
Dorney, Hedsor and the river valleys, Denham along the Colne; while chalk
extraction sites are found in Pitstone in the Vale of Aylesbury.
Period: 20th century.
Trajectory of Change: 100% Increasing There are only a few examples of this type
as most are the immediate focus for redevelopment and change.
Factors influencing change: The increase in demand for housing and the built
st
environment in the 21 century will see a corresponding growth in extractive sites in
Buckinghamshire particularly along the Thames Valley.
Capacity to Absorb Change: N/A Not applicable for active mineral extraction sites,
although huge to absorb major change once disused, (see disused mineral
extraction below).
Biodiversity potential: /Medium – limited available habitat, though occasionally
used by transient or opportunist species e.g. birds.
Archaeological potential: High. Extractive sites have a high concentration of
archaeological sites particularly those of prehistoric origin. Although much of the
archaeology is destroyed once the excavation of aggregates begins in earnest.
Sometimes fragments survive on the margins.

• Management: N/A
•
•
•

Quality of Life Potential: Low An open extraction site is a poor attraction
Research: Some investigation into the distribution of extractive industries in
Buckinghamshire and their distribution (Beckley 2005).
Sensitivity Rating: Low
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Fig.65: Mineral Extraction

Further Reading

Beckley, R. 2005 Extractive Sites of Buckinghamshire (MSc thesis University of
Sheffield)
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
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Industrial
Disused Mineral Extraction (Post 1885) (de)
Total Area: 709.05 ha
Polygons : 38

0.33%
0.31%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 18.66ha
Occurrence: Very rare

Fig.66: Disused Mineral Extraction, Edgcott

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Description: This type accounts for disused mineral sites. This tends to be a
transient category.
Period: 20th century.
Trajectory of Change: There are only a few examples of this type as most are the
immediate focus for redevelopment and change.
Factors influencing change: Reinstatement of disused workings into landfill sites or
water bodies such as reservoirs.
Capacity to Absorb Change: High Old mineral extraction sites have the capacity to
absorb major change.
Biodiversity potential: Low/Medium. This type is often devoid of any significant
flora and fauna, however, interest can be exceptional on some disused sites and
this is reflected by a number being designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest,
(SSSI). Examples also exist where geodiversity is the primary feature of interest and
once again some are represented in the SSSI series for Buckinghamshire.
Archaeological potential: Low. Earlier remains will normally have been destroyed
by mineral extraction, although fragments sometimes survive on the margins.
Management:
Quality of Life Potential: Low
Research: Some research already undertaken on older extractive sites in the
county, (Beckley 2005).
Sensitivity Rating: Low
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Fig.67: Disused Mineral Extraction

Further Reading
Beckley, R. 2005 Extractive Sites of Buckinghamshire (MSc thesis University of
Sheffield)
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
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Civic
Legend

Utilities (ut)
Total Area: 156.94 ha
Polygons : 30

0.08%
0.24%

Av. Polygon: 5ha
Occurrence: Very rare

Fig.68: Claydon substation, Middle Claydon

•
•
•
•
•
•

Description: This type accounts for the salient utilities sites in the county, from
electricity power stations, large sewage and water works.
Period: 20th century. Most of the utility infrastructure was constructed in the mid to
th
late 20 century.
th
Trajectory of Change: N/A This type is dates from the 20 century the increased
growth in development and housing in the county should see a growth in this
particular type.
Factors influencing change: Growth in housing settlement; redundancy of
technology.
Capacity to Absorb Change: Low Utilities in active use have a low capacity for
absorbing change.

•

Biodiversity potential: Low/Medium. Dependant upon habitats or features that
occur within boundaries of the establishment.
Archaeological potential: Low. Most of utilities have a negligible archaeological
value, however some smaller utilities such as Gas Works and Water towers date to
the Victorian period and early twentieth century and merit inclusion as industrial
archaeology in their own right.
Management: Supervision is under the control of the relevant utility company.
Quality of Life Potential: Low Utilities tend to be detrimental to quality of life
potential in terms of visual impacts.
Research:

•

Sensitivity Rating: Low

•

•
•

70

Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Characterisation

Appendix 1

Fig.69: Claydon substation, Middle Claydon

Further Reading
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
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Military
Legend

Military Sites (pm)
Total Area: 618.83ha
Polygons: 25

0.33%
0.02%

Av. Polygon: 24.75ha
Occurrence: Very rare

Fig.70:Barracks & buildings, RAF Halton

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Description: Military Sites encompasses all MoD sites in active use, training camps,
and research establishments. In comparison to some other counties
Buckinghamshire has very few sites. Among the main military sites within the county
is the RAF training camp at Halton in the Chilterns. This site in the grounds of Halton
House comprises a Royal Flying Corps airfield, inter-war RAF training base and
hospital. Wycombe District is the location for RAF Strike Command at Hughenden.
Smaller facilities exist next to former World War II airfields.
th
Period: 20 century
Trajectory of Change: Increasing
Factors: Increasing pressures on existing sites owned by the MoD. The end of the
Cold War has seen the mothballing and downsizing of military establishments.
Former MoD land is regarded as suitable for new housing.
Capacity to Absorb Change: Medium/High Most military sites have the space to
accommodate significant development.
Biodiversity potential: Low/Medium. Dependant upon habitats or features that
occur within boundaries of the establishment.
Archaeological potential: Medium: Twentieth century military archaeology has
been assessed as part of the national Defence of Britain Project and Monuments
Protection Programme Assessments.
Management: Most of the sites are in active use, part of the Ministry of Defence.
Quality of Life Potential: Medium/Low. Operational military sites tend to be off
limits. However disused or reused sites can be evocative due to their strong
historical associations.
Research: Due to the secretive and sensitive nature of these sites it is not always
possible to undertake historical or archaeological work. However, when sites are
declassified investigations that audit the historical infrastructure of military sites.
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Understanding a military site’s interaction with the surrounding landscape.
•

Sensitivity: Medium

Fig.71: HLC Map of RAF Halton

Further Reading
CAT 2001a Princess Mary Hospital RAF Halton Buckinghamshire Cultural Heritage
Assessment For the Defence Estates (Cotswold Archaeological Trust) unpublished
report.
CAT 2001b Princess Mary Hospital RAF Halton Buckinghamshire Archaeological
Evaluation For the Defence Estates (Cotswold Archaeological Trust) unpublished
report.
Dobinson, C., Lake, J. Schofield, A. J. 1997 ‘Monuments of War: Defining England’s
twentieth-century defence heritage’, Antiquity 71.272, 288-99 (English Heritage)
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Military
Disused Military Airfields (ad)
Total Area: 399.57ha
Polygons : 5

0.21%
0.02%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 58.91ha
Occurrence: Very rare

Fig.72: Disused Control Tower, Tingewick Airfield

•

Description: Disused Military airfields such as Tingewick, Wing were built during
the Second World War, and served the duration of the conflict. A few, such as
Wotton Underwood was used during the ‘Cold War’ as a testing centre for
weaponry, particularly rocket research. It is apparent that the surviving relict
examples are found within the western side of Aylesbury Vale. Some other WW2
airfields are still operational, (e.g. Haddenham), whilst others have reverted to
agricultural use (Great Horwood).

•

Period: 20th century.

•

Trajectory of Change: Increasing

•

Factors influencing change: Regarded as ‘brownfield sites’, disused military
airfields are potentially at risk from redevelopment, (Great Horwood). Another trend
is the reversion of airfields and perimeter tracks back to agricultural land, (Wing
airfield).
Capacity to Absorb Change: High Former military airfields have the space to
accommodate development.
Biodiversity potential: Low/Medium. Some important areas of grassland habitat
are found on military airfields (Great Horwood, Westcott) where agricultural
improvements have not taken place.
Archaeological potential: Low/Medium: Most of Buckinghamshire’s wartime
airfields are of limited interest, recording will be appropriate for most structures. The
airfield at Wotton Underwood is particularly renown for it’s later use as a weapons
research centre during the Cold War period. Wotton has a number of structures
considered worthy of retention. Some potential for buried archaeological remains
surviving construction.

•
•
•

•

Management: Although this type is often derelict, any proposed changes should
include assessment of historic interest.

•

Quality of Life Potential: Low.
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Research: The role of military airfields in Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes during
the Second World war has been understated. Unlike the front line airfields of East
Anglia/South East, or the RAF bomber stations in Lincolnshire, the majority of
Buckinghamshire airfields were satellite stations or training centres for bomber
crews, (Brook 1998). Further examination of role and impact on the landscape could
be undertaken.
Sensitivity: Low.

Fig.73: Westcott Airfield

Further Reading

Brook, R.J. 1998 Thames valley Airfields of Second World War:Berkshire,
Buckinghamshire and Middlesex (Countryside Press)
Dobinson, C., Lake, J. Schofield, A. J., 1997 ‘Monuments of War: Defining England’s
twentieth-century defence heritage’, Antiquity 71.272, 288-99 (English Heritage)
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
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Communications
Legend

Airfields (ap)
Total Area: 260.19ha
Polygons : 9

0.14%
0.02%

Av. Polygon: 28.91ha
Occurrence: Very rare

Fig.74: Wycombe Airfield

•

Description: Some of these sites have adapted former World War II airfields such as
Haddenham (known as RAF Thame) and Wycombe airfield. Although there are some
(Aston Clinton) where the airfields are less substantial, where the runway and airfield
is simply a grass enclosure. This type also includes a helipad in Milton Keynes.

•

Period: 20th century

•

Trajectory of Change: Increasing

•

•

Factors influencing change: As with disused airfields, airfields in current use
sometimes face development pressures being the focus of new industries.
Capacity to Absorb Change: High. The size and nature of airfields allows the
accommodation of change without altering the character of the landscape.
Biodiversity potential: Low. Although the grass airfields have a higher biological
value.
Archaeological potential: Low/Medium: Some may contain relicts of the former
military buildings. Some potential for buried archaeological remains surviving
construction.
Management: There are few management implications for civil airfields apart from
the historic infrastructure relating to the earlier military airfield.
Quality of Life Potential: Medium. Most airfields are used for either commercial or
leisure purposes, they have a high degree of business and recreational value.
Although they are not culturally high in value, some commercial airfields have
connections to their former use as wartime airfields.
Research: Focus on the recording of relict military infrastructure on active airfields.

•

Sensitivity: Low.

•
•
•
•
•
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Fig.75: Wycombe Airfield

Further Reading

Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)

77

Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Characterisation

Appendix 1

Communications
Legend

Motorways (mr)
Total Area: 647.04 ha
Polygons: 10

0.35%
0.08%

Av. Polygon: 64.70ha
Occurrence: Very rare

Fig.76: M40 M25 Junction

•

•

Description: Motorways are the only linear features recorded by the
Buckinghamshire/Milton Keynes HLC because of their impact at a landscape scale
with various junctions, service stations and related transport infrastructure.
Buckinghamshire is intersected by the M1 and the M25 and M40.
Period: 20th century: Motorways were created from the 1960s (M1) the 1970s for
the Buckinghamshire construction of the M40 and 1980s for the building of the M25.
Trajectory of Change: Increasing
Factors influencing change: Further motorway widening and expansion.
Capacity to Absorb Change: High.
Biodiversity potential: Low. Some rare and scarce species found in association
with grassland habitats on cuttings and embankments.
Archaeological potential: Low/Nil: The M1 was the first British motorway and so
may come to have some interest as the prototype for the motorway network. Very
limited survival of earlier archaeological remains can be anticipated within motorway
corridors.
Management: N/A

•

Quality of Life Potential: Low.

•

Research: N/A

•

Sensitivity: Low.

•
•
•
•
•
•
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Fig.77: M40 M25 Junction

Further Reading
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
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Water
Flooded Restored Mineral Extraction (mf)
Total Area: 840.51ha
Polygons: 33

0.45%
0.27%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 25.47ha
Occurrence: Very rare

Fig.78: Willen Lake, Milton Keynes

•

•
•

Description: This type refers to lakes and reservoirs formed as a result of the
mineral extractive industry. With the exception of the Chilterns, the distribution of this
type is found in most parts of Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes. In Milton
Keynes these water bodies form recreation and wildlife areas of attractive modern
character.
th
Period: 20 century
Trajectory of Change: Increasing.

•
•

Factors influencing change: Restoration of new mineral extraction sites.
Capacity to Absorb Change: Low:

•

Biodiversity potential: High: These sites are a haven for a number of species,
particularly wetland and migratory birds.
Archaeological potential: N/A
Management:
Quality of Life Potential: High Restored water bodies have an important aesthetic
role. They are also used for the leisure industry, in particular angling, sailing and
(where lakes are of sufficient size) the use of motorboats.
Research: Scope for understanding the leisure industry is low
Sensitivity: Low

•
•
•
•
•

Fig.79: Willen Lake,
Milton Keynes
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Water
Legend

Water Reservoir (rw)
Total Area: 92.62ha
Polygons: 16

0.05%
0.13%

Av. Polygon: 5.79ha
Occurrence: Very rare

Fig.80: Weston Turville Reservoir

•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Description:. Reservoirs are not a major feature of the Buckinghamshire landscape.
Although where they are found, the chief reason for their existence is to provide a
water supply to urban areas.
th
Period: 20th century The majority of reservoirs have been created in the 20 century
th
but there are several rare examples in Buckinghamshire that date to the late 18 early
th
19 century, the most notable is the Turville Reservoir near Wendover, constructed as
part of the creation of the Wendover Junction canal in 1794.
Trajectory of Change: Stable.
Factors influencing change: Possible need for new reservoirs as population grows.
Capacity to Absorb Change: Low:
Biodiversity potential: High: A potential for aquatic birds and migratory species that
are rare in Buckinghamshire.
Archaeological potential: Low
Management:
Quality of Life Potential: Medium/High.
Research: See Section 4 Management location and Selection.
Sensitivity: Low.

Fig.81: Weston Turville Reservoir
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Water
Legend

Riverine Landscape (rl)
Total Area: 67.82ha
Polygons: 6

0.04%
0.05%

Av. Polygon: 11.30ha
Occurrence: Very rare

Fig. 82: The Thames at Marlow.

•

•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•

Description: This landscape refers to the character of the river edge along major
rivers (principally the Thames), which is distinctive from enclosed land. This includes
boat-houses, moorings and managed areas of land for aquatic leisure. Also, where it
occurs the presence of eyots or islands within the river.
Period: Modern. Largely changes have been made in the last century, with the
influence of leisure and recreation.
Trajectory of Change: Stable.
Factors influencing change: Climate Change, and increased ‘suburbanisation’
along the river-front.
Capacity to Absorb Change: Low:
Biodiversity potential: High: Riverine landscapes have a capacity for
accommodating a wide variety of species of both flora and fauna, including wetland?
birds, and mammals.
Archaeological potential: Medium: Riverine Landscapes are associated with a
wide range of water management features such as weirs, and mills. Roman and
prehistoric settlement is often found close to watercourses under or adjacent to it.
Archaeological remains can be exceptionally well preserved in waterlogged
environments.
Quality of Life Potential: High The proximity to the Thames makes this landscape
type an aesthetically attractive landscape and desirable for living. The type is also
focus for water-based recreation, with the construction of moorings, small marinas
for leisure craft and boatyards for rowing and sculling.
Research: See Section 4 Management location and Selection.
Sensitivity: Medium

Fig. 83: The Thames at
Marlow.
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Land Use
Legend

Allotments Gardens (ag)
Total Area: 249.18ha
Polygons: 138

0.13%
1.11%

Av. Polygon: 1.81ha
Occurrence: Rare

Fig.84: Allotments, Aylesbury

•
•

•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Description: Land divided into small plots rented for vegetable gardening.
th
th
th
Period: 19 /20 century. The 19 century saw the creation of allotments for
th
communal gardening. Although generally regarded as an he 20 century the
pressure for urban allotment provision increased as a result of the spread of closely
packed housing with small gardens. The increased development of towns and
th
villages in the mid to late 20 century has seen the rapid decline of allotments, as
convenient space to accommodate housing and other development.
Trajectory of Change: -36.44% Declining rapidly
Factors influencing change: Allotments have been lost to modern housing
development; acquisition of allotments for private enclosure. New allotments have
th
been created by wartime provisions and as part of new 20 century settlements.
Capacity to Absorb Change: Low. A very distinctive land use with little capacity to
change without fundamental loss of character.
Biodiversity potential: High The biological interest of allotments comes from a
variety of habitats associated with the boundary treatment - hedgerows, often left to
grow tall offering refuge for birds and invertebrates, also ditches and grassy banks
with low maintenance regimes. Unused plots often offer a haven for wildlife while
some tended plots act as seed banks for rare vegetable species. The grassy paths
between the plots are often managed in a different way than the boundary. Compost
heaps also are a haven for insects and invertebrates and over wintering
invertebrates and mammals.
Archaeological potential: Low. Repeated deep digging is likely to have truncated
archaeological deposits.
Management: Under the management of local authorities and private organisations.
Quality of Life Potential: High: Allotments are a community facility, and their
present and future role in the contribution to biodiversity are inextricably linked to
how they are used, their contribution to Local Agenda 21 priorities, the planning and
political issues involved, and to the policies for their future use and development.
Allotments are quite distinct from other unbuilt areas within a city, as they are usually
on public land where local people have control over planting, cultivation and
maintenance regimes as long as they comply with leasing agreements.
Allotments offer benefits for the community at large. This aspect of allotments was
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recognised in the Fifth Report by the Select Committee on Environment, Transport
and Regional Affairs 1998 that "Allotments are an important feature in the cultural
landscape. They combine utility, meaning and beauty with local distinctiveness." This
report confirmed that the Government is committed to the sustainable regeneration of
towns and cities and recognises that allotments can contribute to our aim of providing
green areas in urban environments.
Research:
Sensitivity Rating: Medium/High No site-specific assessments have been made for
this study but allotments with more complete, longer and more distinctive
documented histories or surviving early structures would be more significant. Links
to local communities and oral history could be significant factors.

Fig.85: Allotments, Aylesbury

Further Reading
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Land Use
Nurseries and Greenhouses (ng)
Total Area: 197.09ha
Polygons: 35

0.11%
0.28%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 5.63ha
Occurrence: Very rare

Fig.86: Nursery

•

Description: Nurseries and greenhouses for market gardening. A minor feature of
the Buckinghamshire landscape found mainly in the Thames valley.

•
•
•

Period: 20th century
Trajectory of Change: Stable
Factors influencing change: The decline in domestic market gardening could see
sites developed for housing or commercial industry.
Capacity to Absorb Change: High

•
•
•
•
•

Biodiversity potential: Low Limited due to intensity of operations and use of
herbicides and biocides.
Archaeological potential: Low
Management: N/A

•

Quality of Life Potential: Medium Most nurseries and green houses are for the
designed for large commercial production although some function as retail outlets.
Research: The history and distribution of market gardening in Buckinghamshire.

•

Sensitivity Rating: Low

Fig.86: Nursery
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Land Use
Legend

Decoy Ponds (dz)
Total Area: 12.61ha
Polygons: 3

0.01%
0.02%

Av. Polygon: 4.20ha
Occurrence: Very rare

Fig.87: Duck Decoy Pond, Boarstall

•

Description: A pond or pool with arms covered with nets into which wild birds, are
lured and then caught. Monument type includes water feeder channels. These are
usually a geometric shape usually hexagonal or octagonal in plan. This method of
hunting is extinct and the ponds are now relicts.

•

Period: 15th-17 century/18 -19 century. Most decoy ponds seem to have been
th
th
created in the 17 to 18 century for the leisure pursuits of the gentry.

•

Trajectory of Change: 0% Stable There are three decoy ponds in
Buckinghamshire, all of which are found on the western side of the Vale of
Aylesbury. Of these, Boarstall decoy pond is one of only four working ponds
remaining in Britain.
Factors influencing change: Silting up of ponds and feeder arms through neglect.
The encroachment and reversion to secondary woodland. The former pond at
Winchendon is an example of this.
Capacity to Absorb Change: Low.

•
•
•
•
•
•

•

th

th

th

Biodiversity potential: High. Generally the woodland that surrounds the decoy
pond supports mostly broad-leaved trees such as Oak and Ash and is rich in wildlife.
The water also attracts some rare species of water fowl such as the little grebe.
Archaeological potential: High: Decoy ponds are archaeological monuments in
their own right and extremely rare to find working or restored examples.
Management: Ensure that water and woodland is maintained to preserve the status
of the type.
Quality of Life Potential: High. Apart from their cultural importance, decoy ponds
offer an economic value as a tourist attraction, the custodianship by the National
Trust of the Boarstall pond ensures regular visitors by people outside the county as
well as by local schools who use it as an educational resource.
Research: Some research already undertaken (see Eland 1923).
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Sensitivity Rating: High

Fig.88: Duck Decoy Pond, Lower
Winchendon

Further Reading
Eland, G. 1923 ‘Duck Decoys’ In Bucks: Chapter IX
Kear, J. 1993 ‘Duck Decoys, with particular reference to the history of
Bird Ringing’ Archives of Natural History 20 229-240
Payne-Gallwey, R. 1986 The Book of Duck Decoys: Their Construction, Management
and History
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
WAGBI 1970 Boarstall Duck Decoy (WAGBI Publication)
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Relict
Legend

Open Fields (of)
Total Area: 82.19ha
Polygons: 2

0.04%
0.02%

Av. Polygon: 41.10ha
Occurrence: Rare/Extinct

Fig.89: Ridge & Furrow, Chilton Parish

•

•

•

•
•

•
•
•
•

Description: Open Fields are a former method of farming involving the cultivation of
strips of land dispersed across large communally organised unhedged fields (Hall,
1995). The majority of these type of landscapes were found on the clay soils of the
Vale of Aylesbury and Milton Keynes where now the main discernable traces left of this
extensive way of farming are extensive relict earthworks of ridge and furrow (Hall,
1999). Large areas of post-medieval and modern fields systems in this area have open
fields recorded as an antecedent type. A form of Open Field farming existed in the
Chilterns where land was divided into strips although unlike the system in the north
Buckinghamshire these fields tended to be enclosed, (Roden 1958). Two locations
have been classified as open fields because there is a direct cartographic link from
st
historic maps, which show that their demarcation has remained unchanged to the 21
century. These are perhaps the last remaining open field exists.
Period: Medieval. Open Fields are a medieval form of land management, which
th
originated in the late Saxon period, reached its maximum extent in the 13 century and
declined thereafter becoming extinct as a land use in Buckinghamshire in by the end of
th
the 19 century.
th
Trajectory of Change: Extinct. In the 13 century Open Fields would have been the
dominant land use north of the Chiltern scarp, and a significant element in the Chilterns
but they had all but disappeared in Buckinghamshire by the 1880s. Ridge and furrow
earthworks are at risk.
Capacity to Absorb Change:
Biodiversity potential: Medium. The ridge and furrow, which represent the relict
elements of this landscape type, are fossilised under grassland, which tends to be
unimproved and of some ecological significance.
Archaeological potential: High The principal remains of the Open Fields in
Buckinghamshire are the corrugated earthworks of ridge and furrow found
predominately in the north of the county.
Management: Retain as unploughed grassland.
Quality of Life Potential: Medium. Ridge and furrow has landscape, cultural and
educational value.
Research: See Turning the Plough (Hall 2001).
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Sensitivity Rating: Medium/High. There are 8 high priority townships in Aylesbury
Vale District that have been identified as being of national importance (Hall 2001),
these are: Ashendon, Creslow, Dorton, Hogshaw, Quainton (Denham & Shipton),
Ludgershall, North Marston, and Thornborough. For the survival of ridge and furrow
earthworks. A further number of townships are considered of county/regional
importance.

Further Reading

Hall, D. 2001 Turning the Plough (English Heritage)
Hall, D. 1995 The Open Fields of Northamptonshire, Northamptonshire Record
Society Volume XXXVIII
Reed, M. 1979 The Buckinghamshire Landscape (Hodder and Stroughton)
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Other Historic Landscape Types
Enclosure
Legend

Horse Paddocks (eh)
Total Area: 23.42ha
Polygons: 1

0.01%
0.01%

Av. Polygon: 23.42ha
Occurrence: Very Rare

Communications
Railway Goods Marshalling Yards (rr)
Total Area: 105.65ha
Polygons: 2

0.04%
0.02%

Legend
Av. Polygon: 41.10ha
Occurrence: Very Rare

Land Use
Legend

Fish Farm/Hatchery (fh)
Total Area: 5.81ha
Polygons: 2

0.01%
0.02%

Legend

Watercress Beds (fw)
Total Area: 12.34ha
Polygons: 2

0.01%
0.02%

Unimproved/Rough Land (ui)
Total Area: 306.55 ha
No of Polygons: 38

Av. Polygon: 2.91ha
Occurrence: Very Rare

0.16%
0.31%

Av. Polygon: 6.17ha
Occurrence: Very Rare
Legend
Av. Polygon: 8.07ha
Occurrence: Rare

Civic
Government and Civic Centres (gc)
Total Area: 82.19ha
Polygons: 2

%
%

Av. Polygon: 41.10ha
Occurrence: Very Rare
Legend

Shopping Centres (sh)
Total Area: 86.50ha
Polygons: 12

Legend

0.05%
0.10%

Av. Polygon: 7.21ha
Occurrence: Very rare

Parkland
Legend

Ornamental Lakes (ol)
Total Area: 17.39ha
Polygons: 2

0.01%
%

Av. Polygon: 41.10ha
Occurrence:
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Recreation
Legend

Caravan Parks (cc)
Total Area: 15.67ha
Polygons: 3

0.01%
0.02%

Av. Polygon: 5.22ha
Occurrence: Very rare

Water
Legend

Rowing Lake (rl)
Total Area: ha
Polygons: 2

%
%

Av. Polygon: 41.10ha
Occurrence:

Relict
Legend

Deer Park (Relict) (dp)
Total Area: ha
Polygons: 2

%
%

Mixed Origin (mo)

•

Av. Polygon: 41.10ha
Occurrence:
Legend

Description: This category is used as a category during the time depth mapping
for large areas of landscape such as modern settlement, industrial sites, airfields
etc that cover an eclectic mix of landscape.

•

Period: Modern/Historic/Ancient

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Trajectory of Change: Stable
Factors influencing change: N/A
Capacity to Absorb Change: N/A
Biodiversity potential: N/A
Archaeological potential: N/A
Management:
Quality of Life Potential: N/A
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Introduction
1.1. Summary
The Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLC) funded by English Heritage, is a GIS
based archaeological method for defining the historic and archaeological dimension of
the present day landscape. It can explain how and why the landscape looks as it does,
identify time depth and facilitate sustainable management. This document details the
methodology that was applied to the HLC project for Buckinghamshire and also acts as
a guide to the process. The project methodology for Buckinghamshire was devised by
the analysis of other HLC projects that have been successfully completed or are
currently in progress. Among the projects reviewed were: Cumbria, Cheshire, Devon,
Lancashire, Shropshire and the East of England. In addition the demands and
idiosyncrasies of the Buckinghamshire landscape have also been taken into account and
new approaches and techniques have also been introduced.
1.2. Location and Description of the Project Area
The project area comprises the modern administrative county of Buckinghamshire and
the Unitary Authority of Milton Keynes covering some 1800km2 and comprising 205
modern civil parishes.
The major historical influences on Buckinghamshire’s landscape have been described in
“A future for our past” (The Buckinghamshire Archaeological Management Plan).
Essentially, the county has three distinct historic landscape zones – North Bucks and the
Vale of Aylesbury, the Chilterns and a sliver of the Middle Thames Valley. North Bucks
and the Vale are part of the classic “planned landscape” of the English Midlands – an
area defined as the “Inner Midlands” of the Central Province by Roberts and Wrathmell
(2000). In contrast, the Chilterns and Thames are regarded as “ancient countryside” –
distinctive local regions of Robert and Wrathmell’s South-eastern Province – although
the Thames landscape is greatly changed by the modern development related to the
expansion of London. There are great historical differences between these zones in
terms of topography, settlement patterns, age of enclosed field systems, extent of
woodland, modern development etc. This dichotomy presents both a challenge to the
HLC methodology (previously mainly applied to “ancient countryside”) and an
opportunity to explore its application to “planned landscapes”.
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1.3. Reasons for Project
Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLC) aims to identify, describe and map the main
historic influences which have formed and define the present day landscape and provide
tools which are readily understandable by the non-specialist and useable in a variety of
land management contexts. The principal products of an HLC exercise are typically a
series of GIS- based data sets and a supporting report. The Bucks HLC will help
develop tools for practical input into landscape management decisions at a local level
including, if appropriate, further supplementary planning guidance. The overall outcome
should be a heightened understanding and appreciation of the historic landscape across
the community and in all aspects of planning and land management. The potential uses
of HLC are numerous – in Buckinghamshire the following are likely to be the main
immediate uses:
•

Landscape Characterisation - provision of historical depth to support and
complement the Landscape Plan for Buckinghamshire

•

Land Use Planning: – especially informing strategic planning, contributing to
supplementary planning guidance and providing a context for archaeological
development control advice.

•

Conservation: - particularly in relation to the Chilterns AONB, the County
Council’s proposed “Bernwood Project” in northwest Bucks and the targeting of
DEFRA agri-environment grants.

•

Public Outreach: – On-line access to the Bucks HLC will be an important
component of the “Unlocking Buckinghamshire’s Past” SMR Outreach Project.
Opportunities will be sought to engage local communities through this project and
the interpretation strands of conservation projects.

•

Research: – HLC will help stimulate research into the county’s historic
landscapes (for example in relation to the Bernwood & Whittlewood Projects and
by feeding into the proposed Solent-Thames sub-Regional Research
Frameworks Project)
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2. Resources
The Buckinghamshire HLC was undertaken using Buckinghamshire County Council’s
GIS ArcView 3.2 and ArcGIS 8.1 software applications utilising other electronic spatial
data. The project involved the creation of data by digitisation of polygons selected from
land parcels. Rather than utilising an external database, the metadata for the project is
self-contained, using the database tables within the application.
There are a myriad of sources that were potentially suitable for incorporation within the
HLC, but these were pared down to set number of core and ancillary sources. Few
datasets provide consistent coverage at county level. The Buckinghamshire HLC
therefore relied upon the modern Ordnance Survey maps, (digital Land- Line and 1:25
000 Explorer); vertical aerial photographs (1999), and first edition Ordnance Survey map
as core sources. The ancillary sources such as Ridge and Furrow mapping, Bryant’s
and Jeffreys’ county maps will be employed to aid further interpretation. The acquisition
of data from other historic maps such as tithe and estate plans, presented significant
logistical problems within the constraints of the project. It was necessary to utilise these
resources in a more strategic manner, using historic maps to inform the characterisation
of key areas of the landscape and then extrapolating data to the surrounding areas.
Vertical Aerial Photographs (1999)
Ordnance Survey MasterMap (2002/4)
Coverage: All
This data source is useful for informing the
current land use as well as and also former
earthworks such as Ridge and Furrow which
indicates an added time depth. Provides
additional information that black and white
maps

OS 1950s 6” maps
Ridge & Furrow Mapping

Coverage: Part
This dataset offers a dual role. Although not
comprehensive, these maps provide a source
on the cusp of agricultural change in Britain
with the technological and economic changes
to farming, which radically altered the
landscape.
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st

OS 1 edition 6” maps (1874 -1880)

Coverage: All
Most detailed dataset and main core study
from which to draw information. As a digital
st
map source in GIS, the 1 edition can be
directly overlaid onto modern Ordnance
Survey maps; the changes to landscape
become very apparent.

Ordnance Survey 2” Surveyor’s Drafts
(1800-1820)
Coverage: All
The most comprehensive and detailed scale
map of Buckinghamshire available for this
period, showing field boundaries.
The main strength of this source is its level of
detail, with the ability to show the extent of
former commons heaths and woodlands at a
time when the landscape of Buckinghamshire
was in transition from Parliamentary
Enclosure Acts. The main weakness is the
accuracy of this data; as these maps were
intended as drafts, the field boundaries tend
to be only an approximation rather than
anything exact.
Jefferys County Maps (1774)
Coverage: All
The main benefit of these maps is that it
provides another strand in the time depth
element. Strengths of this data show the
extent of commons and heaths in a landscape
of pre parliamentary enclosure and the
landscape changes which occurred as part of
the ‘agrarian revolution’ of the 18th and 19th
centuries. However given the scale there is no
information for field boundaries. The maps
main uses are limited to discerning the extent
and change of commons, heaths, woodland,
settlement and place names.
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3. Methodology Process
3.1. Paper Mapping
The first task was to undertake a paper mapping exercise. Using coloured pencils, the
surviving fields from parliamentary enclosure maps in the Buckinghamshire Record
Office (BRO), were annotated onto the Ordnance Survey Explorer 1:25,000 maps.
Buckinghamshire’s parliamentary enclosed land is well-documented and covered 37% of
the historic county. Enclosure was principally concentrated in the north of the county
where it affected almost the entire landscape of many parishes (Turner, M. 1973). In
view of the dominant importance of parliamentary enclosures in these areas it is
considered essential that this project properly characterises the impact of parliamentary
enclosure on the modern landscape both to understand its distinctive forms and
recognise the contributions of earlier landscapes which may have been preserved by the
parliamentary commissioners in much the same way that contemporary landscape parks
often did. It is also worth noting that north Bucks has some of the best preserved
medieval open field systems in Midland England (Hall, 2001) and it is hoped that a better
understanding of the process of enclosure may help understanding of this resource and
the targeting of conservation strategies. It is hoped that this study will begin to challenge
notions that parliamentary enclosures are simply modern, standardised, ubiquitous and
uninteresting – at their best they can probably be regarded as “designed landscapes”
which are as worthy of preservation as earlier field systems or even some contemporary
landscape parks. In this study it is proposed to map the extent of land affected by
parliamentary enclosure as recorded on ‘Inclosure’ maps available in the
Buckinghamshire Record Office. The analysis of the 1:25,000 paper maps will also be
an opportunity to discern distinct areas for digitisation by looking at the morphology of
fields and settlement areas and annotating distinctive land parcels on the maps, (see
below).

Ordnance Survey 1:25,000 map, annotated with the extent of Ludgershall parliamentary enclosure award (blue)
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3.2. Data Capture /Recording Polygon Data
After the annotation of the paper maps the next step was to digitise the defined
landscape areas using ArcView 3.2 and record the values in its database table. As a
guide, landscape features greater than c. 4 hectares in area were apportioned and
digitised. Smaller elements of the landscape will be noted as a ‘primary’ or ‘secondary
attribute’ within the polygon, on the grounds that these are too small to contribute
decisively to historic landscape character. However, there are some circumstances
where this rule of digitisation is not universally applied, such as the characterisation of
dispersed settlements, which merit recording as an important component of landscape,
and some woodland features.
The database recording of the values for each polygon is laid out in Table 1 and the
definitions for each field are elaborated below. The structure of the recording is designed
to be a deductive process that will hopefully aid decision making for each historic land
parcel.
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Table 1: Structure and sample of Bucks HLC data table

Attribute

Field Name

Sample Data

Required

Status

ID No

4

Yes

Auto

Place

Pickard’s Wood

No

Free txt

Character Groups

Woodland

Yes

Look up

Morphology Pattern

Irregular

No

Look up

Morphology Internal
Boundaries
Size
Boundary Change (post
1st edition)
No. of Fields

sinuous

No

Look up

Medium
N/A

Yes
No

Look up
Look up

N/A

No

Free txt

Place-Names

WOO

No

Look up

Water Features

PON

No

Look up

Clearings

Y

No

Look up

No

Look up

No

Look up

Roads
MIN
Aerial Photographs 1999 wa

No
Yes

Look up
Look up

OS Landline/Raster map wa

Yes

Look up

OS Explorer map

wa

Yes

Look up

OS 1950s map

Trees
Buildings

wa

No

Look up

st

wa

Yes

Look up

st

wa

No

Look up

wa

No

Look up

Bryant Map 1825

No

Look up

Jeffreys Maps

No

Look up

OS 1 edition 6’’
Interpretation

N/A

OS 1 edition 2”
surveyors
Enclosure Map

Date of Enclosure

1825

No

Look up

Relict Features & 2nd

EWK

No

Look up

Origins of Enclosure

N/A

No

Look up

Origins of Wood

SE

No

Look up

Yes

Look up

Yes

Look up

No

Free txt

Date
Confidence Level

PROB

Notes

Administration

Polygon Area

500.0000

Yes

Auto

Digitiser

D. Green

Yes

Auto

Date

09/09/2002

Yes

Auto
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3.2.1. Administration (Metadata)
i) Polygon ID No.
Unique identifier. Provides link to ArcView shapefile where polygon extent is digitised.
ii). Author & Date: Self-explanatory fields; each polygon is dated and signed.
3.2.2. Attributes
i). Character Groups
Once a particular area or land parcel has been identified by the consultation of the paper
map and supporting sources the first process is to determine the Landscape Character
Group. These have been predefined as:

Code
CIV

Definition
Civic: Hospitals, government offices, university campuses, utilities.

COM

Communications: Motorways & Service stations, Railway yards,
Aerodromes.
Enclosed Land: ‘Fieldscapes’

ENC
IND

LAN
MIL

OPN

Industrial: Indicates sites connected with mineral extraction. Data
derived from historic and modern OS maps and archaeological
surveys. Also other industrial/commercial complexes.
Land Use: A classifications of landscape that falls outside the other
principal HLC categories, known for their function, e.g. Nurseries.
Military: Shows all sites with military function including, army camps,
prisoner-of-war camps military airfields, etc. Derived from modern and
historic OS maps.
Open (Unenclosed) Land: Commons, Greens, Downland

PAR

Parkland: Historic parks and gardens. Derived primarily from EH
Register of Parks and Gardens and Bucks GIS layer.

REC

Recreation: 20th century leisure, golf courses, playing fields

SET

Settlement Towns, villages and urban areas

WAT

Water Large water bodies such as reservoirs and areas reclaimed from
mineral working
Woodland

WOO
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iii) ‘Morphology’ of the Landscape
One of the key elements of the HLC project is the analysis and recording of
‘morphology’. This essentially is an archaeologist’s perspective of looking at the shape
and pattern of the landscape; and trying to elucidate some interpretation and meaning.
The Buckinghamshire HLC bases its distinctions of landscape morphology upon the
work of other applied in landscape studies (Taylor 1974), (Rackham 1986), (Lewis, C. et
al 2001). The shape and evolution of a settlement or the appearance or the subtleties of
woodlands can indicate the development and past use of the landscape. Of all the broad
landscape types it is the field systems generically grouped as ‘enclosures’ that are the
most numerous and extensive. They also require the most skill to interpret and are in
many ways the key to the success of HLC. In landscapes such as the Chilterns which
have been intensively formed for millennia, the field patterns are the dominant historic
features of the landscape that give it its grain and ‘character’ (Roden 1973).
Understanding the pattern of fields and their origins is therefore a vital aspect of HLC.
To this end, the characteristics of field morphology, are recorded for the major observed
groups of fields as well as information of the approximate date of the field type. The
names are of simple terms such as ‘regular’ ‘irregular’ or semi irregular but each has a
distinct form that has great power to describe the origins and development of the
landscape in areas such as the Chilterns. Regular shaped fields are indicative of
surveyed or ‘planned countryside’ like parliamentary enclosure, whereas fields more
irregular in character can be an indicators of much older landscapes.

Fig.** Irregular Fields of Quarrendon, North of Aylesbury
(© Mike Farley)

Fig. ** Regular Parliamentary Enclosed fields of Bierton
(© Mike Farley)
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In order to decide what pattern characteristic to choose each polygon must have the
most prevalent Pattern Morphology as defined in the table below. The last three
settlement classifications will usually apply to ‘dispersed’ settlement and will usually be
too small for digitisation, these categories will appear as part of enclosures or open land
as a secondary element (see Buildings).

Enclosures
Regular (REG): Ruler Straight surveyed
boundaries according to a preconceived
geometry often associated with postmedieval surveying techniques, land
enclosed and fields enclosed under acts of
parliament.

Enclosures
Semi-Irregular (SEM): Fields organised
with a more complex geometry or a
pattern less exactly followed.

Enclosures

Irregular (IRR): Fields showing no
organisational pattern or attempt at
geometry.

Enclosures

Sinuous (SIN): ‘Stringy’ fields that often
associated with piecemeal enclosure,
water courses and woodland edge.
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Woodland
Curvilinear (CUR): Shape of woods that
follow a pre-existing boundary. The
boundary straggles across the country in a
series of curves changing direction every
few yards. (Rackham defines these as
sinuous).

Woodland
Rectilinear (REC): Woodland of more
regular geometric shape, often indicative
of designed or planted forestry plots and
woodland plantations, although sometimes
can be a remnant of an older wood.

Settlement
Nucleated Clusters (NUC): These are
agglomerated settlements where more than
five dwellings or farmsteads are grouped
together at a single point in a compact grid,
radial or cluster plan, sometimes around a
green, market place or other focus.

Settlement
Nucleated Regulated Streets and Rows:
These are linear settlements which are
arranged contiguously along a straight
street or green with boundaries which lie
at right angles to the street. The plots are
usually all of equal width.
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Settlement

Interrupted or Irregular Rows (INT):
These are dispersed settlements where
tofts are strung out along lanes, usually
separated from their neighbours by small
arable or pasture fields and often winding
for a kilometre or more.

Settlement
Common Edge Settlement (COM):
These forms of dispersed settlements are
similar to IN but here the tofts are perched
on the edges of tracts of common or heath
land, often close to the margins of
parishes or townships.

Settlement

Small Farm Cluster (FC): These
include farms and clusters of less
than five tofts

Settlement
Isolated Farmstead (IS): Individual
farmsteads are recorded in dispersed
landscape areas; where the presence of a
long established farm is a significant
component of historic landscape
character.
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iv). Internal Boundaries: In addition to the field or woodland pattern a secondary
classification of internal boundaries has been devised for discerning further subtleties in
field morphology. Again the predominant boundary type is noted.
str
cur
sin
wav
N/A

Straight
Curving
Semi Straight
Wavy
Not Applicable

v). Size: Applicable to enclosures, woodland and settlement.
S
M
L
N/A

Small: Enclosures less than 4 hectares
Medium: Enclosures between 4 to 25
hectares
Large: Enclosures greater than 25 hectares
Not Applicable

vi). Boundary Change: A further category shows the degree of boundary change within
enclosed areas between the periods of the current landline data and the 1st edition maps
(constant data source). The degree of loss and gain will be recorded in a look up table
and defined as:
a

No loss: Fields have no boundary loss since 1st edition or earlier.

b

Minimal loss: Fields that has some boundary loss (40% or less).
Although the land parcels within the polygon remain in a good state
of preservation.

c

Major loss: The polygon contains fields with more than 40% loss
although; character of the fields within is still retained.
Gain: Fields subdivided or increased, but retain overall original
character.
Not Applicable

d
N/A

vii). Place Names: Within the selected area for digitisation a further data field is
available for recording details from the 1:25,000 Explorer maps of any notable place
names that may assist in the interpretation of previous or current landscape use. The
pull down list of place names below is a provisional one with further scope for new
names to be added.
Code
ASST
FURL
COPP
WOOD
GREE

Place name
Assarted Field
Furlong
Coppice/Copse
Wood
Green

15

Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Characterisation

SPIN
FURZ
COMM
SHAW
HANG
LEIG
GROV
MARS
PARK
PLAN

Appendix 2

Spinney
Furze
Common
Shaw
Hanger
Leigh/Ley
Grove
Marsh
Park
Plantation

viii) Secondary Features: There are some landscape aspects that are too small to
digitise but in some way may constitute a significant element in the landscape, these will
be recorded as secondary features with fields for the following:
Theme
Buildings

Water
Features

Trees

Clearings
Roads

Code
FC
CM
CO
LN
MO
IS
IN
ORN
PON
STR
CAN
COP
ORN
DIS
PLA
ABU
HED
Y
N
MIN
MAJ
ROM
WIN
TRA
MTW
RWY
RID

Distinctions
Small Farm Cluster
Common Edge Settlement
Country House
Linear Settlement
Modern Housing (Estates)
Isolated Farmstead
Industrial
Ornamental Lakes
Ponds
Streams
Canal
Small Copse
Ornamental
Disp. Tree Cover
Plantation
Abundant Tree Cover
Pronounced Woodland Hedgerows
Yes
No
Minor Road
Major Road
Roman Road
Winding Road
Trackways
Motorways
Railways
Woodland Rides
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3.2.3 Interpretation
Once the attributes have been defined, an interpretation of the dominant polygon type is
allocated based on the map sources. The interpretative section of the HLC has been
subdivided into eight sets of columns each containing basic interpretative statements
qualified with the source to chart the time depth change of a particular land parcel. This
is achieved by using a stratigraphic method starting with the most recent source (current
Landline data & Aerial Photos) going back to the earliest 1st edition OS map or where
necessary, Enclosure maps or detailed County surveys undertaken by Bryant and
Jeffreys. At each stage an assessment is made whether the land-use has changed over
time or has remained the same. A list of Buckinghamshire Landscape Interpretations
has been defined in a look up table in ArcView/ArcGIS.
ec

ei

ee

es
en

em
ep

et

eu
as

Enclosure (Pre 18th Century ‘Co-axial’): Morphologically
this category of enclosure has a sinuous pattern with small,
elongated fields. The enclosure layout can be dictated by
topography but still indicative of older field systems.
Enclosure (Pre 18th Century Irregular): Piecemeal
enclosure is applied where enclosures appear to have been
established on a field-by-field basis. Morphologically, ‘ei’
can vary considerably in shape and size.

ENCLOSURE

Parliamentary Enclosure: Planned, generally large-scale
enclosure, of open field and sometimes wastes occurring
through Buckinghamshire from c. 1740- c. 1860.
Parliamentary enclosure normally possesses a distinctive,
organised layout with ruler straight boundaries and often with
contemporaneous roads or trackways.
Parliamentary Enclosure: Allotments that have been
subsequently divided soon after enclosure.
Enclosure (19th Century): Morphologically similar to
parliamentary enclosure, although not always laid out with
quite the same precision. Planned private enclosure of
wastes and open field will be identifiable particularly in areas
where the extents of parliamentary enclosure are already
known.
Crofts (Medieval/Post Medieval)
Enclosure (Prairie Fields): Characterised by widespread
boundary removal and/or rationalisation, resulting in large
(sometimes irregular) enclosures. Modern improvements
occur largely post- 1950.
Enclosure 20th Century: Can vary but are usual regular in
morphology, but are defined here as parcels of enclosures
that represent an expansion of agricultural land into wastes
and common pasture and alterations of older enclosures.
Enclosure (Pre 18th Century Sinuous)
Assarted Enclosures In this instance, assarting refers to
the enclosure and clearance of wooded areas, resulting in
patterns of small, irregular enclosures interspersed with
woodland.

ENCLOSURE

ENCLOSURE

ENCLOSURE
ENCLOSURE

ENCLOSURE
ENCLOSURE

ENCLOSURE

ENCLOSURES
ENCLOSURES
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ht
dw
cm

se

st

ef

pp

dp

wp
wc
wr

ws
wa

wo
rl

Heaths
Downland: Areas of grassland uplands predominately in the
Chiltern Hills
Commons & Greens: Village greens are a visible element
of many villages in Buckinghamshire but have not always
survived due to encroachment of settlement and enclosure.
They were important communally used areas that often
formed the point of departure for driftways or outgang along
which stock was taken to summer pastures. Former wastes
and commons frequently retain the physical evidence of past
industrial activities such as mining, quarrying and peat
cutting.
Settlement (Pre 1885): Built environment in towns and
urban areas existing at the time of the 1st edition Ordnance
Survey map.
Settlement (Post 1885): Built environment after 1st edition
date, urban development in Buckinghamshire mostly after
the 1950s.
Furlong Strips: Long thin enclosures with parallel curving
boundaries. This category is a direct indicator of open field,
the enclosures representing the shape of previous cultivation
strips.
Parkland (16th 19th Century) This category applies to areas
of landscape that have a noticeable ornamental element.
Often associated with Manor houses ornamental parklands
date from the 16th century, although most examples in
Buckinghamshire are of 18th or 19th century date.
Medieval Deer Park: Medieval parklands were normally
large, single enclosures that both preserved the diminishing
habitat of deer and provided potent status symbols for their
owners. They are sometimes visible in the present
landscape as discrete running boundaries often forming
large enclosures, oval in shape or with rounded corners.
Woodland Pasture: Pollarded woodland for the grazing of
Livestock.
Woodland Coniferous Plantation: Used where there are
clear indications of woodland for commercial forestry.
Woodland (Ancient Replanted) Ancient woodland sites
where the original native tree cover has been felled and
replaced by planting, usually with conifers and usually this
century.
Woodland Secondary (18th –19th Century):
Encroachment of woodland since Jeffreys and OS 1st edition
Woodland (Ancient Semi Natural): Ancient woodland sites
that have retained the native tree and shrub cover that has
not been planted, although it may have been managed by
coppicing or felling and allowed to regenerate naturally.
Orchards
Riverine Landscape: Areas of large river catchment,
(Thames) of sinuous nature. This includes riverbanks, eyots,

Appendix 2

OPEN LAND
OPEN LAND
OPEN LAND

SETTLEMENT

SETTLEMENT

ENCLOSURES

PARKLAND

PARKLAND

WOODLAND
WOODLAND
WOODLAND

WOODLAND
WOODLAND

WOODLAND
WATER
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rw
mf
rr
id
in
de

me
mw
ng
ag
fw
ui
hs
gc
sh
ut
tr
tg
pm
ap
mr
rr
mo
of
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mills and moorings.
Water Reservoir: Self Explanatory
Flooded Restored Mineral Extraction: Gravel Pits
Rowing Lake:
Industrial (disused)
Industrial (post 1885)
Disused Mineral Extraction: Some areas of present
agricultural or recreational land have previously been subject
to intense industrial activity between the O.S. 1st edition and
present O.S. coverage (e.g. open casting, gravel extraction,
landfill sites etc). The category provides a method of
indicating this activity whilst retaining the definition of present
status.
Mineral Extraction
Meadow: Generally sinuous enclosures alongside rivers and
streams.
Nursery with Glasshouses: 20th century market gardening
Allotments:
Watercress Farming: Commercial watercress beds
Unimproved Rough Ground
Hospitals, Schools, Universities:
Government and Civic Centres
Shopping Centres
Utilities: Power Stations, Water Works etc.
Recreation (20th Century) leisure, playing fields etc.
Golf Courses
Military (post Medieval): Barracks, training grounds
Disused Airfields: extant former WWII airfields
Airfields: Civil airfield
Motorways: M40, M4
Railway Marshalling/Goods Yards
Mixed Origin:
Open Fields: Often quite large areas that were farmed
communally in cultivation strips during the Medieval and
early post-medieval periods. Open fields were subject to
different processes and timescales of enclosure and so can
be indicated by many morphological forms.
Unknown: Land parcels of uncertain provenance.
Highlights the need for further research where the origins (or
a particular phase) of an area development are unclear.

WATER
WATER
WATER
INDUSTRIAL
INDUSTRIAL
INDUSTRIAL

INDUSTRIAL
LANDUSE
LANDUSE
LANDUSE
LANDUSE
LANDUSE
CIVIC
CIVIC
CIVIC
CIVIC
RECREATION
RECREATION
MILITARY
MILITARY
COMMUNICATIONS
COMMUNICATIONS
COMMUNICATIONS
RELICTLANDSCAPE

Examples
This approach breaks the overall interpretation assigned to any area down into its
constituent parts and allows for a huge variety of potential combinations. It will be the
requirement to complete four data fields; Landline Data, Aerial Photographs, OS
Explorer and OS 1st edition. An example of an entry where the characteristics of
polygon has not changed is likely to is likely to appear as:
Aerial

OS

Explorer

OS 1950s

OS 1st

Enclosure

Bryant

Jeffreys
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Edition

Map

ee

ee

ee

NA

NA

So if no new ‘Landscape Character/Stratigraphic Position’ entry is made, then the
character type of later periods must be assumed to be the same as that of the previous
period for which an entry was made. More complex interpretations requiring more
columns would indicate modern fields, formerly parliamentary enclosure in turn enclosed
from commons. For example:
Aerial
Photograph
s
et

OS
Landline

OS
Explorer

OS 1950s

OS 1st
edition

et

et

ee

ee

Enclosur
e
map
ee

Bryant

Jeffreys

cm

cm

i). Origins of Enclosure: After assigning the time depth, two data fields are used by the
digitiser to make an assessment of the origins of the land parcel. This list should
eventually cover all permutations of enclosure origin.
ENOF
ENAF
ENPA
AENC
ASST
RECH
N/A

Enclosed from Open field
Enclosed from older fields
Enclosed from Pasture
Ancient or Old Enclosure
Assarted from Woodland
Reclaimed from Commons/Heathland
Not Applicable

ii). Origins of Woodland: Categories of woodland origin are in part derived from the
classifications devised by English Nature and woodland evolution described by
Rackham (1986). ‘Ancient’ is defined as being in existence by 1600 with the ‘Secondary’
classification applying to woodland after this date.
ANCG
APLN
SGEN
SPLN
SECG
WENC
WCOM
WPAK
N/A

Ancient (General)
Ancient Replanted
Secondary Regenerated
Secondary Plantation
Secondary (General)
Secondary Wood from Enclosed Fields
Secondary Wood from Commons
Secondary Wood from Parkland
Not Applicable

iii). Period: A date is also given to the digitised area. The framework for dating is based
around the constraints of the known map sources from Jeffreys maps to the modern
OS editions. This is preferable to making speculative judgements for specific
periods, e.g. prehistoric, medieval, that cannot be properly substantiated. An
opportunity for further elaboration on dating of land parcels can be expanded in the
notes section below.
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Pre- 1774: This category is deliberately broad because with earlier periods of
enclosure it is often easier to assign an interpretative category (see next section)
to a parcel of land than to accurately interpret a date. Nevertheless it will be
possible to identify likely dates for some areas of pre- 1770 enclosure and these
will be coded within the comments field.
1774- 1885: Encompasses much of the ‘Enclosure Period’, characterised by
large scale regular enclosure of wastes and commons, and some remnant areas
of open field. The formation of country houses and parks. The cut-off date of
1885 represents the O.S. first edition map. All pre- 1885 settlement is placed
within this category.
1885-1950s: This period is one of industrial expansion, increase in railway
network. A large degree of post- 1885 settlement is placed within this category.
Post- 1950s: The post 1950 period is characterised by widespread agricultural
improvements, re-alignment of field boundaries and in arable areas, the removal
of boundaries to allow mechanisation and maximise crop yields, (particularly in
lowland areas). Large-scale mineral extraction and the growth of urbanisation
within south Buckinghamshire.
N/A: Used on unenclosed areas such as moorland and downland where a date
cannot be assigned.

iv). Relict: Previous Historic Character. The predominant interpretations of relict
features will be achieved through a combination of map regression, the observations
made from aerial photographs and information gleaned from archaeological surveys
such as the English Heritage datasets for surviving ridge and furrow (Hall 2001). There
are occasions when more than one relict type can be detected in a defined landscape
area. In order that other relict elements can be recorded a second field has been
provided. More categories of relict features can be added as the project progresses.

PRE
ROM
DMV
FSH
R&F
CAS
EWK
QUY
GAR
PIT
N/A

Prehistoric Earthworks
Roman Earthworks
Deserted Medieval Village
Fishpond Earthworks
Ridge & Furrow
Castle/Moat
Earthworks (Other)
Quarry
Garden Earthworks
Clay/Lime Pits
Not Applicable

v). Confidence: As noted above, ‘confidence’ relates the overall conclusion of the
polygon from morphology to interpretation. Quantifying these terms is very hard but
can be split into 4 categories:
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Certain: means there is no doubt that during the period indicated,
the polygon had the given landscape character. Where landscape
types are identified and dated through documentary source,
landscape surveys or other research.
Probable: Applied to areas of landscape that are morphologically
typical of a specific character type or period. – indicates a strong
degree of likelihood 80% chance.
Possible: Indicates a reasonable degree of likelihood perhaps
over 50% confidence.
Unsure: Used in circumstances of type or date through
morphology
Less than 50% confidence.

vi). Notes: This is a free text field to justify the interpretation and reinforce the
confidence level. It is also an opportunity for the digitiser to note any other changes or
features of interest.
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Selecting Data 1 – Process of Data Creation
The analysis of the 1:25,000 paper
maps was also an opportunity to discern
distinct areas for digitisation by looking
at the morphology of fields and
settlement areas and annotating
distinctive land parcels on the maps,
(see below).

1:25,000 OS Explorer maps annotated to demarcate
landscape parcels for digitisation. In this instance an area
picked out because of its distinct irregular morphology.

OS 2” Surveyor’s map shows that this particular landscape
has remained unchanged since this time (and possibly
earlier).

Once data sources have been checked to show landscape
continuity, the enclosures are digitised as a ‘polygon’ and
additional attributes recorded.
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Selecting Data 2 – Process of Data Creation

Other interpretations of
landscape are more complex,
containing a number of
landscape types and a complex
time depth. These images
show the changes to common
land and woodland in Princes
Risborough.

2000 Aerial Photograph, predominately woodland landscape

Ancient Semi Natural
Woodland
Park and Garden

Secondary Woodland

1st edition OS map 1880 shows the increase in woodland growth

HLC Interpretation based on the current and historic maps

Ancient Semi Natural
Woodland
Park and Garden

Downland

Fig.** 2”t OS Surveyor’s Draft 1810. Landscape of common land/downland
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The Geographical Information System (GIS) Database
Once the list of landscape types and maps has been produced, a key part of HLC is the
creation of a GIS database to record the new information. This is a complex and
sophisticated electronic tool, which enables the information to be recorded in a way,
which is quick, highly flexible and is capable of being expressed in an almost infinite
variety of ways. GIS is in simple terms an intelligent, electronic mapping system and the
HLC database enables two-dimensional shapes, each of which has a wide variety of
information about its historic character, to be overlaid on the OS map. The structure of
the approach implies time depth within the database, recording palimpsests within the
landscape. The advantage of GIS over paper-based systems is its flexibility. A range of
questions may be quickly asked of the database and the answers may be represented in
many different ways, for example, charts, graphs, or maps to suit the geographic scale,
the audience looking at the map or to emphasise one type over another – amongst many
others. The maps may be dynamic, being easily altered as new information is
forthcoming, or to amend errors etc, making HLC a continual and ongoing process that
is never really finished. It is this, which makes HLC such a powerful product that has a
wide variety of applications including research, conservation and strategic planning.
.

Fig. **: The GIS and database for the
Buckinghamshire/Milton Keynes HLC Project
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Time depth
A key objective of HLC mapping is to look at the evidence for parts of ancient
landscapes, which have survived within the present landscape. The ancient landscape
comprises such things as medieval ‘open fields’, Parliamentary field enclosures,
occasionally Roman or prehistoric fields. Linear features such as parish boundaries,
trackways may also have very ancient origins. In many cases the date of these
components of the landscape are not known with any certainty, but they may be simply
labelled as ‘pre medieval’ or ‘pre-enclosure’, maybe even ‘prehistoric’.
The landscapes that have surviving evidence of several - or more - periods of
landscape change are said to have a long ‘time-depth’ and this is a key concept of
landscape archaeology and HLC. In simple terms, in such landscapes you can look
back in time through successive phases of landscape change. However, in most cases
the changes are gradual and incremental and require analysis and some conjecture in
order to reconstruct the many processes and driving forces behind such landscape
change.
In order to aid this process and also to consider the affects of more recent changes in
the landscape, it is necessary to compare the landscape as shown in 19th maps with that
of more recent times. In the HLC of the Chilterns counties, this has meant comparing
the Ordnance Survey 19th century maps with those dated to 1950 and the current maps.
Each parcel, exhibiting differences within the landscape are therefore described in
c.1880, 1950 and c.2000 on the GIS database and any differences between the dates
are also noted on the database. This means that analysis of field systems - such as
considering time-depth - may be carried out from the 19th century mapped evidence to
present day.
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Figs. illustrate the process by which the HLC time depth is recorded. At Heath in Great
Missenden, Buckinghamshire, the landscape change can be charted in some detail from
1811 where the 2” surveyors map shows an area of landscape consisting of a common
(yellow) a number of irregular fields to the north (purple) and small areas of woodland. By the
1st edition 6” map of 1878 the landscape has been altered with the advent of parliamentary
enclosure act in 1850 dividing the common into regular fields (the pale blue area). The latest
episode of landscape change can be seen with the eventual encroachment of housing by the
20th century (red area), although other areas of the landscape have remained relatively
unchanged such as the area of irregular fields and the woodland areas (green).

Fig .** OS 1:2500 Landline Data 2002

Fig.** OS 6” 1st edition Map 1878
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Comparing the 19th century maps with the more recent maps also means that the
process of such landscape change in the 20th century may be considered. For instance,
the processes of field boundary loss from hedgerow removal and the inexorable march
of development from housing, industry and leisure can both be accurately mapped and
analysed on HLC. This in turn may be used to identify both the process of 20th century
landscape change and identify important historic landscapes that still survive intact and
may be targeted for conservation. Also watersheds of change may be identified within
this process.
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Annex A: Map Data

Core Data

Format
GIS & Hard Copy

Bucks
Coverage
All

Vertical Aerial
Photographs
OS Land Line Data
OS Raster Map
1:10,000
OS Explorer 1:25,000
OS 1950s 6” maps
OS 1st edition 6”
maps
OS 1st edition 2”
surveyors

SMR/Network

Digital
Digital

All
All

BCC
BCC

Hard Copy
Hard Copy
Hard Copy

Part
Part
All

SMR
BCC
SMR

Micro Fiche

All

SMR

Ancillary Data

Format

Location

Jefferys County Maps
1774
Bryant County Maps
1825
Enclosure Maps
Ridge & Furrow
Mapping
Tithe Maps
Sites and Monuments
Data
Ancient Semi-Natural
Woodland
EH Register of Parks
and Gardens
Geological Maps
Roberts & Wrathmall
Data
Contouring Mapping
Buckinghamshire
SMR
Estate plans
Conservation areas

Maps

Bucks
Coverage
All

Maps

All

SMR

Maps & text
Maps

Part
Part

Local Studies
SMR

Maps & text
GIS

Part
All

Local Studies
Network

GIS

All

Network

GIS

All

Network

GIS
GIS

All

Network
Network

GIS
DB and GIS

All

Network
BCC

Hard copy maps
Digital , hard copy
maps
Hard copy maps
and text; digital
soon
Digital

Part
All

BRO
BCC, District
Councils
NT

Part

Hard copy text

All

NT landscape
surveys
Landuse data
(Landscape Change
project)
Countryside

Limited

Location

SMR

Published
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Character areas
(Countryside Agency)

and maps

BCC- Buckinghamshire County Council
BRO – Centre for Buckinghamshire Studies
NT – National Trust (South Regional Office, Cirencester)
Survey

Appendix 2

material

EH – English Heritage
EN – English Nature
BGS – British Geological
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Annex B: ‘Inclosure Maps’ in the Buckinghamshire Record Office
Parish
Adstock
Akeley-cum-Stockholt
Amersham
Aston Clinton
Aston Clinton
Aston Clinton
Astwood
Astwood
Aylesbury
Barton Harshorn and
Chetwode
Bledow
Bletchley
Brayfield
Bow Brickhill
Great Brickhill
Little Brickhill
Buckingham
(Gawcott Prebend End)
Buckland
Chalfont St Peter
Cheddington & Ivinghoe
Cheddington & Ivinghoe
Chetwode
Steeple Claydon
Cold Brayfield
Cold Brayfield
Colnbrook
Datchet
Dinton
Drayton Parslow
Edlesborough
Edlesborough
Ellesborough & Gt Kimble
Emberton
Fanham Royal
Fenny Stratford
Fenny Stratford
Foscott
Foscott
Gowcott
Granborough
Haddenham
Hanslope
Hitcham

Map Date
1798
1794
1816
1816
1814-15
1816
1802
1840
1771
1813

Reference
IR/11.R
IR/72A.R
IR/72A.R
IR/51.R
IR/51A.R
D/BMT/4.R (parish copy)
Ma/10/1.R
IR/90 Q
IR/19A.R
IR/56 Q

1812
1813
1801
1791
1772
1797
1803

IR/46 R
IR/96 Q
IR/96 Q
IR.27 R (1793 award)
IR/28 (ii) R
IR/29 (i) R
IR/52 BR

1844
1846
1856
1856
1813
1795
1801
1801
1815
1833
1803
1798
1865
1865
1805
1799
1831
1791
1813
No date
No Date
1803
1796
1820
1828
1779

IR/89 Q
IR/44 Q
IR/78 R
PR 41/26/1 R
IR/56 Q
IR/69/2 R
IR/25a R
PR 126/25/1
IR/54 R
IR 66A
IR 63 AR
IR/107 R
IR/75 (ii) R [H]
IR/75 (i) R [A]
IR/91 Q
IR/10 R
IR 68. B
IR/27 R
IR/96 Q
BAS Maps 41
(BAS 2/63 9 (part))
IR/52a – c.R
IR/53 R
Ma /55a-bR
IR/97Q
IR/133 R
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Horton
Great Horwood
Great Horwood
Little Horwood

1799
1812
1842
1844

Hughenden
Hughenden
Hulcott
Iver
Iver
Ivinghoe
Ivinghoe
Ivinghoe & Cheddington
Great & Little Kimble
Little Kimble
Langley Marsh
Langley Marsh
Ledburn Green
Lee
Lee
Lillingstone Dayrell
Long Crendon
Loughton
Lugershall
Maids Moreton
Maids Moreton
Maids Moreton
Great Marlow
Little Marlow
Marsh Gibbon
Marsworth
Mentmore
Great Missenden
Little Missenden
Moulsoe
Mursley
Mursley
Nash
Nash
Newport Pagnell
Newton Blossonville
Newton Blossonville
Newton Longville
Newton Longville
North Marston
North Marston
North Marston
Oakley
Oakley

1859
1857
1780
1801
1801
1821
1856
1857
1805
1812
1809
1815
1839
1856
1856
1871
1827
1769
1780
1803
1803
1803
1855
1821
1852
1811
1839
1855
1854
1802
1819
1819
1830-31
1830-31
1808
1811
1811
1840
1841
1778
1778
1778
1821
1821
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IR/43Q
IR/131A.R
IR/39 R
IR/100 Q (Enclosure Map of Whaddon
Chase)
IR/81 R (2 maps)
D/BMT/78 R
IR/1.A.R
IR/35 R
Ma/TR/9.R
IR/92.A.Q
IR/78.R
PR 41/26/1 R
IR/91Q
IR/91 BR
IR/55 R
IR/54 R
IR/62 R
D/B
IR/36 R
IR/37 R
IR/95 Q
IR/143 R
IR/109 R
IR/64 R
IR 52 b R
IR 52 d R
IR/86 R
IR/57 R
IR 88 Q
IR/58a Q
IR/62 R
IR/83 A-BR C-D
PR 149/26/1R
IR/59 R
IR/59 R
IR/60 c Q+R
IR/49 A R
IR/49 Q
IR/67.2.R
IR/79a
PR 154/26/1
IR/65 c
IR/65 F &R
Ma/279.R (reconstruction 1982)
D 178 /23/1-2
D 178/24
IR/93 Q
PR 158/26/1
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Padbury
Penn
Pitstone
Pitstone
Quainton
Radnage
Monks Risborough
Princes Risborough
Princes Risborough
Princes Risborough
Rowsham
Salcey & Hanslope
Saunderton
Shenley Brook End
Sherrington
Sherrington
Singleborough
Slapton (see Horton)
Stewkeley
Stewkeley
Stewkeley
Stoke Hammond
Stoke Hammond
Stoke Poges & Wexham
Stokenchurch
Stokenchurch
Stone
Taplow
Taplow

1795
1855
1840
1854
1841
1858
1839
1821
1821
1823
1798
1828
1807
1851
1796
1797
1800
1810
1811
1811
1814
1774
1798
1822
1858
1859
1777
1787
1787

Thornborough
Towersey
Turweston
Upon cum Chalvey
Walton Eaton
Weedon
Wendover
Wendover (Bottendon Hill)
Weston Turville
Weston Turville
Wexham
Whaddon & Nash
Whaddon & Nash
Whaddon (Chase)
Wing
Wingrave with Rowsham
Wooburn
Wraysbury
Chipping Wycombe

1798
1825
1814
1822
1813
1802
1795
1856
1799
1799
1822
1830/31
1831
1844
1798
1798
1803
1800
1864
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IR/4.1.R
IR/77 R
D/BMT/101/1.R
IR/76.IR
IR/73 R
IR/40 R
IR/94 Q
D42/G2 T showing old enclosures
IR/22.2R
IR/87 Q A Upper B Lower
IR/104 R
IR/97 Q
IR/61 R
IR/41 (ii) R
MaR/28 Negative Photostat
IR/105 R
IR/131 A.R
IR/48 C.R (Working map)
IR/110 R (working map)
IR/110 a.T
IR/114 A
IR/102 Inclosure Map
IR/9 R
IR/138c Q
IR/115c
IR/115 B.R
IR/2/2 R
IR/70 R
IR/70 A.L. Inclosures and old
allotments
IR/71 R
IR/18 R
IR/98 Q
IR/106 Q
IR/96 Q
IR/99 Q
IR/26 R
IR/50 R
IR/8 A
D/BMT 146 R
IR/138 CQ
IR/49 B R
IR/49 Q
IR/104.R
IR/30/1
IR/104.R
IR/141 b.T
IR/111. B
D183/136 Enclosure if St John’s
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High Wycombe

1868
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Wood
IR/42 R
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Annex C

1. Buckingham,
Akeley, Foscott,
Maids Moreton,
Thornborough

3.Wendover
& The Lee
2.Quarrendon,
Waddesdon, Fleet
Marston

4.Taplow, Hedsor
Dorney and
Burnham
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Annex D: Areas of Buckinghamshire Covered by Landscape Research
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Historic Landscape Characterisation
Buckinghamshire

“In defining planning policies for the countryside, authorities should take account
of the historical dimension of the landscape as a whole rather than concentrate on
selected areas.
Adequate understanding is an essential preliminary and
authorities should assess the wider historic landscape at an early stage in
development plan preparation.”
Planning Policy Guidance 15 : Planning and the Historic Environment.

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1 HISTORY OF RESEARCH
The time-depth of the Buckinghamshire landscape has been widely recognised and
studied. Informed syntheses aimed at a popular audience include Professor Michael
Reed’s “The Buckinghamshire Landscape” (published in 1979 and still an invaluable
source) and “The Chilterns” (Hepple & Doggett, 1994). There are also a number of
important published academic works – e.g. Professor’s Turner’s research on
Parliamentary Enclosure (Turner, 1973), Roden on Chiltern field systems (Roden, 1965),
Chibnall on the parishes around Sherrington, (e.g. Chibnall, 1965), the MKAU’s parish
surveys (Croft & Mynard, 1993) and a Leverhulme funded medieval settlement study
(Lewis, Mitchell-Fox and Dyer, 1997) – as well as a plethora of local studies of variable
focus and quality.
Important current research includes the “Whittlewood Project” (University of Leicester),
various work undertaken by the National Trust (e.g. at Stowe) and local studies (e.g. The
Black Hedge LHI Project). Current and prospective County Council and Chilterns AONB
Projects are also beginning to include local historic landscape studies – e.g. Chiltern
Chalk Streams, Chilterns Chalk Downland, Wing and Rowsham Bypasses, NW of
Aylesbury Study, Langley Park Restoration, Bernwood Project etc. There is a need to
assess and assimilate the published material into a countywide HLC and to provide a
consistent methodology and countywide context for current research.

1.2 HISTORY OF THE BUCKINGHAMSHIRE LANDSCAPE
The major historical influences on Buckinghamshire’s landscape have been described in
“A future for our past” (The Buckinghamshire Archaeological Management Plan) and are
summarised in Appendix 1. Essentially, the county has three distinct historic landscape
zones – North Bucks and the Vale of Aylesbury, the Chilterns and a sliver of the Middle
Thames Valley. North Bucks and the Vale are part of the classic “planned landscape” of
the English Midlands – an area defined as the “Inner Midlands” of the Central Province
by Roberts and Wrathmell (2000). In contrast, the Chilterns and Thames are regarded
as “ancient countryside” – distinctive local regions of Robert’s and Wrathmell’s South-
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eastern Province – although the Thames landscape is greatly changed by the modern
development related to the expansion of London. There are great historical differences
between these zones in terms of topography, settlement patterns, age of enclosed field
systems, extent of woodland, modern development etc. This dichotomy presents both a
challenge to the HLC methodology (previously mainly applied to “ancient countryside”)
and an opportunity to explore its application to “planned landscapes”.

1.3 THE POLICY CONTEXT
National policy guidance set out in PPG 15 (Planning and the Historic Environment)
stresses the need for adequate understanding of the whole historic landscape at an
early stage in development plan preparation [my italics]. It states that plans should
protect its most important components whilst encouraging development consistent with
maintaining overall historic character.
The Buckinghamshire County Structure Plan (1991-2011 – adopted 1996) included
policies to protect important historic and archaeological sites and stated a commitment to
publish a “Buckinghamshire Landscape Strategy” which would (inter alia) provide a
“county-wide framework for …the protection, development and interpretation of historic
landscapes…”. The Structure Plan is currently under review providing an opportunity to
identify historic landscape characterisation as a key issue. The Landscape Plan for
Buckinghamshire (Part 1 : landscape character assessment) was published in 2000 and
has been adopted by the County Council as supplementary planning guidance. It
includes a general description of the county’s historic landscapes. Part 2 of the
Landscape Plan is in preparation. It will comprise an Action Programme for landscape
conservation and management including (and as far as possible informed by) this HLC
study.
Another relevant positive policy statement on historic landscapes is to be found in the
“Management Plan for the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty” (1994) which
is currently being reviewed and will, when formally adopted, have a statutory status.
Finally, the Buckinghamshire Archaeological Management Plan “A future for our past”
adopted in 2000 recognises the importance of the historic dimension of the whole
landscape.

1.4 THE PURPOSE AND USES OF HLC
Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLC) aims to identify, describe and map the main
historic influences which have formed and define the present day landscape and provide
tools which are readily understandable by the non-specialist and useable in a variety of
land management contexts. The principal products of an HLC exercise are typically a
series of GIS- based data sets and a supporting report. The Bucks HLC will help
develop tools for practical input into landscape management decisions at a local level
including, if appropriate, further supplementary planning guidance. The overall outcome
should be a heightened understanding and appreciation of the historic landscape across
the community and in all aspects of planning and land management. The potential uses
of HLC are numerous – in Buckinghamshire the following are likely to be the main
immediate uses:
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Landscape Characterisation - provision of historical depth to support and
complement the Landscape Plan for Buckinghamshire
Land Use Planning – especially informing strategic planning, contributing to
supplementary planning guidance and providing a context for archaeological
development control advice.
Conservation - particularly in relation to the Chilterns AONB, the County Council’s
proposed “Bernwood Project” in northwest Bucks and the targeting of MAFF agrienvironment grants.
Public Outreach – On-line access to the Bucks HLC will be an important component
of the “Unlocking Buckinghamshire’s Past” SMR Outreach Project. Opportunities will
be sought to engage local communities through this project and the interpretation
strands of conservation projects.
Research – HLC will help stimulate research into the county’s historic landscapes
(for example in relation to the Bernwood & Whittlewood Projects and by feeding into
the proposed Solent-Thames sub-Regional Research Frameworks Project)

1.5 HLC METHODOLOGIES
Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLC) aims to create an interpretative model of the
historic dimension of the present day landscape. Although HLC methodologies can
explicitly consider the totality of the present day landscape, recent English Heritage
sponsored projects have been principally concerned with the origins and development of
the main components of the modern rural landscape (e.g. field patterns, historic parks
and gardens, woodlands etc) and only secondarily with other visible elements of the
historic landscape (e.g. settlement patterns, linear features such as roads and rivers,
ancient monuments etc). Non-visible features such as buried archaeological sites and
past landscapes are not considered.
English Heritage’s Extensive Urban Survey
Programme is currently developing methodologies based on HLC for the
characterisation of historic urban areas (Thomas, 2001). In Bucks, a pilot project within
the Chiltern’s AONB is developing an historic river characterisation methodology whilst
the Whittlewood and Bernwood Projects in North Bucks use, or are proposing to use,
historic map regression techniques to model past landscapes. It is therefore important to
recognise that this Bucks HLC project is simply one contribution (albeit a major one)
towards a much wider and longer term aim of understanding and mapping historic
landscape change across Buckinghamshire.
Across the country a variety of different approaches have been taken to HLC which, for
purposes of English Heritage’s current national HLC Method Review, have been given
the working description of : Classification-led, Document-led, Attribute-based. It is
intended that the national HLC Method Review will produce guidelines for future HLC
projects. The Buckinghamshire HLC will take account of the results of the national HLC
method review as far as is practical once they are available. At present it is envisaged
that the methodology will be based on Attribute and Documentary evidence with
Classification being an interpretative outcome (see Appendices 2 and 3). Consultation
with practitioners during the development of this project design did not lead to the
identification of any one preferred “off the peg” methodology but did highlight certain key
issues:
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•

The imposition of pre-defined historic landscape types on to a modern map without
explicit evidence/verification in some early HLCs gives cause for concern and will be
avoided.

•

Some HLC’s (notably “East of England”) appear perhaps too technology-led and
reductionist (a case of “not seeing the wood for the trees”?) – Bucks will aim to
ensure that widely recognised and documentable historical land uses, processes and
administrative structures (e.g. parliamentary enclosure, emparkment or township
structure) are not overwhelmed by more abstract morphological classifications.

•

Methodologies which reject historic map evidence as a primary source (e.g.
Herefordshire) and rely solely on identifying significant patterns on modern maps
give concerns similar to those above, albeit for different reasons. Preliminary
examination of two areas of Buckinghamshire suggested that this methology would
be too subjective a process to provide a useful and reliable primary historic
characterisation method. Nevertheless, the emphasis on recognising and analysing
landscape “stratigraphy” appears valuable and applicable to the Bucks landscape.

1.6 THE PROPOSED BUCKINGHAMSHIRE APPROACH TO HLC
The proposed “Buckinghamshire Approach to HLC” does not seek to be a radical
departure from existing methodologies but rather to develop a local variant of the best
(and most locally applicable) of the existing methodologies and the recommendations of
the HLC Method Review. Moreover, we see this HLC project as part of a longer term
process of historic characterisation involving study of settlement character (e.g. EUS),
linear features (e.g. chalk streams) and past landscapes (e.g. Whittlewood & Bernwood
Projects and more detailed local studies). In this long-term process the aim would be to
generate series of maps reconstructing patterns of land use for the last 1000 years (and
where the data exists extending this back to pre- medieval landscapes too). At present,
the following broad landscape epochs are envisaged –
I.
II.
III.
IV.
V.
VI.
VII.
VIII.

Earlier prehistoric (Neolithic/Early Bronze Age)
Later prehistoric
Roman
Early/Middle Saxon
Medieval (possibly sub-divided into early and late)
Post-medieval (pre-parliamentary enclosure)
Late 19th Century (post-enclosure)
20th Century

This methodology (and its relationship to HLC) is to be explored in a local study for the
County Structure Plan of 4 parishes to the Northwest of Aylesbury. The Bucks HLC
project would contribute most to the countywide maps for epochs VI to VIII but will draw
on information already available for earlier epochs in the SMR and other studies.
Bucks HLC methodology aims to be explicitly evidence-based and interrogative. The
starting point and primary sources will be modern Ordnance Survey maps (digital LandLine and 1:25 000 Explorer) and vertical aerial photographs (1999) from which initial
polygon definition will be made and principal landuse use and morphology attributes
derived. Where significant time-depth is apparent, other sources (most notably historical
6
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cartographic sources, published research, habitat data and the SMR) will be used as the
basis for historical interpretation. This exercise of mapping is seen as one of questioning
and understanding the landscape rather than the mechanistic application of preconceived notions.
The precise methodology will be developed as part of the proposed pilot study.
However, it is envisaged that Principal Historic Landscape Types (HLT) will be defined
by inspection of the OS 1:25 000 Explorer Series maps assisted by inspection of 1999
vertical aerial photographs (the practicality of using the County’s geo-referenced digital
aerial photography will be explored). A draft list of Principal HLTs based on other HLCs
are listed in appendix 2. Each Principal HLT will then be subdivided (both spatially and
by classification) by analysis of morphology, history etc (see appendix 2). A “decisiontree” will be developed to aid and describe the process of analysis and interpretation of
each Principal HLT – a preliminary draft decision tree for enclosed land is provided in
appendix 3 .
As with other HLCs it is felt that the extensive and diverse Principal HLT category of
“Enclosed Land” will require most research.
A particular characteristic of the
Buckinghamshire’s enclosed land is the high incidence of well documented
parliamentary enclosure which covered 37% of the historic county, principally
concentrated in the north of the county where it affected almost the entire landscape of
many parishes (Turner, 1973 - see appendix 4). In view of the dominant importance of
parliamentary enclosures in these areas it is considered essential that this project
properly characterises the impact of parliamentary enclosure on the modern landscape
both to understand its distinctive forms and recognise the contributions of earlier
landscapes which may have been preserved by the parliamentary commissioners in
much the same way that contemporary landscape parks often did. It is also worth noting
that north Bucks has some of the best preserved medieval open field systems in Midland
England (Hall, 2001) and it is hoped that a better understanding of the process of
enclosure may help understanding of this resource and the targeting of conservation
strategies. It is hoped that this study will begin to challenge notions that parliamentary
enclosures are simply modern, standardised, ubiquitous and uninteresting – at their best
they can probably be regarded as “designed landscapes” which are as worthy of
preservation as earlier field systems or even some contemporary landscape parks
(contrast the pastoral ideal as ornament versus the practical landscape?). In this study it
is proposed to map the extent of land affected by parliamentary enclosure as recorded
on Inclosure maps available in the Buckinghamshire Record Office. The proposed
methodology (to be tested in the pilot study) is to map on to the 1:25000 Ordnance
Survey Explorer paper maps for digitisation by a commercial company. It is possible that
a follow-on project might be proposed to better characterise these field systems and
recommend priorities for conservation. Those parishes where it is immediately evident
that little survives (e.g. due to the modern development of Milton Keynes or Aylesbury)
would be excluded from this historic mapping process.
Detailed classification of some other complex Principal HLTs (e.g. urban Built Up Areas)
may be better achieved as part of future projects, such as Extensive Urban Survey.
Where relict features or landscapes evidently survive or have been important in
structuring an area of landscape then these will be recorded too.
On-screen digitisation will be undertaken at an appropriate standard scale (probably
1:5000 rather than 1:10 000 for practical reasons) against the OS digital Land-Line
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background and/or using existing county digital land parcel polygon data. Some data
from paper maps will be digitised by consultants.

1.7 PROJECT EXTENT
The project area comprises the modern administrative county of Buckinghamshire
covering some 1500km2 and comprising 161 modern civil parishes. Subject to
agreement, it will also cover the Unitary Authority of Milton Keynes1. Milton Keynes
covers an additional area of c 300km2 and 44 civil parishes. Assuming Milton Keynes
is included then the total project area will be c 1800km2 covering 205 civil
parishes.

2.0 PROJECT OBJECTIVES
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Create a bibliography of important local and county historic landscape studies and
research the current state of knowledge.
Create countywide GIS-based mapping of Historic Landscape Types.
Create a supporting database recording data on morphology, historic map data,
landscape “stratigraphy”, relict features and sources.
Describe the various Historic Landscape Types and assess their incidence, survival
and contribution to the modern environment.
Assess the current state of historic landscape research in Bucks and develop an
Agenda identifying priorities for further topic based and/or local studies.
Publish2 a synthesis of the project in an appropriate format.
Contribute to supplementary planning guidance and other guidance related to the
Landscape Plan for Buckinghamshire (Part 2).

3.0 PROGRAMME
The identified tasks are:
Stage 1 – Preparation, project design & pilot study
1. Recruitment of HLC Officer
2. Training - GIS
3. Literature search - identification and examination of key sources. Creation of
bibliography
4. Identify and access key data sets:
• Digital Ordnance Survey First Edition 6-inch mapping3
• Digital Ordnance Survey 2” 1st edition surveyors drawings4
1

Contrary to popular belief, roughly 2/3 of the Milton Keynes Unitary Authority comprises open
countryside outside the new city.
2
The precise form of publication has yet to be decided. It may include IT-based delivery linked to the
proposed “Unlocking Buckinghamshire’s Past” SMR HLF Project. The possibility of funding popular
synthesis from other sources (e.g. shadow Chilterns AONB Conservation Board) will also be explored.
3
Available on BCC IT network
4
To be acquired from the British Library for this project
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• Digital Ordnance Survey County Series mapping (to c 1950)5
• Inclosure maps6
• Various GIS data sets7
• Leverhulme Medieval Settlement Project Archive8
• Habitat data9 (esp. Ancient Woodlands)
• Geological data10
• Historic parish/township map11
From the draft list of Principal Historic Landscape Types (see appendix) prepare
methodology (expressed as “decision trees”) and attribute classification fields.
Historic landscape types will be defined in a manner generally consistent with other
county studies, especially those of adjacent counties where available. Identify pilot
study areas covering c10% of the county (c 16 parishes) and covering a wide range
of historic landscape types. Prospective examples are:
• “NW of Aylesbury” (4 parishes) – DMVs, pre-parliamentary enclosure & postmedieval parks
• “Whittlewood” (up to 6 parishes) – mostly pre-parliamentary enclosure, semidispersed settlement pattern, forest edge – allows comparison with Whittlewood
Project.
• An area dominated by parliamentary enclosure (Padbury/Thornborough –
adjacent to Whittlewood pilot)
• A location in the Chilterns (Stokenchurch or Pitstone or Hughenden areas?).
• A location in the Thames Valley (Wexham/Iver)
For the pilot areas, map land affected by parliamentary enclosure from Inclosure
Maps12
Undertake pilot HLC studies of above.
Review and finalise methodology. Steering Group meeting.

Stage 2 – Historic Landscape Data Collection and Mapping
9. Map land affected by parliamentary enclosure from Inclosure Maps.
10. Undertake county-wide HLC mapping working from modern OS maps and vertical
APs
11. Assess and map the survival of each historic landscape type in the modern
landscape.
12. Develop an Historic Landscape Research Agenda
Stage 3 – Publication
13. Prepare a publication text including methodological description, county overview and
local summaries.
5

Available on BCC IT network
Available in paper form in the Bucks Record Office, Aylesbury
7
Available on BCC IT network
8
To be obtained from the NMR (subject to availability)
9
To be obtained from Bucks Environmental Record Centre subject to availability
10
1:50k British Geological Survey maps (part already held by BCC)
11
To be obtained via the History Data Service (University of Essex). The data is not in GIS format –
options for conversion or digitisation are being explored with the University of Portsmouth.
12
131 places have Inclosure Awards covering an area of 672km2, or 37% of the county’s area –
predominantly concentrated north of the Chiltern scarp.
6
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14. Publication – format & resources to be decided

4.0 MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION
The project will be undertaken by the Buckinghamshire County Archaeological Service, a
team within the Spatial Planning Division of the Environmental Services Department. It
will managed by Sandy Kidd MIFA, Senior Archaeological Officer supported by:
David Pickard (Minerals & Development Control Manager) – line management, financial
management & personnel issues.
Philip Bowsher (Team Leader, Countryside Strategic Initiatives) – link to Landscape Plan
for Buckinghamshire.
Chris Reid (Strategic Planning) – link to Strategic Planning & GIS specialist)
Brian Grainger (IT Manager)
Brian Giggins (MK Archaeological Officer)
Graham Fairclough (English Heritage)
Professor Micheal Turner (Hull University) has indicated a willingness to advise on
parliamentary enclosures. Consideration will also be given to including a representative
of the Chilterns AONB Shadow Board in the project team, especially if additional funding
becomes available from this source. Possibilities of joint working with the National Trust
and University of Leicester’s Whittlewood Project will be explored as will opportunities for
additional external funding.
The project will appoint a Project Officer on a fixed term contract for a period of 70
weeks provisionally from the 24th June 2002 to the 31st October 2003.
5.0 HEALTH & SAFETY
County Council Health and Safety Policies will apply.
6.0 COPYRIGHT
The copyright on the products of the HLC will be held jointly by English Heritage,
Buckinghamshire County Council and Milton Keynes Council. The data will be made
freely available under licence to partner organisations (e.g. Chilterns AONB Office and
District Councils) and will be made available to other users through the Sites and
Monuments Record in accordance with the Council’s SMR Access and Charging Policy.
It is hoped that summary maps derived from the HLC will be made available free of
charge over the internet as part of the County Council’s proposed “Unlocking
Buckinghamshire’s Past” Project.
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7.0 PROJECT PLAN (also see timetable appendix 5)
Task
no.
1

Description
Recruitment

Project Officer
time
-

2

Training (ArcView GIS)

2 person-days

3

Literature search and
source bibliography
GIS data collection

10 person-days

4

5

6

Draft HLT list &
methodology. Select pilot
study areas
Pilot Inclosure mapping

7

Pilot HLC study

8

Finalise HLTs & method
inc
Steering Group meeting

9

Inclosure mapping

10

Countywide HLC

11

Analysis & Assessment
of survival
HL Research Agenda
Management (Steering
Group etc)

Stage 2
Subtotals
13
14
15
Total

6 person -days

6 person-days (@
½ day per parish)
18 person-days (@
av 1.1 day per
parish)
4 person-days

Advertising +
travel
Intro to ArcView
training
Historic parish
data (+
digitisation?)
-

Digitisation
-

-

50 person-days

Stage 1
SubTotals

12

4 person-days

Other costs

50 person-days
(@ ½ day per
parish)
160 person-days
(@ av 1.1 day per
parish)
15 person-days

Digitising

2 person-days
3 person-days
230 person-days

Report writing
Publication
Archiving
Annual Leave (pro-rata
@ 23 per annum + 9

25 person-days
Not costed at this
stage
2 person-days
307 person-days
43 person days
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stat)
350 person days

Grand
Total
Management, admin
overheads

10%

NB: Estimates based on historic Bucks – if Milton Keynes is excluded then reduce by
circa 20%.
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8.0 COSTINGS
Year 2002-3
Staff

Recruitment
Training
Stationary, travel etc
Desktop PC
Software for PC

Data acquisition

Digitisation

Bucks pay scale 5
(costed at Spinal point 28
Salary £20766 + NI + super
annuation. On-cost £24711.00
pa)
40/52 weeks
Travel expenses (est)
Advertising (BAJS + IFA JIS)
Introduction to ArcView GIS
est
GIS-spec PC (lease)
ArcView GIS
Access 97
Adobe Illustrator?
OS 2” surveyors drawings
BGS 1:50k
Historic parish mapping
2 sets 1:25000 Explorer Series
(each 10 maps @ £7 each)
scanning & ortho-rectifying
300 @ £9 each

Total grant

Cost
£19008.46

200.00
125.00
550.00
250.00
800.00
1095.00
100.00
325.00
550.50
45.00
140.00
2700.00
25888.96

BCC contribution

MK contribution

Management (80% of 10% of
grant)
Accommodation
20% contribution to BCC
management overheads

2071.12
not costed
517.78
to be confirmed

Year 2003-4
Staff

Stationary, travel etc
Desktop PC
Publication
Inflation

Bucks pay scale 5
(Spinal point 29, Salary £22011.
On cost £26193.00 pa)
30/52weeks
est
GIS-spec PC (lease)
@ 2.5%

Total grant
BCC contribution

MK contribution

15111.35

250.00
800.00
not costed
404.03
16565.38

Management (80% of 10% of
grant)
Accomodation
20% contribution to BCC
management overheads

1325.23
not costed
331.31
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42454.34
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APPENDIX 1: BUCKS LANDSCAPE PHASE SUMMARY
Major historical influences on the Buckinghamshire Landscape
Date range
(circa)
1950-2000

Major Influences

Data

•

Vertical aerial photography
(1970s/80s & 1999)
Modern OS digital

•
•
•
•

1900-1950

1800-1900

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

1700-1800

•
•
•

1550-1700

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

1350-1550

1150-1350

SaxoNorman

Pre-medieval

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Urban development, esp. Milton
Keynes (from 1970).
Agri-industry
Motorways (from 1960s)
Mineral extraction
Conservation – e.g. Metropolitan
Green Belt (from 1959); Chilterns
AONB (from 1965); National Trust
Decline of the country house
Closure of railways
“Metroland” development
Military (esp. WW2 airfields)
Mineral extraction
Decline of the country house
Urban development
Rural depopulation
Railways (from 1837/8)
Rothschild mansions & parks (from
1830s)
Parliamentary enclosure (until 1865) –
Whaddon Chase 1841
Parliamentary enclosure (from 1738)
Landscape Parks
Turnpikes, canals & Thames
navigation
Disafforestation of Bernwood (1632)
Country houses and parks
Piecemeal enclosure
Dissolution of the monasteries (1530s)
Rural depopulation (from 1348)
Piecemeal enclosure
Forest Law at maximum extent (11841217)
Assarting?
Deer parks
Towns
Norman conquest
Forest Law
Open Fields & townships
Villages
Roman roads & Prehistoric trackways
Prehistoric monuments

Vertical aerial photography
(1949)
post-war OS paper maps
Pre 1950 OS digital maps

OS 1st edn 6” maps
(surveyed 1867-87)
Bryant’s county map
(surveyed 1824)
Parliamentary enclosure
maps
OS 2” surveyor’s maps (c
1809-1818)
Parliamentary enclosure
maps
Jefferys county map
(surveyed 1766-8)
Ridge and furrow mapping
early estate maps e.g.
Bernwood, Salden
Deserted settlement
mapping
Ridge and furrow mapping
Forest bounds
Ridge and furrow mapping

Ridge and furrow mapping

SMR monuments & roads
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Early field systems?
Early/middle Saxon estates &
territories?
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APPENDIX 2: Draft Data Fields
1. Principal HLTs
Communication
Built-up area
Enclosed land
Industrial
Military
Parkland
Recreation
Open (unenclosed) land
Water
Woodland
2. Morphology
3. Documentary
4. Habitat/Land use
5. Stratigraphy
6. Relict features
7. Interpretation sub categories of Principal HLTs - to be developed
8. Sources
9. Notes
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APPENDIX 3
ENCLOSED LAND

Initial definition of
polygon with reference
to modern OS and
historic parish/ township

Morphological
description
• Pattern
• Boundaries
• Size

C19th
pattern
lost

Identify relict elements
& relationships

C19th pattern
intact or
modified

Compare modern enclosure
pattern to 1st edition OS
• Boundary change

Identify relict elements
& relationships.
Interpret possible
mechanism of enclosure

No

Parliamentary
enclosure?

Yes
Interpretation:
Modern field system
(with or without
relict elements)
(documented date &
mechanism of
enclosure)

Identify relict elements &
relationships (e.g.
enclosure from common)

Interpretation:
Pre-modern nonparliamentary enclosure
field system (intact or
modified) (with or without
relict elements) (conjectural
date & mechanism of
enclosure)

Interpretation:
Parliamentary enclosure
field system (intact or
modified) (with or without
relict elements)
(documented date &
mechanism of enclosure)
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Appendix 4 : Maps of Parliamentary Enclosure in Buckinghamshire (Turner, 1973)
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Appendix 5 : Project Outline work programme
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Appendix 6 : Job description and Person specification
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Period division of landscapes in Buckinghamshire Milton Keynes

24.43%
34.03%

Pre 1774
1774-1885
1885-1950s

7.48%

Post 1950s
34.05%
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Introduction
The purpose of this section is to provide a very broad, period overview of
Buckinghamshire’s historic landscape. Much the landscape types discussed in the
text can be referenced in greater detail in Appendix 1 of this report.
Summary of Landscape – Character of the 20th century
The impact of Twentieth Century landscape on the county of Buckinghamshire is the
most profound of any period, comprising nearly 32% of the landscape. From a
cursory glance of the map we can see that most of the landscape change has
occurred in the south and eastern parts of the county, especially in the districts of
Chiltern district and South Buckinghamshire. The most notable change to landscape
is urban growth in proximity to the largest areas of urbanisation. The impact is felt
less in the north and western parts of Buckinghamshire in particular the Vale of
Aylesbury and Wycombe Districts.
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Enclosure: The landscape character of enclosure in this period is the
destruction of earlier enclosed field boundaries to facilitate mechanised arable
farming, these have created so called ‘prairie fields’, prevalent in the east of
Chiltern parish but clusters found in the north east of the county and parts of
th
Milton Keynes. Conversely, the 20 century has created new enclosures;
forming smaller holdings for hobby farming or the creation of private paddocks
for horses and ponies. These are almost ubiquitous in Buckinghamshire but
with greater concentrations near urban areas.
Urbanisation: Perhaps the greatest impact is urban growth, in particular the
expansion of towns, High Wycombe and Aylesbury and the creation of a new
town of Milton Keynes. The greatest densities are found to the south of the
county given its proximity to London while, Aylesbury Vale is the least affected
by settlement expansion.
Recreation: The emergence of recreational areas, are mainly found in proximity
to urban centres, this includes the creation of urban amenities such as ‘linear
parks’ in Milton Keynes. Perhaps the largest impact is the growth of golf
courses, which are found predominately in the South Buckinghamshire District
and the Chilterns.
Industry: In comparison to other counties, industry has made only a small
impact upon the Buckinghamshire landscape. Much of the types are industrial
estates located in and around the major towns of High Wycombe, Aylesbury
and Milton Keynes, while the other major type, the extractive industries, are
located next to the river courses and the south and around Milton Keynes in the
north.
th
Woodland: The growth of woodland in the 20 century takes two forms the
regeneration of woodland around existing woods and encroachment upon
commons and downland. Small commercial woodland plantations, substitution
of coniferous trees for broadleaf woods.
Military: Buckinghamshire is not renowned for its military sites, the only active
area on a landscape scale is the RAF base at Halton. However there are relict
military sites in the form of disused Second World War airfields; these
punctuate the landscape, with a particular bias to the Vale of Aylesbury
landscape, with former airfields of Great Horwood and Westcott.
Communications: Buckinghamshire has relatively few landscape features
relating to communications, perhaps the largest are commercial aerodromes,
converted from former second world war airfields such as Booker airfield in
Wycombe District or Haddenham airfield in Aylesbury Vale. The main linear
type are the motorways of the M1, M40, M25 and M4.
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Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes: 20th Century Landscape

Military Airfield (Disused)
Allotments
Airfields
Pony Paddocks
Prairie Field
Enclosure (20th 21st Century)
Civic Areas, Hospitals, Schools, Universities
Mineral Extraction (Disused)
Industrial (post 1885)
Mineral Extraction
Flooded Restored Mineral Extraction
Motorways
Nursery with Glasshouses
Military (Post Medieval)
Railway Goods/Marshalling Yards
Water Reservoir
Shopping/Commercial Centres
Settlement (Modern)
Golf Courses
Recreation Areas
Utitilities
Coniferous Woodland
Caravan/Mobile Home Park
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Summary of Landscape – Character of the 18th & 19th centuries
The 18th and 19th centuries makes up 34% of the Buckinghamshire landscape. This
period was a time of radical landscape change, where more communal methods of
farming are replaced by private ownership with the introduction of parliamentary
enclosure. This ownership was also expressed in other ways with the creation of
large landed estates or Parks and Gardens.
•

•

•

•

Enclosure: A defining characteristic of the north Buckinghamshire landscape is
the parliamentary enclosure Acts. Although a widespread landscape type, north
Bucks is acknowledged as having some of the best-preserved parliamentary
enclosure landscapes in the country (Appendix 1). Parliamentary enclosure has
had less of an impact on the Chilterns, Wycombe and South Buckinghamshire
districts as it was confined to former common land.
Settlements and Buildings: Most of the settlement cores of villages and towns
are recorded from this period. The mapping has revealed a broad demarcation
in settlement types with a generally highly nucleated settlement pattern on the
Vale of Aylesbury and Milton Keynes, with a more dispersed settlement
character found in the Chilterns, Wycombe district. There are some subtle
variations to be found in each district. Some Isolated farms that form part of the
character to parliamentary enclosure are under threat from intensive
agriculture.
Parks and Gardens: Buckinghamshire contains some of the finest Parks and
Gardens in Britain, the majority of which were created during this period. The
most notable in the Vale of Aylesbury are the estate and gardens at Stowe, the
Rothschild estates of Waddesdon, Mentmore and Halton. The Chilterns and
South Buckinghamshire have a number of significant parkland landscapes
including Hampden, West Wycombe and Langley Park.
Woodland: The characteristic of woodlands in this period is defined by
piecemeal regeneration upon commons and downland, especially in the
Chilterns and South Buckinghamshire while the vale of Aylesbury and Milton
Keynes has some small plantations of woodland created for fox hunting. There
is also the emergence of Orchards and horticultural farming in the Chilterns
and South Buckinghamshire.

5

Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Characterisation

Appendix 4

Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes: 18th and 19th Centuries landscape

Allotments
Parliamentary Enclosure (18th -19th Century)
Enclosure (19th Century)
Parkland (16th 19th Centuries)
Settlement (Historic Core)
Coniferous Woodland
Orchard
Woodland (Secondary 18th - 19th Century)
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Summary of Landscape – Character of the 15th & 17th centuries
The surviving landscape for the 15th to 17th centuries represents nearly 34% of the
landscape although part of this figure also incorporates medieval and earlier
landscapes.

•

•

•

•

th

Enclosures: Much of the pre 18 century irregular and regular enclosures in
Buckinghamshire can be tentatively ascribed to this period, although due to
lack of cartographic evidence, some enclosures may have earlier origins dating
back to the Middle Ages. The process of enclosure was piecemeal with
landowners unilaterally enclosing their lands or landlords enclosing land in
agreement with other landowners and tenants, examples can be seen in the
Salden in the Vale of Aylesbury and the enclosures of the Lee family in
Quarrendon Bucks. Much of the enclosures in the Chilterns and Wycombe may
date to the medieval period but were also rationalised during this time. Also of
significance is the formation of meadows along the major rivers particularly the
Thame, Ouse in the Vale of Aylesbury and the Chess in the Chilterns.
Settlement: The pattern of many villages and towns are defined in this period,
(See Appendix 5). With much of the timber framed buildings dating to this
period. Many have been refronted and encased by other materials hiding their
former origins. Another settlement characteristic of this period was the
development of country estates and secular housing, some created on the sites
th
of former monastic houses. The Dissolution of the monasteries in the early 16
century released large tracts of monastic land, which was partitioned and sold.
Evidence for country houses of this period is scarce with only a few examples
still surviving in the landscape, many being replaced by later buildings and
gardens although there are surviving elements at Chenies in Chiltern District,
Crawley, North Crawley in Milton Keynes District and Salden, Aylesbury Vale
where the east wing survives from a Tudor mansion (1570-90).
Woodland: A characteristic type of woodland management is the coppicing, a
continuation of woodland management practice from the medieval period.
Coppicing created a sustainable supply of wood used primarily for fuel. Old
coppiced stools’ can be found surviving ‘in the woodlands of the former
Whaddon Chase (Buckinghamshire) and ancient woodland in (Milton Keynes)
and Significantly these woodlands were also a resource for timber, providing
much of the building materials that form the core of settlements in the study
area.
Commons: The greatest surviving distribution of common land is within the
Chilterns and Wycombe and South Buckinghamshire districts with commons
surviving on the higher and less fertile land. .
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Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes: 15th and 17th Century landscape

Enclosure (Pre-18th Century Regular)
Enclosure (Pre18th - 18th Century 'Irregular')
Enclosure (Strips and Furlongs)
Enclosure (Pre 18th Century Sinuous)
Meadows
Settlement (Historic Core)
Woodland (Ancient Semi Natural)
Commons Greens and Heaths
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Summary of Landscape – Character of the Medieval landscape
The surviving medieval landscape is restricted to a few historic landscape types that
can be assigned to with a reasonable degree of confidence: ancient woodlands,
meadows and commons. The medieval landscape of Buckinghamshire has a mixed
character, the Vale of Aylesbury and Southern Milton Keynes was characterised by
extensive open fields, which now survive as relict ridge and furrow earthworks. These
fields are normally associated with nucleated villages but with pockets of dispersed
settlement. By contrast the Chilterns has much older extant field systems, created by
‘assarting’ or woodland clearance.
•

•
•

•
•

•

Settlement It is at this period that settlement formed into the distinct patterns
that influenced later development. Most of the Vale of Aylesbury and Milton
Keynes District, was dominated by nucleated villages, a pattern characteristic
of the Midlands based upon the communal organisation of the open fields, e.g.
North Marston and Quainton. In contrast, dispersed settlement is generally
th
found in wooded areas as result of the assarting of woodland in the 12 and
th
13 centuries, leading to the establishment of patterns of isolated settlements,
small hamlets, small greens and ‘end’ villages.
Deserted settlements: There are many deserted, shifted and shrunken villages
and manorial sites surviving as earthworks and buried remains.
Open Fields: (Ridge and Furrow) Before enclosure most agricultural land in
north Buckinghamshire was managed as open fields. This type of field system
has its origins in the late Saxon period (900-1066) and was used in some areas
th
up until the 19 century. The main aspect of these field systems were
characterised by the arable lands of the parish being subdivided into a few
(often two or three) vast ‘hedgeless’ fields usually of at least 50 acres that were
used in rotation. The fields were subdivided into blocks called furlongs, then
further divided into individual strips called lands. There are no operational,
open fields surviving but the evidence for this lost era of agriculture still
survives in the form of ridge and furrow earthworks. These relict features have
been mapped from aerial photographs and provide an insight to the extent of
open farming. Surviving ridge and furrow is found almost exclusively on in the
Vale of Aylesbury and Milton Keynes were it is better preserved on the heavy
clay lands, where the earthworks have been protected under the pasture fields
when enclosures were introduced. Some of these field remains have been
identified as being of national importance, among the best examples to be
found are at Ashendon, North Marston Ludgershall.
Assarts: The small assarted fields are found throughout the Chilterns,
(Appendix1) although there are rare examples in the Bernwood forest area, (e.g.
in the parishes of Akeley, Biddlesden and Middle Claydon).
Coaxial Enclosures: Coaxial enclosures are a particular enclosure type found in
parts of the Chilterns and Wycombe, (see Appendix 1 for definition). The
relationship with other landscape features suggests that this particular type of
enclosure has earlier antecedents with possible origins in the prehistoric
period.
Woodland: Much of the woodland in Buckinghamshire has a history dating
back to the Middle Ages. Aylesbury Vale and Milton Keynes once contained the
hunting forests of Bernwood, Whittlewood, part of Salcey Forest and the
private hunting ground or Whaddon Chase. These former hunting grounds
form distinct clusters of woodland in an otherwise treeless landscape. Much of
the woodland within these areas still survives and probably remains relatively
unchanged from this date. By contrast the Chilterns is the most wooded area of
the county and much of the woodland contains evidence of ancient
management, with woodbanks, ancient coppices and pollards. Particular
examples found at Penn, in the Chilterns and Burnham beeches in South
Buckinghamshire. Much of these woodlands are rare surviving landscapes
that are sensitive to change.
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Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes: Medieval Landscape

Possible Assarts
Greens Commons and Heaths
Enclosure (Co-axial)
Settlement (Historic Core)
Woodland (Ancient Semi Natural)
Woodland (Common Woodland/Pasture)
Relict Ridge and Furrow

10

Appendix 5
Analysis - Settlement

Nucleated Cluster/Town of Winslow, Aylesbury Vale District
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Introduction The methodology
of the Buckinghamshire and
Milton Keynes HLC project
demarcated settlement into two
broad categories, Modern (20th
century) Settlement and Historic
cores, which comprise the old
centres of villages and towns,
depicted upon the 19th century
1st edition Ordnance Survey 6”
maps. Unsurprisingly modern
settlement represents the largest
proportion of coverage. Most of
this modern settlement is growth
and expansion around the cores
of historic towns, although the
one exception in
Buckinghamshire is the ‘new
town’ of Milton Keynes. The
overwhelming proportion of
urbanisation found to the south
of the county around the
settlements of Wycombe, Marlow
and the so-called ‘Metroland’
and later developments of,
Amersham, Beaconsfield and
the Chalfonts.
With the exception of a few
historic towns such as Aylesbury
and High Wycombe,
Buckinghamshire is a rural
county characterised by hamlets
and villages. Rural settlement
varies according to its location in
the landscape, its economic function and social
organisation. The study of these origins is beyond the
scope of the Buckinghamshire HLC project but other
interesting patterns that can be discerned from the
shape or morphology of historic settlement cores.

Figs. 1 & 2: The distribution of Settlement in
Buckinghamshire/Milton Keynes by broad
period classification

Ancient
Settlement
15.05%

Modern
84.95%
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Ancient Settlement Types
In order to understand the
subtleties of settlement pattern a
classification of different
settlement types was created to
define settlement morphology;
this was based upon the model
devised by Lewis, Dyer and Fox,
(1995):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Towns
Nucleated Settlement
Linear Settlement
Interrupted Row
Common Edge Settlement
Farm Clusters
Individual Farmsteads

(Examples and precise
definitions of these types can be
found in Appendix 1 of this report
under ‘Historic settlement’ type).
Using these definitions, the HLC
project has produced a distinct
distribution map of settlement,
(Figs. 3 & 4). At a broad level
settlement conforms to the Lewis
et al study of settlement, with
Aylesbury Vale characterised by
nucleated clusters and nucleated
row settlements, although what
is noticeable in some areas is
the absence of any settlement,
this can be explained by the
presence of Historic Parks and
Gardens, e.g. the Rothschild
landscapes of Waddesdon or
Stowe, where the designed
landscapes have emparked
former villages leading to their
abandonment. In other
instances voids can be
explained by desertion due to
economic pressures in the
medieval and post medieval
period.

Fig. 3 & 4: The Distribution of Settlement Types in Buckinghamshire/Milton
Keynes. Pie chart depicts settlement types as a percentage of area.

Nucleated
Streets and
Rows
23%

Towns
11%

Common Edge
12%

Farm Clusters
10%
Interrupted Rows
4%
Isolated Farms
13%

Nucleated
Clusters
27%

In comparison to the Vale of
Aylesbury the broad settlement
character of the Chilterns,
Wycombe and South
Buckinghamshire districts are defined by dispersed settlement types: common edge

3

Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Characterisation

Appendix 5

settlements, interrupted rows and a series of farm clusters/ isolated farms. The only
notable nucleated settlement forms tends to occur in the major river valleys, of the
Chess (Chesham and Amersham) Misbourne, (Wycombe). The character of Milton
Keynes seems to be a composite of both nucleated and dispersed forms, especially
to the north of Olney.

Aylesbury Vale

Chiltern District

3% 2%
4% 5%

1%

12%

41%

18%

12%

51%
23%

10%

5%

13%

Milton Keynes

Wycombe

1%
2%

8%

2%

5%

8%

19%

11%
51%

57%

7%
12%

16%

1%

South Bucks
Isolated Farmsteads
9%

Common Edge

4% 2%

5%

Farm Clusters
Interrupted Row

13%

54%

Nucleated Clusters
Nucleated Rows

13%

Towns

Fig 5: The composition of settlement types by settlement occurrence
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Analysis at a finer grain
As the Buckinghamshire HLC is recorded onto GIS it is possible to view the
landscape at a more detailed scale, noting the variations in these generalised
patterns of settlement morphology. At a district level HLC has revealed subtle areas
where the settlement character differs or is at odds with the perceived pattern. In the
Vale of Aylesbury, which is composed largely of nucleated settlements, there is a
great degree of settlement variation, including dispersed settlement. Many villages
are composites of discreet ‘Ends’ such as Swanbourne that was formerly composed
of small farmsteads, which together with later development make up the village. This
has also been reinforced by the results of the Whittlewood project (Jones & Page
2006), which has shown a wide degree of dispersed settlement patterning in North
Buckinghamshire. Closer inspection of other villages seems to suggest that
settlement in Vale villages is far more subtle and widespread than previously thought.
The appearance and plan for the village of Stewkley, has the hallmarks of a
nucleated row (Lewis et al 1999) but map regression shows that the village is
composed of a series of ends, suggesting that the village has undergone settlement
coalescence in the past 200 years.

Fig 6: Variation in settlement pattern in the Vale of Aylesbury. The parishes of Barton Hartshorn and
Chetwode are dispersed in character compared to the usual nucleated forms in this area.
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Buckinghamshire Settlement Pattern in relation to other datasets
The distribution of different types of settlement pattern appears to have a direct
relationship with the relief of the landscape. The map below depicts the height
contours of the Buckinghamshire Chilterns overlaid with the settlement morphology
produced from HLC data. Traditionally the Chilterns is associated with dispersed
landscape but there are a number of key towns and nucleated villages found
throughout the region. The analysis of settlement types with relief shows a correlation
with Chiltern towns, (Chesham, Amersham, Wendover and High Wycombe) and their
location along the main river valleys, on the alluvium of the Chess, Misbourne, (0m –
100m). The evolution of these settlements into principal towns is certainly due to their
location along these arterial routeways through the Chilterns, consequently given
their location it is obvious to see how these settlements have grown and flourished. It
is also noticeable that large nucleated clusters such as Great Missenden, are also
located along the valleys, while there is a general dearth of nucleated settlements
found on the higher ground. In contrast to the more prominent settlements, this map
also illustrates another interesting pattern in the location of common-edge
settlements, the majority depicted seem to be located on the higher ground, (155 –
200 metre contour) on the spurs of the dipslope with overlying geology of clay with
flints.

Town

Contours

Nucleated Clusters

Height at 5m intervals

Nucleated Rows

0 to 50 m
55 to 100 m
105 to 150 m
155 to 200 m
205 to 250 m

Interrupted Rows
Common Edge Settlement
Farm Cluster
Isolated Farmstead

Fig 7: HLC settlement pattern in the Buckinghamshire Chilterns in relation to topography
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HLC and Current Settlement Research
The information gathered from the HLC mapping could assist other research studies,
In particular the recent work on English Rural Settlement, (Roberts Wrathmell 2000).
The Roberts and Wrathmell work produced an atlas defining the varied regional
character of England’s rural settlement and the relationship with systems of
agricultural. In the area covered by Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes, the map
shows that the straddles two distinct settlement ‘Provinces’, a ‘central province’
running from the Chilterns to the north and a ‘south-eastern’ province, the dividing
line being the Chilterns scarp. The study further refined settlement pattern
distinctions by subdivided these broad areas into ‘sub-provinces’ and local regions.

Fig 8: HLC Roberts & Wrathmell settlement sub-provinces overlain with the Buckinghamshire HLC
data.

An examination of the results show that the Roberts and Wrathmell survey broadly
corresponds with the results form the HLC project although the sub provinces and
local regions do not have the same correlation with HLC data. As the HLC work in
Buckinghamshire has been undertaken at a fine scale there are some distinct areas
where a subtler, dispersed settlement pattern such as the Whittlewood area of
Buckinghamshire and the example already cited of Chetwode/Barton Hartshorne.
Conclusions
This short section shows some of the potential for using the settlement data within
the Buckinghamshire/Milton Keynes HLC project. It can be used to look at settlement
trends in particular locations. Potentially this information could be useful for planners
and landscape architects when planning development in rural areas, ensuring that
the shape, extent of settlement corresponds with the historic pattern. However,
there are still many avenues of research that can be followed using this data such as
examining particular settlements in relation to enclosure types in parishes or the
correlation of listed buildings and land tenure with isolated farmsteads. Another
useful adjunct to this work would be to improve the data within HLC recording the 20th
settlements, to try a map and understand the growth of towns and their origins.
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Introduction
Enclosed land comprises the most extensive HLC type representing over 72% of the
land total. Its main use is for agriculture, a large proportion being for the pasturing of
sheep and cattle. The type has a significant impact on aspects of the social and
cultural life of the county, where both its form and maintenance are defining
characteristics of the aesthetic appeal of the landscape, and is by turn a major
influence upon matters such as tourism and planning.
Pre 18th Century
Enclosure accounts for 32.13% of enclosed land in
Buckinghamshire, Parliamentary Enclosure for 28% and Modern Enclosure for 15%.
Both the Pre 18th Century (Irregular Enclosure) and Post-Medieval Enclosure types
have changed little in the last 150 years, especially when compared with the Modern
Enclosure type. Most 20th Century Enclosure is an alteration of a previously
enclosed landscape (greatly changed) with just 19% of hectares newly enclosed
since the nineteenth century. The HLC mapping (see diagram below) suggests that
most of the enclosed landscape has remained largely unchanged for at least 150
years, if not for considerably longer. However, the HLC process did not evaluate the
continuing presence of smaller landscape features, such as barns and trees, or the
composition of boundary type, boundary size, hedgerows and routeways. Nor did it
assess the intrusive features of modern life, such as pylons, new roads, street
lighting or other elements leading to the sub-urbanisation of the countryside. These
may have a significant impact upon the appearance and condition of the landscape
and all play an important part in shaping the landscape visible from the ground. It is
likely that there will be areas which will have a different ‘feel’ today to that of a couple
of centuries ago, although the basic pattern of enclosure has remained the same.

Enclosed from
Settlement
0.18%

Enclosed from
Woodland
1.15%

Enclosed from
Parkland
0.33%

Enclosed from
Commons Heaths
2.35%
Ancient Enclosure
32.13%
Mixed Origin
1.10%

Enclosed from
Open Fields
37.62%
Enclosed from
Older Enclosures
24.91%

Enclosed from
Downland
0.25%
Enclosed from
Industry
0.004%

Fig. 1: The Origins of Buckinghamshire/Milton Keynes enclosures; percentages represent area of land cover.
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Fig. 2: The distribution and phasing of Parliamentary Enclosure Acts in
Buckinghamshire
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Boundary Loss

Figure 3 below shows the distribution of boundary loss and boundary gain in
Buckinghamshire. The areas of most loss are in distinct areas, north east area of
Milton Keynes, the landscapes surrounding Stowe and Whittlewood forest; while the
Chilterns district contains the most amount of loss in the south. Boundary gain is
almost evenly distributed although there are greater concentrations in South
Buckinghamshire district in proximity to urban centres. Much of this boundary loss
has coincided with prime agricultural land grades 1 &2.

Boundary Loss
No Loss
Minimal
Major
Gain

Boundary Gain
12%

Unchanged
46%

Major Loss
12%

Minimal Loss
30%
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Enclosed land

The occurrence of on high
valued agricultural land in
Buckinghamshire coincides
with an increase in prairie
fields and parliamentary
enclosures.

Woodland( All Varieties)
1.73%
Allotments
0.39%
Meadows
2.42%
Hospitals Schools
0.26%

Recreation Areas
2.21% Airfields
Park and Gardens
0.28%
6.19%

Sinouous Fields
0.50%
Reservoirs and Restored
Lakes
0.27%

Assarts
0.91%

Open land
0.31%
Industrial (All varieties)
2.28%

Settlement All varieties
5.15%

Coaxial Fields
1.17%

Irregular Fields (Pre 18th
century)
19.06%
Crofts (Medieval Post
Medieval)
0.05%

20th Century Enclosures
7.71%

Parliamentary Enclosure
22.72%

Fossilised Strips
0.12%

19th century fields
6.62%

Regular Fields (Pre 18th
century)
3.73%

Prairie Fields
15.95%
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Hollowhill Wood, Medmenham, Wycombe District
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Introduction
Woodland represents nearly 9% of the land cover in Buckinghamshire, covering
some c.175 km² of landscape. However, this figure does not include woodlands
under 2 hectares and also omits those found within the boundaries of Historic Parks
and Gardens. This would add to the total coverage but even without these
classifications, Buckinghamshire is still one of the more woodland landscapes in
England. The distribution of woodland (as will be seen below), is not consistent and
the extent is largely due to the Buckinghamshire Chilterns, which are renowned for
their beech woodlands. The woodland cover comprises six HLC types: Ancient Semi
Natural, Ancient Replanted; Wood Pasture; Secondary Woodland; Coniferous
Plantations and Orchards. (The details and definitions of all these types can be
accessed in Appendix 1).

Fig. 1: The distribution of Woodland in Buckinghamshire
/Milton Keynes
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Aylesbury Vale
As the largest district in Buckinghamshire, the Vale of Aylesbury has a distinctly unwooded feel to it. The landscape is synonymous with planned, open enclosures with
scrubby hedgerows, the result of successive phases of post-medieval enclosure.
However, there are areas where woodland forms the a distinct characteristic of the
landscape, this is largely due to the survival of the former ancient hunting forests of
Bernwood, Whittlewood and the hunting chase at Whaddon. The extent of much of
these woodlands has remained unchanged since the 19th century, although some
replanting has taken place, removing the natural broadleaf species for pantations.
The other main characteristic of woodland in the Vale of Aylesbury is that 46% of the
wood in is made up of secondary woodland and coniferous plantations. This large
proportion can be attributed to natural regeneration of farmland but also the
proliferations of coverts for the purposes of hunting, the Aylesbury Vale was once
home to the Bicester and Whaddon Chase hunt and an abundance of small
woodlands punctuate the landscape. It is also a revealing statistic that the average
woodland size is 3.28 hectares, although the most amount of woodland area is found
in woodlands that are 50< 100 hectares, reflecting the contribution of the former
hunting forests, (see Figure 10).

9%

Woodland (Ancient Semi Natural)

2%
45%

Woodland (Ancient Replanted)
Woodland (Secondary Woodland)

37%

Woodland (Coniferous Plantation)
7%

Orchards

Fig. 2 & 3 Pie chart depicting the proportion of woodland types by area and the character of
woodland landscape in the Winslow area of Aylesbury Vale depicting small rectangular
plantations and coverts.
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Chilterns
Woodland covers c.15% of the Chiltern woodland almost two-thirds of which is
ancient semi natural woodland. It is noticeable that ancient woodlands in the north
part of the district has a distinctive morphology, being long and sinuous in form, (see
Fig. 5), generally these are located in areas of high relief along the sides of the ridges
that run along the Chess valley. These also coincide with parish boundaries and
conform to the ladder-like layout of ancient coaxial enclosures. The character of
ancient woodland changes towards the southern end of the district; here, larger
blocks of woodland are found, including the important relict wood pasture of Penn
Wood. Much of ancient woodland found along the edge of parish boundaries. The
district includes the present of Penn Wood, a rare relict of wood pasture. Secondary
woodland represents 38% of wood cover, this largely relates to re-growth
surrounding existing woodlands and the colonisation of downland, (example). It is
also noticeable that this area of Buckinghamshire has the highest proportion of
Orchards.

Woodland (Ancient Semi Natural)
4%

12%

Woodland (Ancient Replanted)
48%

Woodland (Wood Pasture)
Woodland (Secondary Woodland)

24%
9%

3%

Woodland (Coniferous Plantation)
Orchards

Fig. 4 & 5: Pie chart depicting the proportion of woodland types and the character of
woodland in the Chilterns District
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Milton Keynes
Milton Keynes is the least wooded part of Buckinghamshire with less than 4% of
landscape coverage. Despite this low figure, there are notable concentrations of
ancient semi-natural woodland, the most prominent is found in an area to the north
west of Milton Keynes covering the parishes of Gayhurst, Ravenstone, Stoke Golding
and Weston Underwood; this coincides with part of the former ancient hunting forest
of Salcey. There are also some remnants of ancient woodland fossilised within the
city of Milton Keynes, where the city’s architects and planners have purposefully
incorporated this into its design, the woods of Linford wood in Stantonbury and Howe
Park Wood, Shenley Brook End are good examples. In terms of modern woodland,
coniferous plantations are found across the region, although the greatest
concentration is found on the Greensand ridge of the Brickhills, where 20th century
planting has covered much of the former heathland.

Woodland (Ancient Semi Natural)
1%

21%

Woodland (Ancient Replanted)
Woodland (Secondary Woodland)
52%
20%
6%

Woodland (Coniferous Plantation)
Orchards

Fig. 6 & 7: Pie chart depicting the proportion of woodland types and the character of woodland in the Salcey Forest
area of Milton Keynes
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South Buckinghamshire
Woodland in South Buckinghamshire comprises nearly 17% of the landscape and is
found in a solid concentration in the middle of the district (see Fig. 9). Over 45% of
woodland is of ancient origin, this includes the nationally important woodland of
Burnham Beeches, which contains the remnants of the former managed wood
pasture, including the survival of rare, ancient beech pollards. This woodland is
home to a wide variety of animal and plant species. Woodland dating to the 20th
century makes up nearly 50% of the type in the district; much of the secondary and
coniferous woodland has regenerated or been planted within the parkland
landscapes of Black Park and Langley Park. Woodland has also colonised much of
the former heathland, that once dominated this landscape, (see commons research
in Appendix 10).

Fig. 8 & 9: Pie chart depicting the proportion of woodland types and the character of
woodland in South Buckinghamshire District

Woodland (Ancient Semi Natural)

13.32%

2.47%
Woodland (Ancient Replanted)

40.88%
Woodland (Wood Pasture)
Woodland (Secondary Woodland)

38.39%
4.77% 0.17%

Woodland (Coniferous Plantation)
Orchards
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Wycombe
Wycombe has the highest woodland proportion of all districts at c.19% of landscape
coverage. This comprises a large quantity of both ancient and secondary woodland.
Much of the latter is the result of natural regeneration over the last century on the
fringes of existing woodland and through the colonisation of commons and heaths
such as the Naphill and Downley commons. Secondary woodland has also
colonised areas of downland, in particularly the Chilterns scarp south of Princes
Risborough. Some of Buckinghamshire’s largest concentration of ancient semi
natural woodland are found in this area, with large concentrations of ancient
woodland found in the Hambleden Valley and Stokenchurch area.

Woodland (Ancient Semi Natural)
13%

2%

Woodland (Ancient Replanted)
Woodland (Wood Pasture)

25%

56%
2% 2%

Woodland (Secondary Woodland)
Woodland (Coniferous Plantation)
Orchards

Fig. 9 & 10: Pie chart depicting the proportion of woodland types and the character of
woodland in Wycombe District
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Figs: 10 to 14: Statistics on woodland Size and area for respective districts.
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Hectares

Size Distribution of Woodland: South Bucks District
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Table 1: Historic Landscape Types for the Study area
This table is a summary of the landscape types data extracted from the GIS
database of the Buckinghamshire HLC project.
A comparison has been made
between the current landscape and the landscape of the late 19th century (coinciding
with the 1st edition 6” maps) in order to view changes and trends in landscape over
this period. The data forms the central source of information for landscape analysis
for the report, and it is the focus for discussion of individual landscape types in
Appendix A. A further division of this data at District level is found in subsequent
Tables 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6.
Detailed
Av. Ha
Landscape Type
Airfields
245.65
(Disused)
Allotments
249.18
Airfields
402.45
Assarts
3329.51
Caravan Sites
15.67
Commons/Greens531.67
Downland
281.51
Decoy Pond
12.61
Coaxial
4203.87
Enclosure
8093.70
Parliamentary
Enclosure
(original
allotments)
Fossilised Strip 520.70
Enclosures
Historic
23.42
Monuments
Pre 18th Century 31292.76
Irregular
Enclosure
Crofts
129.03
19th
Century 12061.28
Enclosure
20th
Century 17210.10
Priarie Fields
Pre 18th Century 9466.66
Regular
Enclosure
28614.94
Parliamentary
Enclosure
(divided
allotments)
20th
Century 13116.84
Enclosure
Pre 18th century 1089.72
Sinouous
enclosure
Fish
5.81
Farm/Hatchery
Watercress Beds 12.34
Hospital, Schools 1109.42
and Universities
Heaths
62.74
Industrial
33.71
(Disused)
Industrial
2557.82
Mineral
618.83
Extraction
Flooded Restored 840.51
Mineral
Extraction
3.77
Motorways
647.04

%

No. of Ply %

Av. Poly

OS 1st ed

Diff (ha)

0.01

0.13

3

0.02

81.88

0.00

245.65

0.00

% Gain or % +/Loss
#DIV/0!
100.00

0.13
0.21
1.78
0.01
0.28
0.15
0.01
2.25

138
6
169
3
78
14
3
204

1.11
0.05
1.36
0.02
0.63
0.11
0.02
1.65

1.81
67.08
19.70
5.22
6.82
20.11
4.20
20.61

392.06
10.88
3941.95
0.00
1147.79
971.88
12.61
6386.84

-142.88
391.57
-612.44
15.67
-616.12
-690.37
0.00
-2182.97

3.92
0.11
39.42
0.00
11.48
9.72
0.13
63.87

-36.44
3598.99
-15.54
#DIV/0!
-53.68
-71.03
0.00
-34.18

4.32

370

2.99

21.87

14340.12

-6246.42

143.40 -43.56

-43.56

0.28

100

0.81

5.21

609.35

-88.65

6.09

-14.55

-14.55

0.01

1

0.01

23.42

23.89

-0.47

0.24

-1.97

-1.97

16.71

1564

12.63 20.01

49238.44

-17945.68

492.38 -36.45

-36.45

0.07
6.44

51
706

0.41
5.70

2.53
17.08

133.85
13710.63

-4.82
-1649.35

1.34 -3.60
137.11 -12.03

-3.60
-12.03

9.19

686

5.54

25.09

0.00

17210.10

0.00

100.00

5.06

510

4.12

18.56

12884.52

-3417.86

128.85 -26.53

-26.53

15.28

1115

9.00

25.66

34224.49

-5609.55

342.24 -16.39

-16.39

7.01

1416

11.43 9.26

0.00

13116.84

0.00

100.00

0.58

57

0.46

19.12

1467.14

-377.42
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0.00

2

0.02

2.91

0.00
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0.00
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0.01
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163

0.02
1.32
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100.00

0.03
0.02
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2

0.04
0.02

12.55
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-32.08
30.87
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0.03

-33.83
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-33.83
100.00

1.37
0.33

157
25

1.27
0.20

16.29
24.75

85.27
31.91

2472.55
586.92

0.85
0.32

2899.67
100.00

97.00
100.00

0.45

33

0.27

25.47

4.99

835.52

0.05

100.00

100.00

0.00
0.35

1
10

0.01
0.08

3.77
64.70

0.00
0.00

3.77
647.04

0.00
0.00
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0.06
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Table 2: Aylesbury Vale
Landscape

Code

Area Ha

Percent

No
of
Polygons

Av. Polygon

COM

Disused Military Airfield

245.65

0.26

3

81.88

LAN

Allotments

78.06

0.08

39

2.00

COM

Airfield

282.90

0.29

3

94.30

ENC

Assarts

480.07

0.50

17

28.24

OPN

Commons

46.88

0.05

20

2.34

IND

de

256.24

0.27

11

23.29

OPN

Downland

188.17

0.20

7

26.88

LAN

Decoy Wood/Pond

12.61

0.01

3

4.20

ENC

Coaxial Fields

295.78

0.31

12

24.65

ENC

Parliamentary Enclosure

7011.79

7.29

325

21.57

ENC

Fossilsed Strip Fields

333.50

0.35

74

4.51

ENC

Pre 18th Century Irregular Enclosure

17441.91

18.12

712

24.50

ENC

ek

83.48

0.09

6

13.91

ENC

Crofts and Tofts

91.42

0.09

33

2.77

ENC

19th Century Enclosure

8475.07

8.81

444

19.09

ENC

20th Century Prairie Fields

7259.98

7.54

289

25.12

ENC

Pre 18th Century Regular Enclosure

7417.15

7.71

355

20.89

ENC

Parliamentay Enclosure (Subsequent Divisions)

22239.92

23.11

833

26.70

ENC

20th Century Enclosure

4941.75

5.14

486

10.17

ENC

Pre 18th Century Sinuous Enclosure

353.66

0.37

16

22.10

LAN

fh

3.92

0.00

1

3.92

CIV

Hospital, Schools Universities

234.75

0.24

24

9.78

LAN

Heaths

23.95

0.02

2

11.98

IND

Disused Industrial

33.71

0.04

3

11.24

IND

Industrial

328.72

0.34

29

11.34

IND

Mineral Extraction

57.62

0.06

3

19.21

ENC

mf

83.55

0.09

8

10.44

COM

Motorways

57.76

0.06

2

28.88

ENC

Meadows

1738.54

1.81

191

9.10

LAN

Greenhouses and Nurseries

59.17

0.06

9

6.57

OPN

Open Fields

30.67

0.03

1

30.67

WAT

Ornamental Lake

17.39

0.02

2

8.70

ENC

pa

153.92

0.16

1

153.92

ENC

pm

214.79

0.22

7

30.68

PAR

Parks and Garden

2789.39

2.90

59

47.28

REC

rw

49.39

0.05

8

6.17

SET

Ancient Settlement

1230.57

1.28

348

3.54

SET

Modern Settlement

6379.83

6.63

220

29.00

REC

Golf Course

545.98

0.57

14

39.00

REC

20th Century Recreation

553.97

0.58

55

10.07

LAN

Unimproved Land

200.05

0.21

28

7.14

UTL

Utilities

81.83

0.09

19

4.31

WOO

Ancient Semi Natural Woodland

1775.29

1.84

103

17.24

WOO

Coniferous Woodland

326.86

0.34

72

4.54

WOO

Orchards

83.23

0.09

23

3.62

WOO

Woodland Replacement

286.86

0.30

14

20.49

WOO

Secondary Woodland

1355.53

1.41

234

5.79

96233.23

100.00

5168
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Table 3: Chiltern District
Av.
Polygon

Code

Description

Area Ha

Precentage

No of Polygons

ag

Allotments

31.09

0.14

16

1.94

as

Assarts

693.93

3.10

31

22.38

cm

Commons

94.19

0.42

19

4.96

de

Disused Industrial

26.95

0.12

2

13.48

ec

Coaxial Enclosures

1619.55

7.23

97

16.70

ee

Parliamentary Enclosure

739.93

3.30

10

73.99

ef

Fossiled Strips

16.90

0.08

5

3.38

ei

Pre 18th Century Irregular Enclosure

2946.30

13.15

178

16.55

em

Tofts and Crofts

15.26

0.07

4

3.82

en

19th Century Enclosure

841.29

3.76

70

12.02

ep

20th Century Prairie Field

2810.31

12.55

120

23.42

er

Pre 18th Century Regular Enclosure

963.24

4.30

66

14.59

es

Parliamentary Enclosure

281.86

1.26

12

23.49

et

20th Century Enclosure

1946.45

8.69

210

9.27

eu

Pre 18th Century Sinuous Enclosure

67.99

0.30

5

13.60

fh

1.89

0.01

1

1.89

hs

Hospital Schools Universities

129.76

0.58

12

10.81

in

Industrial

101.48

0.45

18

5.64

me

Mineral Extraction

167.01

0.75

4

41.75

mr

Mototways

2.72

0.01

1

2.72

mw

Meadows

249.11

1.11

17

14.65

ng

Nurseries and Greenhouses

17.94

0.08

2

8.97

of

Open Fields

51.52

0.23

1

51.52

pp

Parks and Gardens

912.12

4.07

34

26.83

rw

Flooded Restored Mineral Extraction

4.80

0.02

1

4.80

se

Ancient Settlement

351.89

1.57

157

2.24

st

Modern Settlement

3524.93

15.74

107

32.94

tg

Golf Courses

361.33

1.61

9

40.15

tr

20th Century Leisure

154.69

0.69

29

5.33
9.40

ui

Unimproved Land

28.19

0.13

3

ut

Utilities

11.03

0.05

2

5.52

wa

Ancient Semi Natural Woodland

1558.26

6.96

148

10.53

wc

Coniferous Woodland

381.14

1.70

65

5.86

wm

Wood Pasture

301.97

1.35

3

100.66

wo

Orchards

131.50

0.59

47

2.80

wr

Ancient Replanted Woodland

86.95

0.39

6

14.49

ws

Secondary Woodland

764.52

3.41

159

4.81

10.58

0.05

2

5.29

22400.57

100.00

1673

xx
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Table 4: Milton Keynes
Code

Description

Area Ha.

Percentage

Av. Poly
Size

No of Polygons

ag

Allotment

86.00

0.25

44

1.95

ap

Airfield

3.36

0.01

1

3.36

as

Assarts

948.60

2.75

31

30.60

cc

Caravan Site

4.32

0.01

1

4.32

cm

Common

134.50

0.39

7

19.21

de

Disued Industrial

321.19

0.93

13

24.71

ec

Coaxial Fields

109.11

0.32

5

21.82

ee

Parliamentary Enclosure

569.39

1.65

30

18.98

ef

Fossiled Strips

127.19

0.37

13

9.78

ei

Pre 18th Century Irregular Enclosure

5628.47

16.33

294

19.14

em

Tofts andCrofts

en

19th Century Enclosure

17.84

0.05

10

1.78

989.42

2.87

55

17.99

ep

20th Century Prairie Fields

er

Pre 18th Century Regular Enclosure

4782.80

13.88

171

27.97

503.92

1.46

37

13.62

es
et

Parliamentary Enclosure

5225.60

15.16

213

24.53

20th Century Enclosure

1366.58

3.97

185

eu

Pre 18th Century Sinuous Enclosure

7.39

1.40

0.00

1

gc

Government, Civic Centres

1.40

66.91

0.19

6

11.15

hs

Hospital Schools, Universities

ht

Heaths

514.40

1.49

78

6.59

3.50

0.01

1

3.50

in

Industrial

me

Mineral Extraction

1477.33

4.29

46

32.12

62.53

0.18

7

8.93

591.61

1.72

16

36.98

mf
mr

Motorways

511.24

1.48

5

102.25

mw

Meadows

867.55

2.52

68

12.76

ng

Nureseries and Greenhouses

30.51

0.09

7

4.36

pp

Parks and Gardens

432.64

1.26

18

24.04

rl

Riverine Landscape

34.09

0.10

4

8.52

rr

Railway Sidings

86.73

0.25

5

17.35

rw

Flooded Restored Mineral Extraction

12.75

0.04

3

4.25

se

Ancient Settlement

481.17

1.40

184

2.62

sh

Shopping Centres

86.50

0.25

12

7.21

4665.30

13.54

69

67.61

438.99

1.27

22

19.95

1721.62

5.00

127

13.56

1.72

0.00

1

1.72

36.20

0.11

4

9.05

st

Modern Settlement

tg

Golf Courses

tr

20th Century Recreation

ui

Unimproved Land

ut

Utilities

wa

Ancient Semi Natural Woodland

756.68

2.20

46

16.45

wc

Coniferous Woodland

309.30

0.90

34

9.10

wo

Orchards

10.21

0.03

6

1.70

wr

Ancient Replanted Woodland

85.52

0.25

6

14.25

ws

Secondary Woodland

299.78

0.87

97

3.09

55.07

0.16

1

55.07

34459.54

100.00

1984

wt

6

Buckinghamshire Historic Landscape Characterisation

Appendix 8

Table 5: South Bucks District

ode

g

LAN

Allotments

11.78

0.08

7

p

COM

Aifields

42.75

0.27

1

274.01

1.76

13

15.67

0.10

3

217.20

1.39

16

Description

Areas
Ha

No.
of
Polygons

Landscape
Type

Precentage

Av. Poly Size

s

ENC

Assarts

c

ENC

Caravan Sites

m

OPN

Commons

e

IND

Disused Industrial

123.99

0.80

13

c

ENC

Coaxial Enclosure

545.15

3.50

21

192.63

1.24

8

23.42

0.15

1

1181.10

7.58

102

2.65

0.02

3
46

e

ENC

Parliamentary Enclosure

h

ENC

Pony Paddocks

ENC

Pre 18th Century Irregular Enclosure

m

ENC

Crofts and Tofts

n

ENC

19th Century Enclosure

621.74

3.99

p

ENC

20th Century Prairie Field

622.02

3.99

30

r

ENC

Pre 18th Century Regular Enclosure

185.92

1.19

17

s

ENC

Parliamentary Enclosure (Subsequent Division)

ENC

20th Century Enclosure

163.61

1.05

12

1740.60

11.18

174

u

EMC

Pre 18th Century Sinuous Enclosure

c

CIV

Government and Civic Areas

72.99

0.47

6

6.49

0.04

s

CIV

Hospital Schools, Universities

1

75.28

0.48

10

IND

Industrial

175.42

1.13

18

e

IND

Mineral Extraction

478.47

3.07

12

f

WAT

94.63

0.61

6

r

COM

Motorways

396.29

2.54

3

138.39

0.89

18

80.37

0.52

15

w

ENC

Meadows

g

LAN

Nurseries and Greenhouses
Parks and Gardens

1379.90

8.86

52

LAB

Riverine landscape

19.35

0.12

2

18.92

0.12

1

26.19

0.17

4

p
WAT

w

WAT

Flooded Restored Mineral Extraction

e

SET

Ancient Settlement

220.95

1.42

125

SET

Modern Settlement

2647.54

17.00

119

REC

Golf Courses

722.36

4.64

21

REC

20th Century Landscape

292.19

1.88

30

LAN

Unimproved Land

50.18

0.32

2

UTL

Utilities

23.21

0.15

4

a

WOO

Ancient Semi Natural Woodland

c

WOO

Woodland

m

WOO

Wood Pasture

24.19

0.16

1

o

WOO

Orchards

66.18

0.42

18

r

WOO

Ancient Replanted Woodland

s

WOO

Secondary Woodland

t

1112.87

7.15

86

351.23

2.26

35

4.47

0.03

1

1119.88

7.19

153

12.14

0.08

1

15574.32

100.00

1211

155.74

Av. Polygon
Size
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Table 6: Wycombe District
Code

Description

ag

Allotments

Area Ha
44.65

Precentage
0.13

No. of Polygons
33

Av. Polygon
1.35

ap

Airfields

73.44

0.21

1

73.44

as

Assarts

1318.15

3.75

88

14.98

cm

Commons

113.49

0.32

21

5.40

de

Disused Industrial

dw

Downland

ec

11.81

0.03

1

11.81

111.09

0.32

8

13.89

Coaxial Enclosures

1733.99

4.93

74

23.43

ee

Parliamentary Enclosure

1051.74

2.99

20

52.59

ef

Fossiled Strips

91.94

0.26

10

9.19

ei

Pre 18th Century Irregular Enclosure

5342.58

15.20

328

16.29

em

Crofts and Tofts

3.56

0.01

2

1.78

en

19th Century Enclosure

1869.76

5.32

119

15.71

ep

Prairie Fields

2542.00

7.23

107

23.76

er

Pre 18th Century Regular Enclosure

770.93

2.19

49

15.73

es

Parliamentary Enclosure (Subsequent

2028.13

5.77

71

28.57

et

20th Century Enclosure

3526.18

10.03

398

8.86

eu

Pre 18th Century Sinuous Enclosure

604.56

1.72

30

20.15

fw

Watercress Beds

gc

Government Civic Areas

hs

Hospital Schools Universities

ht

Heaths

in

Industrial

me
mf

12.34

0.04

2

6.17

8.30

0.02

1

8.30

158.67

0.45

40

3.97

35.30

0.10

2

17.65

476.75

1.36

47

10.14

Mineral Extraction

33.40

0.10

2

16.70

Flooded Restored Mineral Extraction

70.72

0.20

3

23.57

3.77

0.01

1

3.77
218.48

mn
mr

Motorways

436.96

1.24

2

mw

Meadows

157.25

0.45

18

8.74

ng

Greenhouses

20.40

0.06

3

6.80

pm

Military Sites

pp

Parks and Gardens

rl

Rowing Lake

rw

Flooded Restored Mineral Extraction

se

45.40

0.13

2

22.70

1149.80

3.27

38

30.26

46.97

0.13

3

15.66

2.91

0.01

1

2.91

Ancient Settlement

484.44

1.38

290

1.67

st

Modern Settlement

3786.79

10.77

204

18.56

tg

Golf Courses

239.03

0.68

8

29.88

tr

20th Century Leisure

269.85

0.77

51

5.29

ui

Unimproved Land

40.23

0.11

5

8.05

ut

Utilities

4.67

0.01

1

4.67

wa

Ancient Semi Natural Woodland

3602.50

10.25

223

16.15

wc

Coniferous Woodland

899.78

2.56

156

5.77

wm

Wood Pasture

122.42

0.35

2

61.21

wo

Orchards

108.79

0.31

41

2.65

wr

Ancient Replanted Woodland

12.77

0.04

2

6.39

ws

Secondary Woodland

1570.64

4.47

231

6.80

105.75

0.30

2

52.88

35144.60

100.00

2741

952.71

wt

351.45

Av Polygon

12.82
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Introduction
Although primarily used for planning purposes, Historic landscape Characterisation
(HLC) has a huge potential to be used as a resource for academic research for all
aspects of landscape studies. Although it has been acknowledged that since its
inception, HLC as a technique has been little used by academic community in the
pursuit of research aims, (Rippon 2004). This is largely due to the lack of
understanding about GIS technology and the lack of accessibility of HLC datasets.
It is hoped that the promotion of the HLC project and the availability Buckinghamshire
HLC datasets can act as both a catalyst and framework for future research in
landscape archaeology and landscape history.
During the course of the characterisation mapping, a number of potential research
questions arose about Buckinghamshire’s historic landscape character that perhaps
merit further enquiry:
Priorities for Further Research
Irregular and Regular Pre 18th Century Enclosure
Currently this landscape type defines ancient piecemeal enclosure but the definition
is very broad and all encompassing. The limitations of the HLC project has prevented
further elaboration of this type. Additional documentary research is needed to
ascertain when and why these irregular fields were enclosed? It is known that there
was a critical period for enclosure, particularly in the Vale of Aylesbury and Milton
Keynes in the 16th and 17th centuries, (Tate 1947). This period is usually associated
with the growth in sheep farming and the decline of open field arable. Accounts by
John Leland in the 16th century describe the Vale as being partially enclosed for this
purpose, and examples of this occurring are already known at Quarrendon and
Salden Manor. By contrast the origins and development of these enclosures in the
Chilterns, Wycombe and South Buckinghamshire Districts is less well known, some
major studies have elucidated some function, (Roden 1971) but little research has
been undertaken since to further understanding of land tenure and structure. To
accommodate any future re-interpretation of existing data an extra attribute field and
landscape type on the HLC database should be considered.
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Parliamentary Enclosure:
The characteristics of Parliamentary enclosure in Buckinghamshire can be more
subtle and individual than the generalised view of a designed landscape containing
indistinguishable rectangular fields. Each parish can have its own distinctive pattern,
often reflecting the individual design and spatial organisation of the enclosure
commissioners and surveyors. Examples of this individuality can be seen in the
layout of a number of parishes in the Vale of Aylesbury such as the parish of Padbury
surveyed by Richard Davis and Miles Russell in 1796, who created a distinct
landscape of elongated field boundaries. In contrast, other surveyors such as Henry
and George Dixon who surveyed Marsh Gibbon at the later date of 1856 arranged
their field boundaries in an overlapping fashion similar to a brick bond. The influence
and impact of these surveyors upon the Buckinghamshire landscape has been
overlooked other surveyors such as John Foscott surveyed or participated in the
process of 29 enclosure commissions in Buckinghamshire, including Tingewick 17735, Hartwell and Stone; Preston Bissett, but also fifteen in Bedfordshire, seven in
Northamptonshire and one in Oxfordshire (Reed 1979). Many of these surveyors
conducted their business in other counties in England but it is not known whether
these distinct enclosure patterns are replicated in other counties or restricted their
practice and method to Buckinghamshire. As most parliamentary enclosure was
undertaken on a parish scale, further research could be directed to ascertain the best
preserved parliamentary enclosed landscapes in conjunction with contemporaneous
farmsteads of the 18th and 19th century.

Padbury: Richard Davis and Miles Russell in 1796

Marsh Gibbon: George Dixon 1856

Chiltern Strip Parishes:
There are many cases in Buckinghamshire where human communities occupying
territories that straddle different landscape topographies such as the strip parishes
running from the Vale of Aylesbury to the Chilterns. Parallels for this sort of research
was undertaken in the strip parishes of the Lincolnshire Wolds and Wessex
Downland and their adjacent lowlands (Everson et al 1991; Hooke 1988). Rather
than focussing upon the change in physical aspects of relief or geology but the
territories within which human communities exploited such a range of environments.
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Commons, Heaths and Greens:
The historic origins and use of common land throughout Buckinghamshire and Milton
Keynes needs further research. Although the bias for surviving common land is
principally in the Chilterns, Wycombe and the South of Buckinghamshire, the HLC
time depth provides an insight into the locations and approximate extent of former
commons in other areas; many of which have been lost to enclosure in the 19th
century.
• The shape and morphology differs from common to common; thick sinuous
strips on the Chilterns hills with larger areas found on the lower lying land.
This pattern may relate to the dynamics of Commons in terms of their form
and function.
• A possible function of commons could have been a part of a system of
transhumance where stock was moved from gazing areas to market,
examples of which can be seen with the former commons and heaths in south
Buckinghamshire which formed an almost uninterrupted chain north of the
Thames, possibly a staging post before final movement towards the main
cattle markets in London.
•

Industrial uses of commons. Are there particular commons where pottery, tile
was produced compared to other industrial activities such as iron smelting?

•

Although the Vale of Aylesbury has virtually no surviving common land of
note, the time depth facility on HLC could provide a means of studying the
past landuse and inter-commoning rights on the Vale. Some commons seem
to be transient such as Waddesdon only existing for perhaps a generation.

•

Many former commons in the Vale of Aylesbury have ridge and furrow
indicating either that these were former open fields and that the commons
were created subsequently; or it could be an indication of exploitation of
commons for arable in times of hardship in post medieval period such as the
Napoleonic Wars or even the two world wars of the twentieth century?

The current extent of Commons and Heaths in South Buckinghamshire (in yellow)
compared to the former extent in the 18th century (green)
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Coaxial field Systems:
There are questions over the provenance, organisation and function of these
enclosures. In Buckinghamshire these fields are found on the Chilterns dipslope on
the fringes of London clays on the chalky boulder clays. They superficially resemble
the extensive planned field systems of Bronze Age date which survive in the form of
tumbled down walls on Dartmoor known as reeves, but with many often most of their
axes are formed by roads and tracks invariably at right angles to a major river valley
suggesting that these landscapes originated through division and exploitation of
upland grazing grounds and wood pasture. The tracks presumably existed for the
movement of cattle, wood, timber and survive to or from the core areas of settlement
o the wooded peripheries.
In some areas, notably at Aston Clinton and Buckland, coaxial field boundaries seem
to be intersected by the Roman road of Akeman Street. The imposition of the road
suggests the boundaries are of prehistoric origin. The relationship of coaxial fields
with surviving prehistoric monuments such as Whepley hillfort merits further
investigation; whether these monuments are contemporary or earlier than the
established field boundaries? The debate as to whether these fields existed as they
are seen now or whether as Williamson terms a marked lacunae, patches where the
original pattern has been erased and a new landscape created. Recent excavations
in All Souls Quarry, Wexham in advance of extraction revealed field boundaries
trenches orientated along the alignment of the existing field boundaries, (Ford 2004).

Coaxial Fields in Chartridge and Cholesbury
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Dispersed Settlement:
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